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1. INTRODUCTION

Purpose

Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to 
prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). The contents of a Final EIR are 
specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Statute and Guidelines, as follows:

The Final EIR shall consist of:

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Revised Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Revised Draft 
EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

The evaluation and response to public comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows 
the following: (1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within the 
Draft EIR; (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation of the 
Draft EIR; (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; (4) the 
ability to share expertise; and (5) the ability to discover public concerns.

Organization of the Final EIR

Together with the Draft EIR, this document constitutes the Final EIR for the Project and includes the 
following sections:

Section 1. Introduction: This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR and the list of persons 
and agencies that submitted comments on the Draft EIR.

Section 2. Responses to Comments: This section includes responses to each of the comments submitted 
by persons and agencies.

Section 3. Additions and Corrections to the Draft EIR: This section provides corrections and additions 
to the Draft EIR, based on comments received during and after the public review period and based on 
staff-initiated text changes.
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Section 4. Mitigation Monitoring Program: This section includes all of the mitigation measures project 
design features, and regulatory compliance measures identified to reduce or avoid environmental impacts 
of the project and notes the monitoring phase, the enforcement phase, and the applicable department or 
agency responsible for ensuring that each mitigation measure is implemented.

Appendices: The appendices to this document include copies of all the comments received on the Draft 
EIR and additional information cited to support the responses to comments.

Process

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is 
the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Competition and Availability (NOC) was released and the 
public review period was July 23, 2015 to September 6, 2015, for a 45-day review period.

Comments on the Draft EIR were received during the comment period, and those comments are set forth 
and are responded to in this Final EIR. The Draft EIR and this Final EIR will be submitted to the Planning 
Commission and City Council for requested certification and action on the Project.

Review and Certification of the Final EIR

Consistent with State law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to agency comments are being 
forwarded to each commenting agency more than 10 days prior to the public hearing. In addition, at the 
same time responses are being distributed to all commenters who provided an address.

The Final EIR is available for public review at the following locations:

Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Telephone: (213) 978-1333 
E-Mail: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Los Angeles Central Library
630 W. 5th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071

Baldwin Hills Branch Library
2906 S. La Brea Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90016

Jefferson-Vassie D. Wright Memorial Branch Library 
2211 W. Jefferson Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90018

Memorial Branch Library
4625 W. Olympic Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90019
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Washington Irving Branch Library
4117 W. Washington Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90018

The Final EIR is also available online at the Department of City Planning’s website 
[http://planning.lacity.org/ (click on “Environmental” and then “Final EIR”)]. The Final EIR can be 
purchased on CD-ROM for $7.50 per copy. Contact Sergio Ibarra of the City of Los Angeles at 
Sergio.ibarra@lacity.org to purchase one.

List of Commenters

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning received 13 comment letters on the Draft EIR. 
Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and distinct comments within each 
comment letter are also numbered. The comments in comment letter “1” are numbered “1-1”, “1-2”, “1
3”, etc. Copies of the comments are included in Appendix A to this document.

City of Culver City, September 6, 20151.

Culver City Transportation Department2.

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, September 3, 20153.

Metro (Los Angeles County Transportation Authority), September 8, 20154.

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, September 2, 20155.

Los Angeles Wastewater Engineering Services Division, August 17, 20156.

Schultz Enterprises, Inc., September 6, 20157.

Alcion Ventures, September 5, 20158.

Helms Bakery (Wally Marks)9.

Jose Escobar, July 28, 201510.

Vicky Hadley, August 2, 201511.

Roman Chiu, September 2, 201512.

Caltrans, September 9, 201513.
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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

The purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following 
regarding standards from which adequacy is judged:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed 
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an 
EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among 
experts. The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states:

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who 
reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to 
comments that were received during the notice comment period and any extensions and may 
respond to late comments.

The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant environmental 
issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points contained in the Draft EIR. 
Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA requires in the response to 
comments. It states that:

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s 
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must 
be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not 
accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory 
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice.

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to 
focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies. Case law has held 
that the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency 
responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure. Section 
15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers and states:
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In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of 
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and 
the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the 
EIR.

The guideline encourages reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental document, 
particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project 
alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence, 
subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section 
15204(c) states:

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or 
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

Written comments made during the public review of the Draft EIR intermixed points and opinions 
relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review. 
The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for 
project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental review. The response 
“comment noted” is often used in cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to 
the review of the environmental analysis. Such points are usually statements of opinion or preference 
regarding a project’s design or its presence as opposed to points within the purview of an EIR: 
environmental impact and mitigation. These points are relevant for consideration in the subsequent 
project approval process. In addition, the response “comment acknowledged” is generally used in cases 
where the commenter is correct.

Note that there may be spelling and/or grammar errors in the Comment Letters. These are replicated here 
exactly as they were delivered to the City.
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Comment Letter No. 1

CuxAfeA.©rs CITYISB (310) 253-5710A'Ui
H£'AJ? r Of

FAX (310) 253-5721 
planning@culvercity.org

19 r\
fffll V31

PLANNING DIVISION

Thomas Gorham
Deputy Community 

Development Director/ 
Planning Manager

9770 CULVER BOULEVARD, CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA 90232-0507

September 6, 2015

Sergio Ibarra
Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project 
Transit Oriented/Mixed Use Project Environmental Impact Report (ENV- 
2014-4755-EIR) Located in the City of Los Angeles.

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Transit Oriented/Mixed Use Project located at the corner of Jefferson Boulevard and La 
Cienega Boulevard, in the City of Los Angles.

In reviewing the Draft EIR, Culver City believes many of the comments we provided at the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) stage were not adequately addressed or addressed at all. 
Although we understand you are not required to provide written response to comments at 
the NOP stage, it would have been helpful as it was difficult to ascertain if any of the issues 
we have identified previously were analyzed or incorporated in the Draft EIR. Therefore 
many of our NOP comments are repeated and our concerns related to Culver City traffic, 
transit and public safety remains. Our specific comments are attached.

1-1

Please contact me at (310) 253-5755 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Susan Yun 
Senior Planner

Attachments: 1. Detailed list of Comments Draft EIR

mailto:planning@culvercity.org
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Copy: John Nachbar, City Manager
Sol Blumenfeld, Community Developer Director
Charles Herbertson, Public Works Director and City Engineer
Art Ida, Transportation Director
Scott Bixby, Police Chief
David White, Fire Chief
Daniel Hernandez, Parks and Recreation Director
Thomas Gorham, Deputy Community Development Director and Planning Manager
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City of Culver City
Comments on the 2015 Draft EIR Transit Oriented/Mixed Use Project Environmental

Impact Report (ENV-2014-4755-EIR)
Located in the City of Los Angeles.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. We request that a Final EIR and Response to Comments review period of at least 60 
days be granted to enable us to conduct a careful review and the opportunity to work 
cooperatively with your project team to resolve any issues that may arise.

1-2

2. Please include within the notification of the Draft EIR - Culver City Neighborhoods such 
as the Blair Hills, East Culver City Neighborhood Alliance, Rancho Higuera 
Neighborhood, Blackwielder/Smiley area and the Hayden Tract area. (This comment 
was not addressed in the Draft EIR. It was not made known to Culver City if these 
neighborhoods were notified, therefore this comment is repeated.)

1-3

3. Since traffic, is such a critical issue, we would continue to also ask that our City traffic 
engineer be offered the opportunity to work with your staff and consultant in the 
preparation and review of the traffic studies prior to FINAL EIR publication. The contact 
person at the City for traffic issues is Barry Kurtz (310-253-5613). Planning staff would 
like to also request that an Administrative version of the Final EIR be available to us to 
review. This early collaboration would help to streamline Culver City’s review of the 
Final EIR by allowing issues to be fully explored before the Final EIR is published, 
thereby reducing the likelihood of additional analysis and delays during the response to 
comments phase.

1-4

4. Based on the Draft EIR, Culver City’s initial environmental areas of focus are impacts to 
our community as it relates to Traffic, Construction, Transit (City Bus), Parks/Recreation 
services, and Fire and Police services. Upon reviewing the Draft EIR, we continue 
request that adequate analysis and mitigations are included in the Draft and Final EIR 
related to these topics. Some of our standards and rules vary from the City of Los 
Angeles’s standards (i.e. Traffic standards, Construction hours, haul routes, etc.) 
Therefore, we ask you consult with us as you prepare the Draft EIR regarding our 
standards and thresholds. (This comment was not adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR.)

1-5

5. In order to fully understand the project’s scope, we need an up to date project 
description. At the community meeting held on March 25, 2015, the conceptual plans 
did not show any office uses on the plans. However the NOP indicates that there will be 
about 200,000 sf of office space. Please provide us with a copy of the most current 
Entitlement level plans that include a site plan, elevations, floor plans, parking plan, 
circulation plan, and landscaping/open space plans. Please provide a summary of total

1-6

V
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/\
1-6square footages by use type and parking totals and areas. (Culver City Staff has yet 

to receive the plans as requested in this comment.) (Cont)

TRAFFIC

6. Traffic Study Fees in the amount of $24,000 must be paid to the City of Culver City for 
its review of the project’s traffic study. 1-7

Page 7, Site Plan:
7. Figure 1: The report shall include a site plan. 1-8

Page 69, Trip Generation in Table 7:
8. Since there is no ITE trip generation rate for Specialty Retail in the AM, the traffic study 

must use the SANDAG trip generation rate, which is widely accepted and used by all 
traffic studies in Culver City. The traffic study used an AM trip rate based on the 
proportionate ITE trip rate of a Shopping Center. The ITE proportionate trip rate used is 
less conservative and results in 58 percent less traffic generated in the AM by the 
Specialty Retail component.

1-9

9. For internal capture (IC), the traffic study may use a maximum credit of 10%, after the 
25% reduction for transit/walk-in. The nChrP method used in the traffic study resulted 
in an IC discount of 33%, which is excessive. County of Los Angeles and Culver City 
allow up to 10% credit for IC. LADOT informed us that this project is the first time 
LADOT allowed a higher IC reduction based on NCHRP.

1-10

Page 87, TDM Plan:
10.The report recommends a TDM discount of 10% in order to mitigate the project’s 

impacts. City ordinances of Los Angeles and Culver City require certain TDM measures. 
The report should state which of their recommended TDM measures exceed the TDM 
ordinances. A strong TDM program can work for single employer development, such as 
UCLA, Sony, or Semantic, but it is not as effective for a mixed-use development such 
as this. An automated detection and surveillance monitoring, system, paid by the 
project, is necessary to ensure that traffic levels generated by the project after 
occupancy are consistent with the TDM target of 10%. However, the report’s 
recommended penalty program, in which the project pays for Metro passes, for not 
achieving the 10% target, is inadequate. There is no assurance the bus passes would 
be used by the development’s businesses and residents. Based on Culver City’s 
practice, significant financial penalties shall be imposed on the project for not achieving 
the TDM target of 10%. Culver City requires a financial penalty for each excess trip and 
a letter of credit from the applicant covering the 10 % TDM credit. The funds would pay 
for mitigation measures at locations impacted by the project.

1-11

11. The report indicates the project will make a one-time contribution to the City of Los 
Angeles’ Bicycle Plan. Because of the close proximity to the City of Culver City, the 1-12

V
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/\
1-12project shall make a similar contribution to Culver City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 

Plan. (Cont.)

Pages 89-91, Intersection Mitigation Measures:
12. National Boulevard and Venice Boulevard (Intersection 9, Los Angeles): Rather than 

the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, provide dual westbound left turns via widening, restriping and signal 
modifications.

1-13

13. Fairfax Avenue and Adams Boulevard (Intersection 18, Shared Los Angeles/Culver 
City): Rather than the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of
overriding considerations, provide an eastbound left turn lane via restriping and red 
curb.

1-14

14.Duquesne Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard (Intersection 37, Culver City): Rather than 
the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, restripe the southbound approach and modify traffic signals by widening 
Duquesne Avenue by 8-10’ on the west side from the Ballona Creek Bridge to Jefferson 
Boulevard. The resultant striping would have one lane northbound, southbound right- 
turn only, thru-Left and left lanes and northbound and southbound bike lanes.

1-15

15. Jefferson Boulevard and Overland Avenue (Intersection 38, Culver City): Rather than 
the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, restripe the southbound approach and modify traffic signals by removing 
the raise median northerly of Jefferson Boulevard. The resultant striping would provide 
dual southbound left turns.

1-16

16. La Cienega Boulevard and Venice Boulevard (Intersection 10, Los Angeles): We 
recommend widening the south side of Venice Boulevard by 14’ within existing right of 
way between the I-10 eastbound on ramp to a point 300’ westerly of La Cienega 
Boulevard. This would provide an eastbound right turn lane to La Cienega Boulevard 
and an eastbound right turn lane to the I-10 eastbound on ramp.

1-17

17. Fairfax Avenue and La Cienega Boulevard (Intersection 21, Culver City): We concur 
with the report’s recommendation to restripe and sign for triple left turns. 1-18

18. National Boulevard and Washington Boulevard (Intersection 22, Culver City). The 
report’s recommendation to convert an existing right-turn lane to a through-right lane is 
not feasible. The proposed right turn lane was constructed as part of the Greystar 
project that is under construction. It is not feasible to make it a through-right lane since 
there is no third departure lane to receive it. We recommend transportation 
management (TSM) measures as an alternative.

1-19
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19. La Cienega/Washington (Intersection 16 Culver City): TSM measures are
recommended rather than TDM and overriding considerations. 1-20

20. Fairfax/Washington (Intersection 17 Culver City): TSM measures are recommended 
rather than TDM and overriding considerations.

1-21

21. Sepulveda/Jefferson/Playa (Intersection 42 Culver City): Triple left turns were 
recommended for the lAx Northside project. TSM measures are recommended rather 
than TDM.

1-22

22. TSM measures consist of improvements such as improved traffic signal controllers, 
improved traffic signal interconnection, cameras, etc. TSM measures are recommended 
instead of transportation demand management (TDM) measures, and writing a 
statement of overriding considerations as indicated in the traffic study. Culver City is 
agreeable to implementing a TSM program as a means to mitigate the project’s impacts 
at intersections in Culver City.

1-23

23. If a significant number of intersections in the cities of Los Angeles and Culver City 
cannot be mitigated by physical improvements and TSM measures, we recommend the 
project be downsized to levels that would not cause unmitigated traffic impacts.

1-24

TRANSIT (CULVERCITY BUS)

1. Culver CityBus Lines 1, 4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed 
that will eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver 
CityBus Line 3 will potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of 
Jefferson/Overland intersection. The transit residual capacity analysis should look at 
specific lines/corridor rather than overall transit residual capacity in the project area, 
as there may be more impacts to specific transit lines/corridors than others. There is 
potential transit capacity issue on the Culver CityBus system that have not been 
analyzed in any detail in the EIR or traffic study. The EIR/traffic study should 
examine capacity and travel time delay impacts specifically on Culver CityBus Lines 
1, 3, 4, and 7. 1-25

2. The EIR/traffic study should acknowledge that Culver CityBus Line 4 services the 
Project Site, not just the project area. In addition Line 4 not only travels on Jefferson 
Boulevard, it also travels on La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and 
Washington Boulevard and a large portion of Line 4's route will be subject to 
significant unmitigated impacts. Six of the significantly-impacted and unmitigatable 
intersections are located along this Line. There should be specific discussions on the 
impacts of the project will have on this particular bus line and what can be done to 
mitigate impacts beyond the limited proposed mitigation measuresMM-L-1 and MM- 
L-2.3.
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3. The West LA Transit center will be significantly impacted by the project and these 
impacts need to be mitigated to minimize impacts to bus operations during 
construction and after project is built. If no mitigations can be identified in the 
immediate area of the Transit Center, then the Project should be required to provide 
mitigations elsewhere on the impacted lines in order to reduce or eliminate travel 
time delays cause by the Project.

1-26

4. The 25 percent trip reduction credit being taken due to proximity to the rail station is 
very high and no supporting detail discussion has been provided in the EIR. 
Justification for having such high trip reduction credit should be provided and clearly 
explained. In addition, there should be some mechanism to provide for future 
mitigation measures if the anticipated rail ridership from the project is not generated.

1-27

5. The 10 percent TDM credit proposed needs to be justified and explained on how it 
will ensure10 percent trip reduction. Given the proximity of the Project and its 
significant and unmitigated impacts to Culver City, the City of LA should revised 
Mitigation Measure MM-L-1 to state that LADOT will work with the City of Culver City 
to come up with penalty and other mitigation measures if the Project's TDM program 
does not achieve 10 percent TDM trip reduction.6.

1-28

6. Impacts to transit during construction were not mentioned and need to analyzed and 
addressed. The construction impacts to bus operations should be fully analyzed in 
the EIR and traffic study.

1-29

7. MM-L-10 (construction traffic control plans) states that the construction traffic control 
plans are to be submitted and approved by LADOT, but there is no provision for 
them to be coordinated with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver City 
Bus. It is highly probable that construction traffic, haul routes, detours will impact 
Culver City. In additional Culver City Bus operations would also be impacted. 
Coordination with Culver City should be required before approval and 
implementation of the construction traffic control plans. 1-30

8. MM-L-11 (development of the construction management plan) - There is no mention 
in hereof coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver City 
Bus on the development and approval of the construction management plan. 
Construction of the Project will impact Culver City and the mitigation should be 
revised to require coordination with Culver City on the development and approval of 
the construction management plan.

9. Implementation of any construction activities impacting bus operations and the West 
LA Transit Center should require coordination with the affected transit operators at 
least 21 calendar days before implementation.

1-31
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10.MM-L-1 requires adoption of a TDM plan but does not require coordination with and 
approval from any of the bus operators that might be impacted and/or provide direct 
connection to the project site. The project should coordinate with all transit operators 
impacted on the development of the TDM plan.

1-32
11.MM-L-2 Transportation System Management only requires coordination with 

LADOT. This should also require coordination with Culver City Public Works 
Department and, as needed Culver CityBus (because six of the intersections with 
significant unavoidable impacts that are can't be mitigated will directly impact Culver 
CityBus routes 1, 4 and 7 and possibly 3).

12. Due to the project's impacts to Culver CityBus and its high transit and TDM trip 
credit, the project should: 1). Work with Culver CityBus to look at how to mitigate 
impacts to Culver CityBus operations (impacts to travel time) and, potentially, transit 
capacity and 2). Look at opportunities to partner with Culver CityBus to enhance bus 
service to the project to increase transit mode share and reduce auto trips the 
Project will generate.

1-33

13. Under EIR Section 4.1 - Existing Transit System, corrections need to be made on 
the description of Culver CityBus transit service:

Rapid 6 and Line 6 does not provide direct service to Playa Vista. Line 6 has 
approximately20 minute headway during the weekday peak hours. Rapid 6 has 
15-20 minute headway.

Line 3 weekend operates at a headway of 30 minutes throughout the day. Also, 
the route does not travel along Jefferson Boulevard at any point in its route.

Throughout the EIR, there is reference to "Westfield Culver City Transit Center” 
and "CulverCity Transit center". There is only one transit center in Culver City, 
and it is the "Westfield-Culver City Transit Center." 1-34

Culver CityBus line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels on 
La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard. Line 4 will 
also be providing Saturday service starting December 2015.

Line 5 afternoon headway is approximately 60 minutes, not 45 minutes.

Line 7 travels from Marina Del Rey through downtown Culver City to the Expo 
Culver City Station and Hayden Tract business district located just southwest of 
Jefferson/National intersection. Its morning and afternoon peak hour headway is 
approximately 30 minutes.
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Draft EIR Comments- La Cienega and Jefferson TOD Mixed Use
September 6, 2015
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FIRE PROTECTION
(These comments from Culver City Fire was not adequately addressed in the Draft 
EIR).

The Culver City Fire department requests that the EIR to consider:

8. Traffic increases in and through Culver City and adjacent freeways - flow patterns 
impacting routine traffic and emergency response times and transport times.

9. Increased fire and EMS call volume due to increased people coming into and through 
Culver City, as well as increases in mutual aid/border response calls.

10. Impacts to area hospital emergency rooms and corresponding wait times at Los 
Angeles area hospitals including Southern California, Cedars, UCLA, etc.

11. Impacts from increased water demand and water availability for needed fire-flow 
(firefighting purposes) in the surrounding area.

12. Addition of a potential high value terrorism target in our area - target hardening 
considerations.

1-35

Park and Recreation

13. There is potentially significant impact on Culver City community resources such as 
Parks and Recreation facilities due to the large amount of residential units proposed 
and close proximity of the proposed project location to the City’s borders. There are 
several facilities nearby that might be affected including Syd Kroenthal Park, Culver City 
Park, and Baldwin Hills Scenic Overlook. The Draft EIR shall analyze and demonstrate 
how a project of this size and nature will not negatively affect Culver City resources 
such as our Park and Recreational facilities. Based on the NOP and the Draft EIR, it is 
not clear if there will be a park proposed on site with recreational features (i.e. baseball 
fields, etc.) proposed. There does not appear to be adequate active open space areas 
for the population proposed. (This comment was not adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR. For a project of this size, it is unreasonable to expect Culver City’s 
parks to handle the demand for active sports such as baseball or other sporting 
facilities).

1-36

During Construction

14.The construction duration is very lengthy - 35 months. There are sensitive receptors in 
the City of Culver City that were not considered in the Draft EIR in regard to noise and 
construction related impacts. There are residential uses and Syd Kronenthal Park at 
675 feet from the proposed project.

1-37

15.The traffic study and Draft EIR must identify potential impacts on traffic in City of LA as 
well as Culver City during construction and identify related mitigation measures (This 
comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

1-38
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16. Indicate any staging plans or routes that trucks will take during construction. 
Specifically, any routes in Culver City which could potentially have significant impacts to 
Culver City community if not mitigated such as parking, noise, vibration, and traffic.
(This comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

1-39

17. The traffic study and Draft EIR should include a construction management plan, 
including the haul route, the number of construction vehicles and where construction 
workers will park and the construction staging location. The traffic study and Draft EIR 
must indicate that the Project Owner shall be responsible to repair any damage to 
streets in Culver City caused by construction vehicles or activities. (This comment was 
not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

1-40

18. Construction Hours: In addition to the Culver City City’s hours of construction for 
developments in the City, Culver City further prohibits dirt hauling and construction 
material delivery or removal during the morning (7:00am to 9:00am) and afternoon 
(4:00pm to 6:00pm). In order to minimize potential impacts to the Culver City areas, 
adjacent to the Project site, Culver City insists incorporating the City’s construction 
hours and restrictions on delivery and removal as mitigation measures in the EIR and/or 
conditions of Project approval when it impacts the streets and areas of Culver City. 
Also, a point person or ombudsman should be appointed by the City to deal with 
construction related complaints. (This comment was not adequately addressed in 
the Draft EIR).

1-41
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LETTER NO. 1

Susan Yun 
Senior Planner
Culver City Planning Division 
9770 Culver Boulevard 
Culver City, CA 90232

Comment No. 1-1

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Transit 
Oriented/Mixed Use Project located at the corner of Jefferson Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevard, in 
the City of Los Angles.

In reviewing the Draft EIR, Culver City believes many of the comments we provided at the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) stage were not adequately addressed or addressed at all. Although we understand you 
are not required to provide written response to comments at the NOP stage, it would have been helpful as 
it was difficult to ascertain if any of the issues we have identified previously were analyzed or 
incorporated in the Draft EIR. Therefore many of our NOP comments are repeated and our concerns 
related to Culver City traffic, transit and public safety remains. Our specific comments are attached.

Please contact me at (310) 253-5755 if you have any questions.

Response to Comment No. 1-1

See Responses to Comments No. 1-2 through No. 1-41, below.

Comment No. 1-2

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. We request that a Final EIR and Response to Comments review period of at least 60 days be 
granted to enable us to conduct a careful review and the opportunity to work cooperatively with 
your project team to resolve any issues that may arise.

Response to Comment No. 1-2

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, responses to comments on the Draft EIR by 
Culver City will be provided to the City at least 10 days prior to consideration of certification of the EIR 
for the Project.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
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Comment No. 1-3

2. Please include within the notification of the Draft EIR - Culver City Neighborhoods such as 
the Blair Hills, East Culver City Neighborhood Alliance, Rancho Higuera Neighborhood, 
Blackwielder/Smiley area and the Hayden Tract area. (This comment was not addressed in the 
Draft EIR. It was not made known to Culver City if these neighborhoods were notified, therefore 
this comment is repeated.)

Response to Comment No. 1-3

All comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) submitted to the City related to “significant 
environmental issues and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures” (refer to Section 
15082(b)(1)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines) that should be addressed in the Draft EIR were addressed in the 
Draft EIR for the Project. A request for notification of the Draft EIR to neighborhoods within Culver City 
does not meet the requirements of referenced section of the CEQA Guidelines and is not an issue to be 
addressed in an EIR, including the Draft EIR for the Project. As is the policy of the Lead Agency (the 
City of Los Angeles), the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was sent to various interested 
public agencies, including the Culver City Planning Department and Culver City Transportation 
Department, and all residents, occupants, and business owners within a 500-radius of the Project site, 
including neighborhoods of Culver City.

Comment No. 1-4

3. Since traffic, is such a critical issue, we would continue to also ask that our City traffic 
engineer be offered the opportunity to work with your staff and consultant in the preparation and 
review of the traffic studies prior to FINAL EIR publication. The contact person at the City for 
traffic issues is Barry Kurtz (310-253-5613). Planning staff would like to also request that an 
Administrative version of the Final EIR be available to us to review. This early collaboration 
would help to streamline Culver City’s review of the Final EIR by allowing issues to be fully 
explored before the Final EIR is published, thereby reducing the likelihood of additional analysis 
and delays during the response to comments phase.

Response to Comment No. 1-4

The Project Applicant has been working with Culver City on various transportation improvements since 
the MOU process and is continuing to work with them on those matters. (Refer to Appendix D to this 
Final EIR.) In addition, the commenter is referred to page 4.L-1 of Section 4.L (Transportation/Traffic) of 
the Draft EIR that states that the traffic analysis prepared for the Project was done so with input from 
Culver City.

In accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, responses to comments on the Draft EIR by 
Culver City will be provided to the city at least 10 days prior to consideration of certification of the EIR 
for the Project.
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All potential traffic impacts have been adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 1-5

4. Based on the Draft EIR, Culver City’s initial environmental areas of focus are impacts to our 
community as it relates to Traffic, Construction, Transit (City Bus), Parks/Recreation services, 
and Fire and Police services. Upon reviewing the Draft EIR, we continue request that adequate 
analysis and mitigations are included in the Draft and Final EIR related to these topics. Some of 
our standards and rules vary from the City of Los Angeles’s standards (i.e. Traffic standards, 
Construction hours, haul routes, etc.) Therefore, we ask you consult with us as you prepare the 
Draft EIR regarding our standards and thresholds. (This comment was not adequately addressed 
in the Draft EIR.)

Response to Comment No. 1-5

Project impacts related to traffic, construction-related traffic, and transit are addressed in Section 4.L 
(Transportation/Traffic) of the Draft EIR. Project impacts related to construction-related air quality are 
addressed in Section 4.C (Air Quality) of the Draft EIR. Project impacts related construction-related noise 
are addressed in Section 4.I (Noise). Project impacts related to parks and recreational services, fire 
services, and police services are addressed in Section 4.K (Public Services).

The commenter implies that the analysis of Project impacts and mitigation measures included in the Draft 
EIR for the Project are not adequate. However, the comment does not provide facts, reasonable 
assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of this implication. 
Therefore, pursuant to Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, no further response to this portion of 
the comment is required.

The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles, and as such, construction of 
the Project and haul route used would occur in accordance with the requirements of the City of Los 
Angeles.

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project and has the authority to determine the 
standards and significance thresholds by which to assess the environmental impacts of projects within its 
jurisdiction. The Draft EIR for the Project has been prepared using such City of Los Angeles standards 
and significance thresholds. Where applicable and supported by substantial evidence, the Draft EIR and 
its traffic analysis relied on standards used by neighboring jurisdictions. To that end, it should be noted 
that Page 15 of the City of Culver City Traffic Study Criteria states, “development projects outside of 
Culver City shall use the thresholds for significant impacts of the other jurisdiction(s) when analyzing 
intersections in Culver City.”
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Comment No. 1-6

5. In order to fully understand the project’s scope, we need an up to date project description. At 
the community meeting held on March 25, 2015, the conceptual plans did not show any office 
uses on the plans. However the NOP indicates that there will be about 200,000 sf of office space. 
Please provide us with a copy of the most current Entitlement level plans that include a site plan, 
elevations, floor plans, parking plan, circulation plan, and landscaping/open space plans. Please 
provide a summary of total square footages by use type and parking totals and areas. (Culver 
City Staff has yet to receive the plans as requested in this comment.)

Response to Comment No. 1-6

The NOP sent out for the Project on March 12, 2015 included a description of the Project and stated that 
the Project includes 200,000 square feet of office land uses. The commenter is referred to Section 2 
(Project Description) of the Draft EIR that also states that the Project includes 200,000 square feet of 
office land uses. The Project Description also includes all of the current Project plans, summary of total 
square footages by land use, and parking totals. Slightly revised Project plans are also included in Section 
3, Additions and Corrections, of this document. The commenter should note that the Project depicted in 
the plans has not changed from what is included in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 1-7

TRAFFIC

6. Traffic Study Fees in the amount of $24,000 must be paid to the City of Culver City for its 
review of the project’s traffic study.

Response to Comment No. 1-7

The request to pay fees is noted for the record. It should be noted, however, that Culver City has not 
adopted any ordinance or other law that expressly allow the City to collect fees for reviewing traffic 
studies for projects not sited in Culver City.

Comment No. 1-8

Page 7, Site Plan:

7. Figure 1: The report shall include a site plan.

Response to Comment No. 1-8

The commenter is referred to pages 2-19 through 2-22 in Section 2 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR 
that include the Project’s Basement Plan (Figure 2-8), Ground Level Plan (Figure 2-9), Level 2 Plan
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(Figure 2-10), and Podium/Typical Tower Plan (Figure 2-11). The commenter should note that the Project 
depicted in the plans has not changed from what is included in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 1-9

Page 69, Trip Generation in Table 7:

8. Since there is no ITE trip generation rate for Specialty Retail in the AM, the traffic study must 
use the SANDAG trip generation rate, which is widely accepted and used by all traffic studies in 
Culver City. The traffic study used an AM trip rate based on the proportionate ITE trip rate of a 
Shopping Center. The ITE proportionate trip rate used is less conservative and results in 58 
percent less traffic generated in the AM by the Specialty Retail component.

Response to Comment No. 1-9

Footnote “[b]” on Table 4.L-5 on page 4.L-39 in Section 4.L (Transportation/Traffic) includes the 
following text:

[b] No AM Peak hour rate is available for specialty retail (ITE 826) in Trip Generation, 9th 
Edition. Therefore, the proportional rate of shopping center (ITE 820) was applied. A 
comparison of trip rates indicates that specialty retail uses generate approximately 75% of the 
trips generated by shopping center uses. Thus, this proportion was applied to the AM peak hour 
shopping center rate and used to estimate trip generation for specialty retail uses.

As stated previously, the City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project and has the authority to 
determine the standards and significance thresholds by which to assess the environmental impacts of 
projects within its jurisdiction. The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) approved the 
traffic generation rates for the Project. Further, the trip generation rate for specialty retail used by 
SANDAG that is referenced by the commenter applies only to projects in San Diego.

Comment No. 1-10

9. For internal capture (IC), the traffic study may use a maximum credit of 10%, after the 25% 
reduction for transit/walk-in. The NCHRP method used in the traffic study resulted in an IC 
discount of 33%, which is excessive. County of Los Angeles and Culver City allow up to 10% 
credit for IC. LADOT informed us that this project is the first time LADOT allowed a higher IC 
reduction based on NCHRP.

Response to Comment No. 1-10

The traffic analysis for the Project was prepared in accordance to the standards and procedures 
established by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as a representing department of 
the Project’s Lead Agency, that has approved the use of the National Cooperative Highway Research
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Program (NCHRP) methodology for estimating internal capture (IC). The NCHRP methodology is an 
approved worksheet to estimate the IC effect of newer mixed-use development. The methodology is 
included in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Handbook, August 2014 (Chapter 6, 
Trip Generation for Mixed-Use Development) and considers many project-specific design features that 
are deliberately proposed to reduce traffic trips, including (but not limited to) the number and magnitude 
of complementary land uses, layout of land uses, proximity between land uses, and competing 
opportunities outside of the development. This NCHRP methodology is supported by the same 
development network that publishes the Trip Generation Rates used for the analysis and supported by 
local agencies throughout greater Los Angeles, as well as across the country. The NCHRP methodology 
is indicative of the progressive movement by many California agencies interested in developing mixed- 
use projects near transit stations that have the real capability to reduce external vehicular traffic through 
on-site land use interaction. Culver City’s 10 percent IC rate is decades old and does not reflect the 
current land-use planning and development environment in the Los Angeles region that puts a large focus 
on mixed-use development that is purposely designed to capitalize on internal use. As such, the Project’s 
traffic impacts reported in the Draft EIR are based on approved methodology, including appropriate IC 
projections. Thus, the Project would not result in significant impacts at the intersections indicated in the 
comment.

Comment No. 1-11

Page 87, TDM Plan:

10. The report recommends a TDM discount of 10% in order to mitigate the project’s impacts. 
City ordinances of Los Angeles and Culver City require certain TDM measures. The report 
should state which of their recommended TDM measures exceed the TDM ordinances. A strong 
TDM program can work for single employer development, such as UCLA, Sony, or Semantic, 
but it is not as effective for a mixed-use development such as this. An automated detection and 
surveillance monitoring, system, paid by the project, is necessary to ensure that traffic levels 
generated by the project after occupancy are consistent with the TDM target of 10%. However, 
the report’s recommended penalty program, in which the project pays for Metro passes, for not 
achieving the 10% target, is inadequate. There is no assurance the bus passes would be used by 
the development’s businesses and residents. Based on Culver City’s practice, significant financial 
penalties shall be imposed on the project for not achieving the TDM target of 10%. Culver City 
requires a financial penalty for each excess trip and a letter of credit from the applicant covering 
the 10 % TDM credit. The funds would pay for mitigation measures at locations impacted by the 
project.

Response to Comment No. 1-11

The TDM program (and TSM program) for the Project would be presented to LADOT for approval prior 
to the City’s issuance of building and/or occupancy permits. The TDM program would include a variety 
of incentives for residents and tenants to utilize public transit, provide safe and convenient pedestrian and
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bicycle connections, along with fortifying other multi-modal modes (such as car sharing, bike sharing, 
etc.), all in an effort to meet or exceed the 10 percent TDM credit; the TDM program also would include 
other trip-reduction standards that have been applied to the Project’s traffic generation. Additionally, the 
commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure L-1 that begins on page 4.L-110 in Section 4.L, 
Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR that would further reduce the Project’s traffic generation. This 
mitigation measure would motivate future Project residents to use transit through the various strategies 
that are listed, including:

Provide an Internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with on-site 
transportation coordinator;

Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g., improve sidewalks, widen crosswalks adjacent 
to the Project, install wayfinding signage and pedestrian level lighting, etc.);

Design the Project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian, and transit friendly environment;

Provide parking as an option only for all residential unit leases (i.e., unbundle the parking);

Include a provision in all leases requiring compliance with the state parking cash-out law;

Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car share amenities;

Provide rideshare program and support for Project employees and tenants;

Allow for subsidized transit passes for eligible Project employees and tenants;

Coordinate with LADOT to determine if the site would be eligible for one or more of the services 
to be provided by the future Mobility Hubs program (secure bike parking, bikeshare kiosks, and 
car-share parking spaces);

Provide on-site transit routing and schedule information;

Provide a program to discount transit passes for residents/employees possibly through negotiated 
bulk purchasing of passes with transit providers;

Contribute a one-time fixed fee into the City’s Bicycle Plan Trust Fund to implement bicycle 
improvements within the area of the Project (amount of fee to be determined in consultation with 
LADOT and Council District 10 staff); and

Implement a Guaranteed Ride Home Program.

The assessment letter from LADOT for the Project (refer to Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR) already 
includes a provision for generating the final TDM plan with monitoring and notes that penalties would be
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applied for exceeding the trip cap, and would ensure that the Project meets/exceeds the 10 percent TDM 
credit. The penalty for exceeding the trip cap is not limited to paying for Metro passes. Mitigation 
Measure L-1 includes the following language related to the various penalties that would be applied to 
ensure the trip cap is not exceeded:

The TDM Plan must include a Monitoring Program, which should include the following considerations:

• The measurement of actual trips and monitoring will be conducted using an automated detection 
and surveillance monitoring system. In addition to providing hourly vehicular count tabulations, 
the monitoring system must also be designed in a manner that will permit direct data access to 
LADOT staff. The installation and maintenance of the monitoring system will be at the Project’s 
expenses. The monitoring system will continue until such time that the Project has shown, for 
five consecutive years, at a minimum of 85 percent occupancy, achievement of the peak hour trip 
volume requirements as listed.

Should the review show that the peak hour trip cap threshold has been exceeded, the 
Project will be subject to the following penalty program:

o

A grace period of one year will be provided to correct a reporting of non-compliance. If 
on the subsequent year of reporting, the reported trips continue to exceed the established 
trip cap, then financial penalties will be assessed.

o

Financial penalties for two consecutive reporting periods of non-compliance will pay the 
equivalent cost of providing a Metro transit pass for one year for each vehicle trip over 
the cap.

o

Financial penalties for three consecutive reporting periods of non-compliance will pay 
twice the equivalent cost of providing a Metro transit pass for one year for each vehicle 
trip over the cap.

o

Financial penalties for four consecutive reporting periods of non-compliance will pay 
three times the equivalent cost of providing a Metro transit pass for one year for each 
vehicle trip over the cap.

o

LADOT may determine that the financial penalty (or portion thereof) may be better used 
by the applicant/developer to fund improvements or enhancements to one or more of the 
ongoing TDM Plan components to increase the effectiveness in meeting the trip reduction 
performance goals.

o

Ultimately, the specific penalties for exceeding a trip cap would be determined based on LADOT 
requirements.
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Comment No. 1-12

11. The report indicates the project will make a one-time contribution to the City of Los Angeles’ 
Bicycle Plan. Because of the close proximity to the City of Culver City, the project shall make a 
similar contribution to Culver City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.

Response to Comment No. 1-12

Culver City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan,1 which was adopted in 2010, outlines a bike 
lane/pedestrian expansion and upgrade program within the city limits of Culver City. However, based on 
Culver City’s own description contained in their Master Plan, the Plan only applies to areas in Culver 
City and does not establish an impact fee for new developments to contribute to the Master Plan.

Comment No. 1-13

Pages 89-91, Intersection Mitigation Measures:

12. National Boulevard and Venice Boulevard (Intersection 9, Los Angeles): Rather than the 
report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding considerations, provide 
dual westbound left turns via widening, restriping and signal modifications.

Response to Comment No. 1-13

The suggested roadway improvement would reduce the Project’s PM peak-hour impact at Intersection 9. 
However, because the areas adjacent to the roadways are not under the control of the Project Applicant or 
the City of Los Angeles, this suggested improvement cannot be determined to be feasible at this time. For 
this reason, the suggested improvement is not recommended as a mitigation measure.

Comment No. 1-14

13. Fairfax Avenue and Adams Boulevard (Intersection 18, Shared Los Angeles/Culver City): 
Rather than the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, provide an eastbound left turn lane via restriping and red curb.

Response to Comment No. 1-14

Providing an exclusive eastbound left-turn would result in a minor operational improvement (0.006 in the 
morning peak hour and 0.002 in the evening peak hour) and would not substantially reduce the Project’s 
impact at Intersection 18, primarily due to the reduction of only 3 vehicles per hour making this left turn. 
For this reason, the suggested improvement is not cost effective relative to the minor operational

1 Bicycle
http://www.culvercitv.ors/~/media/Files/PW/TrafficEnsineerins/CCBPMP 20120329.ashx.
Culver City and Pedestrian Plan:Master
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improvement and will not substantially reduce the severity of this significant impact. In addition, because 
the intersection is not solely under the control of the Project Applicant or the City of Los Angeles, this 
suggested improvement cannot be determined to be feasible at this time. Accordingly, this improvement 
is not recommended as a mitigation measure.

Comment No. 1-15

14. Duquesne Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard (Intersection 37, Culver City): Rather than the 
report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding considerations, restripe 
the southbound approach and modify traffic signals by widening Duquesne Avenue by 8-10’ on 
the west side from the Ballona Creek Bridge to Jefferson Boulevard. The resultant striping would 
have one lane northbound, southbound right-turn only, thru-Left and left lanes and northbound 
and southbound bike lanes.

Response to Comment No. 1-15

Culver City has indicated that the impact is shared with other developments. However, the traffic 
improvement suggested by the commenter is potentially infeasible due to, among other reasons, the 
significant cost to construct the improvement. In addition, because the intersection is not under the control 
of the Project Applicant or the City of Los Angeles, this suggested improvement cannot be determined to 
be feasible at this time.

Comment No. 1-16

15. Jefferson Boulevard and Overland Avenue (Intersection 38, Culver City): Rather than the 
report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding considerations, restripe 
the southbound approach and modify traffic signals by removing the raise median northerly of 
Jefferson Boulevard. The resultant striping would provide dual southbound left turns.

Response to Comment No. 1-16

Culver City has indicated that the impact is shared with other developments. However, the traffic 
improvement suggested by the commenter is potentially infeasible due to, among other reasons, the 
significant cost to construct the improvement. In addition, because the intersection is not under the control 
of the Project Applicant or the City of Los Angeles, this suggested improvement cannot be determined to 
be feasible at this time.

Comment No. 1-17

16. La Cienega Boulevard and Venice Boulevard (Intersection 10, Los Angeles): We recommend 
widening the south side of Venice Boulevard by 14’ within existing right of way between the I-10 
eastbound on ramp to a point 300’ westerly of La Cienega Boulevard. This would provide an
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eastbound right turn lane to La Cienega Boulevard and an eastbound right turn lane to the I-10 
eastbound on ramp.

Response to Comment No. 1-17

The Draft EIR already identifies a mitigation measure for Intersection 10 that would reduce the Project’s 
impact to less than significant. Additionally, the commenter does not provide any substantial evidence 
regarding the effectiveness of the suggested roadway improvement at reducing the Project’s impact at 
Intersection 10. For this reason, the suggested improvement will not be incorporated into the Project.

Comment No. 1-18

17. Fairfax Avenue and La Cienega Boulevard (Intersection 21, Culver City): We concur with 
the report’s recommendation to restripe and sign for triple left turns.

Response to Comment No. 1-18

The comment is noted for the record.

Comment No. 1-19

18. National Boulevard and Washington Boulevard (Intersection 22, Culver City). The report’s 
recommendation to convert an existing right-turn lane to a through-right lane is not feasible. The 
proposed right turn lane was constructed as part of the Greystar project that is under construction. 
It is not feasible to make it a through-right lane since there is no third departure lane to receive it. 
We recommend transportation management (TSM) measures as an alternative.

Response to Comment No. 1-19

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. (Gibson, the preparers of the traffic analysis for the DEIR for the 
Project) believes there is confusion on the part of the commenter regarding directional orientation at 
Intersection 22 due to the skewed positioning of National Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. It 
seems that the commenter assumes that Washington Boulevard is an east-west street and National 
Boulevard is a north-south street. The comment suggesting that the northbound improvement is infeasible 
due to the Greystar project indicates that the commenter assumes National Boulevard is the north-south 
oriented street. The traffic analysis for the Project assumed that Washington Boulevard is the north-south 
street and National Boulevard is the east-west street (refer to Intersection #22 calculation worksheets in 
Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR).

Comment No. 1-20

19. La Cienega/Washington (Intersection 16 Culver City): TSM measures are recommended 
rather than TDM and overriding considerations.
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Response to Comment No. 1-20

The comment implies that Transportation System Management (TSM) measures would mitigate the 
significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR at Intersection 16. However, the comment does not provide 
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of this 
implication. The commenter should note that the Project will be required to implement TSM in addition 
to TDM. However, the traffic improvement suggested by the commenter is potentially infeasible due to, 
among other reasons, the significant cost to construct the improvement.

Comment No. 1-21

20. Fairfax/Washington (Intersection 17 Culver City): TSM measures are recommended rather 
than TDM and overriding considerations.

Response to Comment No. 1-21

The comment implies that TSM measures would mitigate the significant impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR at Intersection 17. However, the comment does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on 
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of this implication. The commenter should note that 
the Project will be required to implement TSM in addition to TDM. However, the traffic improvement 
suggested by the commenter is potentially infeasible due to, among other reasons, the significant cost to 
construct the improvement.

Comment No. 1-22

21. Sepulveda/Jefferson/Playa (Intersection 42 Culver City): Triple left turns were recommended 
for the LAX Northside project. TSM measures are recommended rather than TDM.

Response to Comment No. 1-22

As shown on Table 4.L-15 on page 4.L-118, with implementation of Mitigation Measure L-1 (TDM) and 
Mitigation Measure L-2 (TSM), impacts at Intersection 42 would be less than significant.

Comment No. 1-23

22. TSM measures consist of improvements such as improved traffic signal controllers, improved 
traffic signal interconnection, cameras, etc. TSM measures are recommended instead of 
transportation demand management (TDM) measures, and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations as indicated in the traffic study. Culver City is agreeable to implementing a TSM 
program as a means to mitigate the project’s impacts at intersections in Culver City.

Response to Comment No. 1-23
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The comment implies that TSM measures would mitigate the significant impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR. The commenter should note that the Project will be required to implement TSM in addition to TDM. 
However, the traffic improvement suggested by the commenter is potentially infeasible due to, among 
other reasons, the significant cost to construct the improvement.

Comment No. 1-24

23. If a significant number of intersections in the cities of Los Angeles and Culver City cannot be 
mitigated by physical improvements and TSM measures, we recommend the project be 
downsized to levels that would not cause unmitigated traffic impacts.

Response to Comment No. 1-24

The Draft EIR included an analysis of alternatives to the Project (refer to Section 6, Alternatives to the 
Project) that considered changes to the Project that would reduce or avoid the Project’s significant 
impacts, including significant traffic impacts. Alternative 2 (Reduced Density/Existing Zoning) was 
assessed in Section 6 and assumes development of the Project site with land uses that are allowed under 
the existing zoning and land use designation for the site (refer to page 6-11). Alternative 2 is a reduced 
version of the Project that would be allowed by-right. Alternative 3 (Reduced Density) also was assessed 
in Section 6 and assumes development of the Project site with land uses similar to those proposed as part 
of the Project but without the 200,000 square feet of office land uses that are part of the Project. As 
discussed on pages 6-25 through 6-30 (Alternative 2) and pages 6-54 through 6-63 (Alternative 3) of the 
Draft EIR, with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR for the Project’s 
traffic impacts, the Reduced Density versions of the Project would result in the same number of 
significant unavoidable traffic impacts as the Project. In addition, it was determined that because 
Alternative 2 would not provide the critical mass and mix of uses, at the same levels of density necessary 
to activate the area, it would only meet some of the Project objectives, and to a lesser extent than the 
Project (Draft EIR pages 6-38 and 6-39). Alternative 3 does not maximize the development potential at 
the Site and reduces the number of employees that could activate the area and support the usage of the 
existing transit infrastructure and, therefore, would not meet the Project objectives to the same degree as 
the Project (Draft EIR pages 6-69 and 6-70). Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 1-25

TRANSIT (CULVERCITY BUS)

1. Culver CityBus Lines 1, 4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed that will 
eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver CityBus Line 3 will 
potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of Jefferson/Overland intersection. The transit 
residual capacity analysis should look at specific lines/corridor rather than overall transit residual 
capacity in the project area, as there may be more impacts to specific transit lines/corridors than
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others. There is potential transit capacity issue on the Culver CityBus system that have not been 
analyzed in any detail in the EIR or traffic study. The EIR/traffic study should examine capacity 
and travel time delay impacts specifically on Culver CityBus Lines 1, 3, 4, and 7.

2. The EIR/traffic study should acknowledge that Culver CityBus Line 4 services the Project Site, 
not just the project area. In addition Line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels 
on La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard and a large portion of 
Line 4's route will be subject to significant unmitigated impacts. Six of the significantly-impacted 
and unmitigatable intersections are located along this Line. There should be specific discussions 
on the impacts of the project will have on this particular bus line and what can be done to mitigate 
impacts beyond the limited proposed mitigation measures MM-L-1 and MM-L-2.3.

Response to Comment No. 1-25

Although there is no CEQA nor Culver City requirement to analyze transit times, Gibson Transportation 
Consulting prepared an additional capacity analysis through each transit corridor referenced in this 
comment (lines 1, 3, 4, and 7), using values already included in the Draft EIR traffic study (see also 
Appendix C to this Final EIR). To perform this analysis, each analyzed intersection contained in the Draft 
EIR traffic study affected by any of these Culver City bus lines was summarized for their volume to 
capacity (V/C) results. The involved intersection V/C results were averaged to provide a general sense of 
the overall route experience within the study area. The corridor analysis was conducted for the Future 
without Project condition versus the Future with Project after mitigation condition. Table 1 below shows 
the results of this analysis. As shown, all Culver City bus transit corridors, with the exception of Culver 
City line #4, will have improved flow after Project mitigation (negative values reflect better than pre
Project conditions). Line 4 is expected to experience a slight increase in the morning peak hour (0.002 at 
level of service D), and a larger increase in the evening peak hour (0.018 at level of service D). While 
there is no criteria or threshold established for determining transit corridor impacts within Culver City, 
Los Angeles, or the State of California, applying the same criteria used in the Draft EIR for significant 
impacts at a single intersection, the increase of 0.018 at LOS D would not be considered significant.

Additionally, per CEQA guidelines, the traffic study did evaluate the residual capacity for each individual 
line capacity, as well as the overall line capacity analysis, and did not find capacity deficiencies on any 
one Culver City bus line.
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Table 1
Project Impacts Through Culver City Bus Line Corridors

AM - Future (Project 
Mitigated)

PM - Future (Project 
Mitigated)AM - Future (pre-project) PM - Future (pre-project)

Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line Line
1 3 4 7 1 3 4 7 1 3 4 7 1 3 4 7

Volume to Capacity Ration for Analyzed Intersections Along Each Route from EIR Traffic Study
0.589
0.602
0.952
0.917
1.195
0.830
0.830
0.687
0.599

0.981
1.315
0.953
0.865
0.848
0.734
0.734
1.022
0.912
0.920

0.873
0.589
0.917
0.852
1.135
0.989
0.989
1.064
0.730
0.950
0.889
1.222
0.953
0.865
0.848
1.022
0.518
0.912
0.734
0.766

0.982
1.187
1.153
1.195
0.830
0.687
0.687

0.669
0.590
1.071
1.043
1.164
0.978
0.978
0.488
0.639

0.998
1.214
0.862
0.899
0.701
0.759
0.759
0.782
1.110
0.934

0.755
0.669
1.043
0.892
1.462
0.867
0.867
1.064
0.539
0.897
0.692
1.119
0.862
0.899
0.701
0.782
0.513
1.110
0.759
0.823

0.968
1.005
1.097
1.164
0.978
0.488
0.488

0.583
0.611
0.959
0.935
1.142
0.834
0.834
0.687
0.604

0.975
1.206
0.970
0.881
0.865
0.742
0.742
1.031
0.918
0.915

0.840
0.583
0.935
0.874
0.994
1.030
1.030 
1.118 
0.734 
0.940 
0.896 
1.222 
0.970 
0.881 
0.865
1.031 
0.582 
0.918 
0.742 
0.768

0.975
1.183
1.166
1.142
0.834
0.687
0.687

0.680
0.595
1.115
1.073
1.123
0.982
0.982
0.493
0.643

0.998
1.088
0.881
0.921
0.716
0.769
0.769
0.795
1.113
0.933

0.782
0.680
1.073
0.925
1.464
0.912
0.912
1.131
0.548
0.897
0.701
1.128
0.881
0.921
0.716
0.795
0.526
1.113
0.769
0.824

0.962
0.999
1.111
1.123
0.982
0.493
0.493

Average Volume to Capacity Ratio Along Each Route
0.796 0.950 0.886 1.006 0.830 0.918 0.866 0.950 0.794 0.945 0.888 0.998 0.838 0.913 0.883 0.945
Change in V/C Average After Project Mitigation 0.002 0.008 0.018

0.002 0.005 0.008 0.005 0.005
Source: Gibson Transportation Consulting, November 2015.

Comment No. 1-26

3. The West LA Transit center will be significantly impacted by the project and these impacts 
need to be mitigated to minimize impacts to bus operations during construction and after project 
is built. If no mitigations can be identified in the immediate area of the Transit Center, then the 
Project should be required to provide mitigations elsewhere on the impacted lines in order to 
reduce or eliminate travel time delays cause by the Project.

Response to Comment No. 1-26

The commenter asserts that the Project would significantly impact the West LA Transit Center and that 
there are impacted lines and travel time delays caused by the project. The commenter’s assertion is
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speculative and not supported by substantial evidence. In addition, see Response to Comment No. 1-25. 
As such, the Project would not substantially affect operations of the West LA Transit Center.

Comment No. 1-27

4. The 25 percent trip reduction credit being taken due to proximity to the rail station is very high 
and no supporting detail discussion has been provided in the EIR. Justification for having such 
high trip reduction credit should be provided and clearly explained. In addition, there should be 
some mechanism to provide for future mitigation measures if the anticipated rail ridership from 
the project is not generated.

Response to Comment No. 1-27

As discussed previously, the Project falls within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles. As the Lead 
Agency, the City of Los Angeles has the authority to establish the standards and significance thresholds 
by which to assess environmental impacts of a Project. The traffic analysis for the Project was prepared in 
accordance to the standards and procedures established by LADOT. Page 10 of LADOT’s Traffic Study 
Policies and Procedures (August 2014) states that “developments above or adjacent to a Metro Rail, 
Metrolink, or Orange Line Station, or to a similar dedicated transit line station with convenient pedestrian 
access to the station may qualify for up to 25% transit credit.” Additionally, Culver City uses the same 
trip credit for their transit-oriented projects. The Project is the model for such development, located 
directly across the street from the Expo Line (Jefferson) with clear and convenient access, capitalizing on 
the City’s shift toward reducing passenger vehicles from the arterial network. The 25% transit reduction 
was approved by LADOT prior to analysis (see LADOT letter included in Appendix J-1 of the Draft 
EIR). Additionally, a trip cap and monitoring (refer to Mitigation Measure L-1 [TDM]) would be the 
mechanism to demonstrate the trip rates are appropriate and in accordance with LADOT adopted policy.

Comment No. 1-28

5. The 10 percent TDM credit proposed needs to be justified and explained on how it will 
ensure10 percent trip reduction. Given the proximity of the Project and its significant and 
unmitigated impacts to Culver City, the City of LA should revised Mitigation Measure MM-L-1 
to state that LADOT will work with the City of Culver City to come up with penalty and other 
mitigation measures if the Project's TDM program does not achieve 10 percent TDM trip 
reduction.

Response to Comment No. 1-28

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment No. 1-11.

Comment No. 1-29
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6. Impacts to transit during construction were not mentioned and need to analyzed and addressed. 
The construction impacts to bus operations should be fully analyzed in the EIR and traffic study.

Response to Comment No. 1-29

The commenter is incorrect in stating that construction-related transit impacts were not addressed in the 
Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to page 4.L-75 in Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft 
EIR that includes a discussion of the Project’s construction-related transit impacts. As discussed, with 
implementation of a required Construction Management Plan, such impacts would be less than 
significant.

Comment No. 1-30

7. MM-L-10 (construction traffic control plans) states that the construction traffic control plans 
are to be submitted and approved by LADOT, but there is no provision for them to be coordinated 
with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver City Bus. It is highly probable that 
construction traffic, haul routes, detours will impact Culver City. In additional Culver City Bus 
operations would also be impacted. Coordination with Culver City should be required before 
approval and implementation of the construction traffic control plans.

8. MM-L-11 (development of the construction management plan) - There is no mention in hereof 
coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver City Bus on the 
development and approval of the construction management plan. Construction of the Project will 
impact Culver City and the mitigation should be revised to require coordination with Culver City 
on the development and approval of the construction management plan.

Response to Comment No. 1-30

Comment noted that coordination is requested between LADOT and Culver City.

Comment No. 1-31

9. Implementation of any construction activities impacting bus operations and the West LA 
Transit Center should require coordination with the affected transit operators at least 21 calendar 
days before implementation.

Response to Comment No. 1-31

A complete construction management plan for the Project would be presented for approval to LADOT 
prior to the initial grading permit in accordance with LADOT policy. Comment noted that coordination is 
requested between LADOT and West LA Transit Center.

Comment No. 1-32
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10. MM-L-1 requires adoption of a TDM plan but does not require coordination with and 
approval from any of the bus operators that might be impacted and/or provide direct connection 
to the project site. The project should coordinate with all transit operators impacted on the 
development of the TDM plan.

11. MM-L-2 Transportation System Management only requires coordination with LADOT. This 
should also require coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and, as needed 
Culver CityBus (because six of the intersections with significant unavoidable impacts that are 
can't be mitigated will directly impact Culver CityBus routes 1, 4 and 7 and possibly 3).

Response to Comment No. 1-32

A TDM plan for the Project would be approved by LADOT prior to issuance of building/occupancy 
permits and would be monitored. Also, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment No. 1-10.

As the comment relates to transit capacity, the increased transit ridership is already included in the traffic 
analysis for the Project (refer to Table 4.L-2). Also, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment 
No. 1-25.

Comment No. 1-33

12. Due to the project's impacts to Culver CityBus and its high transit and TDM trip credit, the 
project should: 1). Work with Culver CityBus to look at how to mitigate impacts to Culver 
CityBus operations (impacts to travel time) and, potentially, transit capacity and 2). Look at 
opportunities to partner with Culver CityBus to enhance bus service to the project to increase 
transit mode share and reduce auto trips the Project will generate.

Response to Comment No. 1-33

As discussed previously, an analysis of transit capacity was performed in accordance with the Los 
Angeles County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) for each individual route (refer to Table 3 of the 
traffic study and Table 4.L-2 on page 4.L-17 in Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR) that 
indicates the residual capacity for each line during the entire run as well as the peak hour. As discussed on 
page 4.L-66 in Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic, the Project would not result in any significant transit 
capacity impacts. As such, no mitigation related to transit impacts is required. However, the Project 
Applicant will continue to work with Culver City and transit agencies to find ways to further reduce 
automobile trips and increase transit opportunities.

Comment No. 1-34

13. Under EIR Section 4.1 - Existing Transit System, corrections need to be made on the 
description of Culver CityBus transit service:
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□ Rapid 6 and Line 6 does not provide direct service to Playa Vista. Line 6 has approximately20 
minute headway during the weekday peak hours. Rapid 6 has 15-20 minute headway.

□ Line 3 weekend operates at a headway of 30 minutes throughout the day. Also, the route does 
not travel along Jefferson Boulevard at any point in its route.

□ Throughout the EIR, there is reference to "Westfield Culver City Transit Center" and 
'CulverCity Transit center". There is only one transit center in Culver City, and it is the 
'Westfield-Culver City Transit Center."

□□Culver CityBus line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels on La Cienega 
Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard. Line 4 will also be providing Saturday 
service starting December 2015.

□ □ Line 5 afternoon headway is approximately 60 minutes, not 45 minutes.

□ Line 7 travels from Marina Del Rey through downtown Culver City to the Expo Culver City 
Station and Hayden Tract business district located just southwest of Jefferson/National 
intersection. Its morning and afternoon peak hour headway is approximately 30 minutes.

Response to Comment No. 1-34

The corrections provided by the commenter are included in Section 3, Corrections and Additions, of the 
Final EIR. This information clarifies the description of transit service in the Project area and does not 
change the substantive conclusions in the Draft EIR regarding Project impacts.

Comment No. 1-35

FIRE PROTECTION

(These comments from Culver City Fire was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

The Culver City Fire department requests that the EIR to consider:

8. Traffic increases in and through Culver City and adjacent freeways - flow patterns impacting routine 
traffic and emergency response times and transport times.

9. Increased fire and EMS call volume due to increased people coming into and through Culver City, as 
well as increases in mutual aid/border response calls.

10. Impacts to area hospital emergency rooms and corresponding wait times at Los Angeles area hospitals 
including Southern California, Cedars, UCLA, etc.
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11. Impacts from increased water demand and water availability for needed fire-flow (firefighting 
purposes) in the surrounding area.

12. Addition of a potential high value terrorism target in our area - target hardening considerations.

Response to Comment No. 1-35

The commenter is referred to pages 4.K.1-1 through 4.K.21-Section 4.K.1, Public Services - Fire 
Protection, of the Draft EIR that include a detailed discussion of Project impacts on fire protection 
services. As discussed on page 4.K.1-16, the Draft EIR discloses that the Project would add residents, 
visitors, and employees to the Project site that do not exist there now, thereby increasing the need for fire 
protection services. Additionally, as noted on page 4.K-19, the Draft EIR discloses that the Project in 
conjunction with cumulative development (including development in Culver City) would further increase 
the need for fire protection services.

As discussed on page 4.K-17, the analysis of Project impacts on fire protection services considers traffic 
volumes and congestion as they relate to effects on emergency response times. LAFD has been and 
continues to implement a number of steps to improve their systems, processes, and practices to improve 
emergency responses times, considering the changing development patterns throughout the Project area 
(including nearby Culver City), the need for fire protection services, and existing and future traffic 
congestion. Upgrades include: installation of automated vehicle locating systems on all LAFD apparatus; 
replacement of fire station alerting systems that control fire station dispatch audio, signal lights, and other 
fire station alerting hardware and software; development of a new computer aided dispatch system to 
manage fire and emergency medical service incidents from initial report to conclusion of an incident; and, 
use of traffic pre-emption systems. A traffic pre-emption system allows the normal operation of traffic 
lights to be preempted by an emergency vehicle to improve response times by stopping conflicting traffic 
in advance, providing the emergency vehicle the right-of-way. In addition to these improvements, 
emergency response is also routinely facilitated, particularly for high-priority calls, through use of sirens 
to clear a path of travel, driving in the lanes of opposing traffic, use of alternate routes, and multiple 
station response. With these mobility features that are effective at limiting traffic delays, Project impacts 
on response times would be less than significant, as noted in the Draft EIR.

The LAFD participates in the California Fire Service and Rescue Emergency Mutual Aid System, as 
managed by the Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (OES).2 The OES Mutual Aid Plan outlines 
procedures for establishing mutual aid agreements at the local, operational, regional, and state levels, and 
divides the State into six mutual aid regions to facilitate the coordination of mutual aid. The LAFD is 
located in Region I. Through the Emergency Mutual Aid system, the OES is informed of conditions in 
each geographic and organizational area of the state, and the occurrence or imminent threat of disaster. 
All OES Mutual Aid participants monitor a dedicated radio frequency for fire events that are beyond the 
capabilities of the responding fire department and provide aid in accordance with the management

2 California Emergency Management Agency, Mutual Aid Plan, revised February 2012
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direction of the OES. The LAFD and CCFD can work together on jurisdictional boundary issues and 
mutual aid agreements. It is not appropriate for the Project Applicant to facilitate any mutual aid 
frameworks.

Project impacts related to water supply demand, including water supply needed for fire flow, are 
addressed in Section 4.M.2, Utilities and Service Systems - Water, beginning on page 4.M.2-1 through 
4.M.2-20. As discussed in this section, based on the Water Supply Assessment prepared by the Los 
Angeles Department Water and Power (LADWP), the Project’s demand for water supply, including that 
needed for fire flow, could be accommodated by LADWP, and no significant impacts related to water 
supply would occur as a result of the Project.

Other factors, such as impacts to hospital emergency rooms and wait times, and terrorism targeting are 
also not predictable. These considerations are beyond the scope of an EIR for an individual project. While 
the Project would increase the residential population of the area, it is speculative to assign the residents to 
specific hospitals for service and to estimate emergency events. The Draft EIR discloses the traffic 
impacts of the Project and lists the intersections with significant impacts. The Project Site is in a dense 
urban area near the boundary of another municipality. The comment does not provide specific evidence 
that the Project could increase the terrorism potential of the area. Regional impacts that cross- 
jurisdictional boundaries is something that needs to be considered between the two municipalities with a 
regional approach to impacts. In the absence of regional regulations, the Project is only required to 
comply with the land use regulations of the City of Los Angeles.

Comment No. 1-36

Park and Recreation

13. There is potentially significant impact on Culver City community resources such as Parks and 
Recreation facilities due to the large amount of residential units proposed and close proximity of the 
proposed project location to the City’s borders. There are several facilities nearby that might be affected 
including Syd Kroenthal Park, Culver City Park, and Baldwin Hills Scenic Overlook. The Draft EIR 
shall analyze and demonstrate how a project of this size and nature will not negatively affect Culver City 
resources such as our Park and Recreational facilities. Based on the NOP and the Draft EIR, it is not clear 
if there will be a park proposed on site with recreational features (i.e. baseball fields, etc.) proposed. 
There does not appear to be adequate active open space areas for the population proposed. (This 
comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. For a project of this size, it is 
unreasonable to expect Culver City’s parks to handle the demand for active sports such as baseball 
or other sporting facilities).

Response to Comment No. 1-36

The Draft EIR mentions the close proximity to Culver City’s Syd Kronenthal Park (675 feet crow’s fly 
distance), Blair Hills Park (4,000 feet crow’s fly distance), and the Baldwin Hills Scenic Overlook (a
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California State Department of Parks, not Culver City Park) that are outside City of LA 
jurisdiction. Residents of residential projects are able to use parks in the local area, and could cross- 
jurisdictional boundaries between Culver City and Los Angeles. However, those distances do not account 
for how pedestrians and cars would actually access the parks. Due to some fencing, cul-de-sacs, and the 
Ballona Creek, the access to Kronenthal Park is from McManus Avenue, a driving distance of 
approximately 1.37 miles, and a walking distance of 1,450 feet. The direct distance to access Culver City 
Park is 1.35 miles and there are closer LA City Parks to the Project Site. The nearest LA City park 
identified in the EIR is Westside Neighborhood Park, a direct distance of 415 feet, but again due to cul- 
de-sacs blocking access, a realistic driving/walking distance is 1,170 feet. Thus this park is 
closer than Kronenthal Park. The nearest LA City park with the amenities of Kronenthal Park (baseball, 
tennis, etc.) is Baldwin Hills Rec Center, which is 4,700 feet driving distance. Again, this is closer than 
driving to Kronenthal Park. Therefore, due to driving/walking distances and the amount of amenities, the 
LA City parks (Westside and Baldwin Hills Rec) are closer and have more facilities than the closest 
Culver City Park (Kronenthal Park).

The Project would provide, at a minimum, the code-required open space of approximately 143,125 square 
feet on the Project site, in the form of various common open space areas and private open space 
(balconies) and proposes to include a publicly accessible park located in the center of the Project Site. It is 
as likely that residents of Culver City would access the public open space at the Project Site as residents 
of the Project Site may visit parks in Culver City.

The Project would increase the residential population of the area, and it is possible that residents may use 
nearby parks (without regard to jurisdictional boundaries). In the absence of regional policies related to 
parks, however, the Project is only required to comply with the land use regulations of the City of Los 
Angeles, including payment of parkland fees to be used by the Los Angeles Department of Recreation 
and Parks. The Project would pay park fees per RCM K.4-1 and K.4-2 identified in the Draft EIR to the 
City of Los Angeles, the jurisdiction in which the Project is located.

Comment No. 1-37

During Construction

14. The construction duration is very lengthy 
Culver City that were not considered in the Draft EIR in regard to noise and construction related impacts. 
There are residential uses and Syd Kronenthal Park at 675 feet from the proposed project.

35 months. There are sensitive receptors in the City of

Response to Comment No. 1-37

The commenter states that there are sensitive receptors in Culver City that were not considered in the 
Draft EIR. However, with the exception of the two sensitive receptors mentioned in the comment, the 
commenter does not identify any other sensitive receptors in Culver City. So, no additional response to 
this portion of the comment can be provided.
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With regard to residential uses and the Syd Kronenthal Park located 675 feet from the Project site, the air 
quality analysis and noise analysis in the Draft EIR of the Project’s construction-related impacts to 
sensitive receptors considered such impacts to those receptors within 455 feet away from the Project site 
(refer to Section 4.C, Air Quality, and Section 4.I, Noise). As discussed in each of these sections, the 
Project would not result in any significant air quality or noise construction-related impacts to those 
sensitive receptors. Therefore, any sensitive receptors beyond 455 feet from the Project site would be less 
impacted by the Project noise and construction than the sensitive receptors identified in the Draft EIR, 
due to noise attenuation resulting from distance and intervening buildings. Thus, no additional sensitive 
receptors would experience significant noise and construction impacts beyond the impacts already 
identified in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 1-38

15. The traffic study and Draft EIR must identify potential impacts on traffic in City of LA as well as 
Culver City during construction and identify related mitigation measures (This comment was not 
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

Response to Comment No. 1-38

Construction-related traffic impacts, including impacts to roadways and intersections in Culver City, were 
addressed in the Draft EIR. The commenter is referred to pages 4.L-71 through 4.L-75 in Section 4.L, 
Transportation/Traffic. Traffic mitigation measures are presented on pages 4.L-110 through 4.L-115.

Comment No. 1-39

16. Indicate any staging plans or routes that trucks will take during construction. Specifically, any routes 
in Culver City which could potentially have significant impacts to Culver City community if not 
mitigated such as parking, noise, vibration, and traffic. (This comment was not adequately addressed 
in the Draft EIR).

Response to Comment No. 1-39

As required as part of Mitigation Measure L-11, the Project Applicant would be required to prepare and 
implement a Construction Management Plan, which would indicate where construction staging would 
occur and the haul route, as approved by the City of Los Angeles. The commenter is referred to page 2-16 
in Section 2, Project Description, which includes a description of the anticipated haul route.

Comment No. 1-40

17. The traffic study and Draft EIR should include a construction management plan, including the haul 
route, the number of construction vehicles and where construction workers will park and the construction 
staging location. The traffic study and Draft EIR must indicate that the Project Owner shall be responsible
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to repair any damage to streets in Culver City caused by construction vehicles or activities. (This 
comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

Response to Comment No. 1-40

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment No. 1-39. Also, the Project Applicant would be 
responsible for repairing damage to streets in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements in each 
jurisdiction.

Comment No. 1-41

18. Construction Hours: In addition to the Culver City City’s hours of construction for developments in 
the City, Culver City further prohibits dirt hauling and construction material delivery or removal during 
the morning (7:00am to 9:00am) and afternoon (4:00pm to 6:00pm). In order to minimize potential 
impacts to the Culver City areas, adjacent to the Project site, Culver City insists incorporating the City’s 
construction hours and restrictions on delivery and removal as mitigation measures in the EIR and/or 
conditions of Project approval when it impacts the streets and areas of Culver City. Also, a point person 
or ombudsman should be appointed by the City to deal with construction related complaints. (This 
comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

Response to Comment No. 1-41

The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles and as such, the Project’s 
construction hours would occur in accordance with the requirements of the City of Los Angeles. The City 
of Los Angeles Building Safety Department requires all project developers to post the name and phone 
number of the City employee who can be contacted for construction-related noise complaints.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
Page 2-36



Comment Letter No. 2

CUMULUS PROJECT DEIR COMMENTS - Culver City Transportation Department

1. Culver CityBus Lines 1, 4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed that will 
eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver CityBus Line 3 
will potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of Jefferson/Overland intersection. The 
transit residual capacity analysis should look at specific lines/corridor rather than overall 
transit residual capacity in the project area, as there may be more impacts to specific transit 
lines/corridors than others. There is potential transit capacity issue on the Culver CityBus 
system that have not been analyzed in any detail in the EIR or traffic study. The EIR/traffic 
study should examine capacity and travel time delay impacts specifically on Culver CityBus 
Lines 1, 3, 4, and 7.

2. The EIR/traffic study should acknowledge that Culver CityBus Line 4 services the Project 
Site, not just the project area. In addition Line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it 
also travels on La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard and a 
large portion of Line 4's route will be subject to significant unmitigated impacts . Six of the 
significantly-impacted and unmitigatable intersections are located along this Line. There 
should be specific discussions on the impacts of the project will have on this particular bus 
line and what can be done to mitigate impacts beyond the limited proposed mitigation mea
sures MM-L-1 and MM-L-2.

3. The West LA Transit center will be significantly impacted by the project and these impacts 
need to be mitigated to minimize impacts to bus operations during construction and after 
project is built. If no mitigations can be identified in the immediate area of the Transit Center, 
then the Project should be required to provide mitigations elsewhere on the impacted lines 
in order to reduce or eliminate travel time delays cause by the Project.

4. The 25 percent trip reduction credit being taken due to proximity to the rail station is very 
high and no supporting detail discussion has been provided in the EIR. Justification for hav
ing such high trip reduction credit should be provided and clearly explained. In addition, 
there should be some mechanism to provide for future mitigation measures if the anticipat
ed rail ridership from the project is not generated.

5. The 10 percent TDM credit proposed needs to be justified and explained on how it will en
sure 10 percent trip reduction. Given the proximity of the Project and its significant and un
mitigated impacts to Culver City, the City of LA should revised Mitigation Measure MM-L-1 to 
state that LADOT will work with the City of Culver City to come up with penalty and other 
mitigation measures if the Project's TDM program does not achieve 10 percent TDM trip re
duction.

6. Impacts to transit during construction were not mentioned and need to analyzed and ad
dressed. The construction impacts to bus operations should be fully analyzed in the EIR and 
traffic study.

7. MM-L-10 (construction traffic control plans) states that the construction traffic control plans 
are to be submitted and approved by LADOT, but there is no provision for them to be coor
dinated with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver CityBus. It is highly probable 
that construction traffic, haul routes, detours will impact Culver City. In additional Culver 
CityBus operations would also be impacted. Coordination with Culver City should be re
quired before approval and implementation of the construction traffic control plans.

8. MM-L-11 (development of the construction management plan) - There is no mention in here 
of coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver CityBus on the devel
opment and approval of the construction management plan. Construction of the Project will 
impact Culver City and the mitigation should be revised to require coordination with Culver 
City on the development and approval of the construction management plan.
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Comment Letter No. 2 (Cont)

9. Implementation of any construction activities impacting bus operations and the West LA 
Transit Center should require coordination with the affected transit operators at least 21 cal
endar days before implementation.

10. MM-L-1 requires adoption of a TDM plan but does not require coordination with and ap
proval from any of the bus operators that might be impacted and/or provide direct connec
tion to the project site. The project should coordinate with all transit operators impacted on 
the development of the TDM plan.

11. MM-L-2 Transportation System Management only requires coordination with LADOT. This 
should also require coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and, as needed, 
Culver CityBus (because six of the intersections with significant unavoidable impacts that 
are can't be mitigated will directly impact Culver CityBus routes 1, 4 and 7 and possibly 3).

12. Due to the project's impacts to Culver CityBus and its high transit and TDM trip credit, the 
project should: 1). Work with Culver CityBus to look at how to mitigate impacts to Culver 
CityBus operations (impacts to travel time) and, potentially, transit capacity and 2). Look at 
opportunities to partner with Culver CityBus to enhance bus service to the project to in
crease transit mode share and reduce auto trips the Project will generate.

13. Under EIR Section 4.1 - Existing Transit System, corrections need to be made on the de
scription of Culver CityBus transit service :
• Rapid 6 and Line 6 does not provide direct service to Playa Vista. Line 6 has approximate

ly 20 minute headway during the weekday peak hours. Rapid 6 has 15-20 minute head
way.

• Line 3 weekend operates at a headway of 30 minutes throughout the day. Also, the route 
does not travel along Jefferson Boulevard at any point in its route.

• Throughout the EIR, there is reference to "Westfield Culver City Transit Center" and "Cul
ver City Transit center". There is only one transit center in Culver City, and it is the "West- 
field-Culver City Transit Center."

• Culver CityBus line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels on La Cienega 
Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard. Line 4 will also be providing Sat
urday service starting December 2015.

• Line 5 afternoon headway is approximately 60 minutes, not 45 minutes.
• Line 7 travels from Marina Del Rey through downtown Culver City to the Expo Culver City 

Station and Hayden Tract business district located just southwest of Jefferson/National 
intersection. Its morning and afternoon peak hour headway is approximately 30 minutes.
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LETTER NO. 2

Culver City Transportation Department

Comment No. 2-1

Culver CityBus Lines 1, 4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed that will 
eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver CityBus Line 3 will 
potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of Jefferson/Overland intersection. The transit 
residual capacity analysis should look at specific lines/corridor rather than overall transit residual 
capacity in the project area, as there may be more impacts to specific transit lines/corridors than 
others. There is potential transit capacity issue on the Culver CityBus system that have not been 
analyzed in any detail in the EIR or traffic study. The EIR/traffic study should examine capacity 
and travel time delay impacts specifically on Culver CityBus Lines 1, 3, 4, and 7.

1.

Response to Comment No. 2-1

The comment is the same as the first portion of Comment No. 1-25. Therefore, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 1-25.

Comment No. 2-2

The EIR/traffic study should acknowledge that Culver CityBus Line 4 services the Project Site, 
not just the project area. In addition Line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels 
on La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard and a large portion of 
Line 4's route will be subject to significant unmitigated impacts. Six of the significantly-impacted 
and unmitigatable intersections are located along this Line. There should be specific discussions 
on the impacts of the project will have on this particular bus line and what can be done to mitigate 
impacts beyond the limited proposed mitigation measures MM-L-1 and MM-L-2.

2.

Response to Comment No. 2-2

The comment is the same as the second portion of Comment No. 1-25. Therefore, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 1-25.

Comment No. 2-3

The West LA Transit center will be significantly impacted by the project and these impacts need 
to be mitigated to minimize impacts to bus operations during construction and after project is 
built. If no mitigations can be identified in the immediate area of the Transit Center, then the 
Project should be required to provide mitigations elsewhere on the impacted lines in order to 
reduce or eliminate travel time delays cause by the Project.

3.
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Response to Comment No. 2-3

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-26. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-26.

Comment No. 2-4

The 25 percent trip reduction credit being taken due to proximity to the rail station is very high 
and no supporting detail discussion has been provided in the EIR. Justification for having such 
high trip reduction credit should be provided and clearly explained. In addition, there should be 
some mechanism to provide for future mitigation measures if the anticipated rail ridership from 
the project is not generated.

4.

Response to Comment No. 2-4

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-27. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-27.

Comment No. 2-5

The 10 percent TDM credit proposed needs to be justified and explained on how it will en-sure 
10 percent trip reduction. Given the proximity of the Project and its significant and un-mitigated 
impacts to Culver City, the City of LA should revised Mitigation Measure MM-L-1 to state that 
LADOT will work with the City of Culver City to come up with penalty and other mitigation 
measures if the Project's TDM program does not achieve 10 percent TDM trip reduction.

5.

Response to Comment No. 2-5

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-28. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-28.

Comment No. 2-6

Impacts to transit during construction were not mentioned and need to analyzed and addressed. 
The construction impacts to bus operations should be fully analyzed in the EIR and traffic study.

6.

Response to Comment No. 2-6

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-29. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-29.

Comment No. 2-7

MM-L-10 (construction traffic control plans) states that the construction traffic control plans are 
to be submitted and approved by LADOT, but there is no provision for them to be coordinated 
with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver CityBus. It is highly probable that 
construction traffic, haul routes, detours will impact Culver City. In additional Culver CityBus

7.
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operations would also be impacted. Coordination with Culver City should be required before 
approval and implementation of the construction traffic control plans.

Response to Comment No. 2-7

The comment is the same as the first portion of Comment No. 1-30. Therefore, see Response to Comment 
No. 1-30.

Comment No. 2-8

MM-L-11 (development of the construction management plan) - There is no mention in here of 
coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver CityBus on the development 
and approval of the construction management plan. Construction of the Project will impact 
Culver City and the mitigation should be revised to require coordination with Culver City on the 
development and approval of the construction management plan.

8.

Response to Comment No. 2-8

The comment is the same as the second portion of Comment No. 1-30. Therefore, see Response to 
Comment No. 1-30.

Comment No. 2-9

Implementation of any construction activities impacting bus operations and the West LA Transit 
Center should require coordination with the affected transit operators at least 21 calendar days 
before implementation.

9.

Response to Comment No. 2-9

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-31. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-31.

Comment No. 2-10

MM-L-1 requires adoption of a TDM plan but does not require coordination with and approval 
from any of the bus operators that might be impacted and/or provide direct connection to the 
project site. The project should coordinate with all transit operators impacted on the development 
of the TDM plan.

10.

Response to Comment No. 2-10

The comment is the same as the first portion of Comment No. 1-32. Therefore, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 1-32.
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Comment No. 2-11

MM-L-2 Transportation System Management only requires coordination with LADOT. This 
should also require coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and, as needed, 
Culver CityBus (because six of the intersections with significant unavoidable impacts that are 
can't be mitigated will directly impact Culver CityBus routes 1, 4 and 7 and possibly 3).

11.

Response to Comment No. 2-11

The comment is the same as the second portion of Comment No. 1-32. Therefore, refer to Response to 
Comment No. 1-32.

Comment No. 2-12

Due to the project's impacts to Culver CityBus and its high transit and TDM trip credit, the 
project should: 1). Work with Culver CityBus to look at how to mitigate impacts to Culver 
CityBus operations (impacts to travel time) and, potentially, transit capacity and 2). Look at 
opportunities to partner with Culver CityBus to enhance bus service to the project to in-crease 
transit mode share and reduce auto trips the Project will generate.

12.

Response to Comment No. 2-12

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-33. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-33.

Comment No. 2-13

Under EIR Section 4.1 - Existing Transit System, corrections need to be made on the description 
of Culver CityBus transit service:

13.

•Rapid 6 and Line 6 does not provide direct service to Playa Vista. Line 6 has approximately 20 
minute headway during the weekday peak hours. Rapid 6 has 15-20 minute head-way.

•Line 3 weekend operates at a headway of 30 minutes throughout the day. Also, the route does 
not travel along Jefferson Boulevard at any point in its route.

•Throughout the EIR, there is reference to "Westfield Culver City Transit Center" and "Culver 
City Transit center". There is only one transit center in Culver City, and it is the "West-field- 
Culver City Transit Center."

•Culver CityBus line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels on La Cienega 
Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard. Line 4 will also be providing Saturday 
service starting December 2015.

•Line 5 afternoon headway is approximately 60 minutes, not 45 minutes.
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•Line 7 travels from Marina Del Rey through downtown Culver City to the Expo Culver City 
Station and Hayden Tract business district located just southwest of Jefferson/National 
intersection. Its morning and afternoon peak hour headway is approximately 30 minutes.

Response to Comment No. 2-13

The comment is the same as Comment No. 1-34. Therefore, refer to Response to Comment No. 1-34.
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Comment Letter No. 3

3i LA
i^ GEECS

Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>

Jefferson and La Cienega Project DEIR - LA County DPW Comments
1 message

Matthew Dubiel <MDUBIEL@dpw.lacounty.gov>
To: "sergio.ibarra@lacity.org" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>
Cc: Ruben Cruz <RCRUZ@dpw.lacounty.gov>, Andrew Ngumba <ANGUMBA@dpw.lacounty.gov>, Jeff Pletyak 
<JPLETY@dpw.lacounty.gov>, Suen Fei Lau <SFLAU@dpw.lacounty.gov>

Mr. Sergio Ibarra
Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Thu, Sep 3, 2015 at 5:16 PM

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project located at 3321, 3351 South La Cienega Boulevard 
and 5707, 5717, 5727, 5733, and 5735 West Jefferson Boulevard . The project consists of the 
demolition of an existing office building, accessory structures, and four light industrial structures 
(approximately 63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower structures, and the development of an 
approximately 1,900,000-square-foot transit-oriented, mixed-use development.

3-1

The following are our comments which relate to the environmental document only:

Traffic/Transportation:

1. It was noted that the project applied a trip reduction of around 33% for internally 
captured trips resulting from the mixed-use nature of the development. The County 
allows a maximum of 10% for internal capture. Therefore, the project shall recalculate 
the level of service (at the County intersections below at a minimum) utilizing a 
maximum internal capture trip reduction of 10%. If significant impacts are identified, 
feasible physical improvements for mitigation shall be identified and submitted to the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for review and approval. If no 
feasible physical improvements are available, the project shall recommend 
appropriate TSM strategies to improve operations at impacted intersections. 3-2

We believe that the County intersections below have the potential to be significantly 
impacted if the internal capture trip reduction is applied appropriately.

Potentially impacted County intersections:

a. La Cienega Boulevard at Stocker Street
b. La Cienega Southbound Ramps at Slauson Avenue
c. La Cienega Northbound Ramps at Slauson Avenue

If you have any questions on the Traffic/Transportation comment above, please contact Mr. 
Andrew Ngumba of Public Works’ Traffic and Lighting Division at (626) 300-4851 or 
angumba@dpw.lacountv.gov.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4b83543bea&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14f95b63556caa25&siml=14f95b63556caa25
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If you have any other questions or require additional information please contact Mr. Ruben 
Cruz of Public Works’ Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or 
rcruz@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Comment Letter No. 3 (Cont)

3-3
(Cont)

Thank you.

Matthew Dubiel, P.E
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Land Development Division, Roject Entitlement & CEQA Section
E (626)458-4921
* @LACoDevServices @LAPublicWorks
* http://dpw. lacountv.gov/

Green. Secure. Convenient.
Please click here to take our customer service survey
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LETTER NO. 3

Matthew Dubiel, PE
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Land Development Division, Project Entitlement & CEQA Section

Comment No. 3-1

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project located at 3321, 3351 South La Cienega Boulevard and 
5707, 5717, 5727, 5733, and 5735 West Jefferson Boulevard. The project consists of the demolition of an 
existing office building, accessory structures, and four light industrial structures (approximately 63,313 
square feet), two existing radio tower structures, and the development of an approximately 1,900,000- 
square-foot transit-oriented, mixed-use development.

The following are our comments which relate to the environmental document only:

Response to Comment No. 3-1

This comment provides general introductory language but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 3-2

Traffic/Transportation:

1. It was noted that the project applied a trip reduction of around 33% for internally captured trips 
resulting from the mixed-use nature of the development. The County allows a maximum of 10% 
for internal capture. Therefore, the project shall recalculate the level of service (at the County 
intersections below at a minimum) utilizing a maximum internal capture trip reduction of 10%. If 
significant impacts are identified, feasible physical improvements for mitigation shall be 
identified and submitted to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for review and 
approval. If no feasible physical improvements are available, the project shall recommend 
appropriate TSM strategies to improve operations at impacted intersections.

We believe that the County intersections below have the potential to be significantly impacted if the 
internal capture trip reduction is applied appropriately.

Potentially impacted County intersections:

La Cienega Boulevard at Stocker Streeta.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
Page 2-46



City of Los Angeles December 2015

b. La Cienega Southbound Ramps at Slauson Avenue

c. La Cienega Northbound Ramps at Slauson Avenue

Response to Comment No. 3-2

The traffic analysis for the Project was prepared in accordance to the standards and procedures 
established by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as a representing department of 
the Project’s Lead Agency, that has approved the use of the National Cooperative Highway Research 
Program (NCHRP) methodology for estimating internal capture (IC). The NCHRP methodology is an 
approved worksheet to estimate the IC effect of newer mixed-use development. The methodology is 
included in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Handbook, August 2014 (Chapter 6, 
Trip Generation for Mixed-Use Development) and considers many project-specific design features that 
are deliberately proposed to reduce traffic trips, including (but not limited to) the number and magnitude 
of complementary land uses, layout of land uses, proximity between land uses, and competing 
opportunities outside of the development. This NCHRP methodology is supported by the same 
development network that publishes the Trip Generation Rates used for the analysis and supported by 
local agencies throughout greater Los Angeles, as well as across the country. The NCHRP methodology it 
is indicative of the progressive movement by many California agencies interested in developing mixed- 
use projects near transit stations that have the real capability to reduce external vehicular traffic through 
on-site land use interaction. The County’s 10 percent IC rate is decades old and does not reflect the 
current land-use planning and development environment in the Los Angeles region that puts a large focus 
on mixed-use development that is purposely designed to capitalize on internal use. As such, the Project’s 
traffic impacts reported in the Draft EIR are based on approved methodology of the lead agency, 
including appropriate IC projections. Thus, the Project would not result in significant impacts at the 
intersections indicated in the comment.

Comment No. 3-3

If you have any questions on the Traffic/Transportation comment above, please contact Mr. Andrew 
Ngumba of Public Works’ Traffic and Lighting Division at (626) 300-4851
angumba@dpw.lacounty .gov.

or

If you have any other questions or require additional information please contact Mr. Ruben Cruz of Public 
Works’ Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or rcruz@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Response to Comment No. 3-3

This comment provides general concluding language but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.
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(J) One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

213.922.2000 Tel 
metro.net

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Metro
September 8, 2015

Sergio Ibarra 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Jefferson and La Cienga Blvd. Project -DEIR

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed mixed-use project located at 3351 S. La 
Cienga Blvd and 5735 W. Jefferson Blvd. This letter conveys recommendations from the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) concerning issues that are germane to our 
agency’s statutory responsibility in relation to our facilities and services that may be affected by the 
proposed project.

The comments below are comments specific to our Rail Operations department, regarding the Traffic 
Study appendix of the DEIR: __

- Please include the LADWP Link transit line within your discussion of existing transit. This
is the line that provides service to the Baldwin Hills Parkland. __

- Please include discussion of Metro Line 607 in your discussion of existing transit. —
- In your discussion of the Expo Light Rail line, please identify headways to be consistent

with discussion of bus operations. __
- Please confirm the headways listed in Table 2 of the Traffic Study, and update where

applicable. Several are not accurate. If these headways were collected at a prior time, 
please list the date the sources were collected. __

If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Elizabeth Carvajal at 213-922-3084 or 
by email at DevReview@metro.net. LACMTA looks forward to reviewing the Final EIR. Please send it to 
the following address:

RE:

4-1

4-2

4-3
4-4

4-5

4-6LACMTA Development Review 
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-18-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Sine

Elizabeth Carvajai-^^ 
jDeveloprrrgntReview Manager

mailto:DevReview@metro.net
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LETTER NO. 4

Elizabeth Carvajal 
Development Review Manager
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Comment No. 4-1

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed mixed-use project located at 3351 S. La 
Cienega Blvd and 5735 W. Jefferson Blvd. This letter conveys recommendations from the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) concerning issues that are germane to our 
agency's statutory responsibility in relation to our facilities and services that may be affected by the 
proposed project.

The comments below are comments specific to our Rail Operations department, regarding the Traffic 
Study appendix of the DEIR:

Response to Comment No. 4-1

This comment is stating that the LACMTA is providing comments related to their services. The comment 
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and 
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. Responses 
to LACMTA’s specific comments are provided below.

Comment No. 4-2

-Please include the LADWP Link transit line within your discussion of existing transit. This is the 
line that provides service to the Baldwin Hills Parkland.

Response to Comment No. 4-2

The information provided by the commenter has been added to the Draft EIR (refer to Section 3, 
Corrections and Additions). This information clarifies the description of transit in the Project area and 
does not change the substantive conclusions in the Draft EIR regarding Project impacts.

Comment No. 4-3

-Please include discussion of Metro Line 607 in your discussion of existing transit.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
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Response to Comment No. 4-3

The information provided by the commenter has been added to the Draft EIR (refer to Section 3, 
Corrections and Additions).

Comment No. 4-4

-In your discussion of the Expo Light Rail line, please identify headways to be consistent with 
discussion of bus operations.

Response to Comment No. 4-4

The information provided by the commenter has been added to the Draft EIR (refer to Section 3, 
Corrections and Additions).

The discussion regarding the Expo Light Rail line on page 18 of the traffic study has been revised to 
identify the average headways of the line during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours.

Comment No. 4-5

-Please confirm the headways listed in Table 2 of the Traffic Study, and update where applicable. 
Several are not accurate. If these headways were collected at a prior time, please list the date the 
sources were collected.

Response to Comment No. 4-5

The headways listed in Table 2 of the traffic study were collected in March 2015 have been confirmed 
and updated where applicable based on a review of the current Metro bus line service as of September 
2015. The updated headways have been added to the Draft EIR (refer to Section 3, Corrections and 
Additions).

Comment No. 4-6

If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Elizabeth Carvajal at 213-922
3084 or by email at DevReview@metro.net. LACMTA looks forward to reviewing the Final EIR. 
Please send it to the following address:

LACMTA Development Review 
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-18-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
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Response to Comment No. 4-6

This comment provides general concluding information and does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
Page 2-51



9/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Draft Comments for DEIR for Jefferson and La Cienega Project

Comment Letter No. 5
H::!■ LA Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>

GEECS

FW: Draft Comments for DEIR for Jefferson and La Cienega Project
1 message

Moosbrugger, Earl <Earl.Moosbrugger@ladwp.com>
To: "Holloway, Chuck" <Charles.Holloway@ladwp.com>
Cc: "Parker, Nadia" <Nadia.Parker@ladwp.com>, "Eatinger, Stephanie" <Stephanie.Eatinger@ladwp.com>, Sergio 
Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, "Nikolajevs, Val" <Val.Nikolajevs@ladwp.com>, "Kwan, Delon" 
<Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com>

Wed, Sep 2, 2015 at 9:47 AM

Hello Mr. Holloway,

Water Resources Development is submitting to you the following comments to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project (City Case No. ENV-2014-4755-EIR; State 
Clearinghouse No. 2015031047). These comments reflect our review of the Water Supply section only for 
matters related to water resources for the project; you may receive additional comments from other divisions at 
LADWP, separately, for other respective areas in the DEIR, such as water infrastructure capacity, etc. Our 
understanding is that Environmental will compile all comments and submit to the City Planning Department by 
the due date (9/6/15).

5-1

Here are our comments:

The second paragraph on p.4.M.2-4 - see excerpt below - states that the population increased by over one 
million persons over a forty year time period (1970-2010?). However, no time period or source is shown. Please 
change “over” to “approximate,” in the excerpt reproduced below with edits noted in bold.

1.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-4:

5-2“In addition to State regulations, LADWP has instituted its own water conservation measures. As discussed in 
LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles is currently less than water use 40 years ago, 
despite an over 1 million-person increase in population during this period. This stability in water use is 
largely attributed to the City’s public education campaigns and water conservation programs over the past 15 
years. LADWP continues to develop cost-effective programs to achieve its multiple goals of demand reduction, 
customer service, and environmental responsibility. The conservation program falls under five categories: 
awareness/support, residential, commercial/industrial/institutional, landscape, and system maintenance 
measures, as described below:”

2. The second bullet point at the top of p.4.M.2-5 - see excerpt below - is included in a list defined as the five 
categories of conservation programs, described on the last non-bulleted paragraph on the previous page, and 
this bullet point represents a sixth item on the list. Please “un-bullet” this item as it is not included as one of the 
conservation programs according to the 2010 UWMP and the list should contain only five items. 5-3
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Excerpt from p.4.M.2-5: Comment Letter No. 5 (Cont)

/\
H “Conservation Pricing Structure - A tiered rate structure, first implemented in 1993, applies a lower tier 
block rate for responsible water use within a specified water amount, and a higher rate for every billing unit 
above this block. To further encourage water conservation, water charges are based solely on water used 
and do not include fixed charges.”

5-3
(Cont)

3. The numbered list [(1) through (4)] in the middle of p.4.M.2-5 includes percentages for various supply 
sources, such as Los Angeles Aqueduct (37 percent), Groundwater (11 percent), Metropolitan Water District (51 
percent) and Recycled Water (one percent). However, it is not clear if Footnote 4 at the bottom of the page and 
reproduced below applies to all the percentages or only the last of these percentages. If it does apply to all, 
please add a reference for Footnote 4 to each of items (1) through (3). Otherwise, note that according to the 
same source, referenced on September 1, 2015, the updated values are: Los Angeles Aqueduct (34%), 
Groundwater (12%), Metropolitan Water District (53%) and Recycled Water (1%), and make changes 
accordingly.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-5:

”The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is responsible for ensuring that water demand within 
the City is met and that State and Federal water quality standards are achieved. City water supplies are derived 
from the following sources:

(1) the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA), approximately 37 percent;

5-4

(2) groundwater, approximately 11 percent;

(3) purchases from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), approximately 51 percent; and

4(4) recycled water (for industrial and irrigation purposes), approximately one percent.

Footnote 4 from p.4.M.2-5:

“ 4Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, website: https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/ 
faces/ladwp/aboutus/awater/

a-w-factandfigures?_adf.ctrl-state=j27f6ybei_4&_afrLoop=68339646098000, April 13, 2015.

4. The last complete sentence of the last paragraph of p. 4.M.2-6 - see first excerpt below - indicates a five- 
year average annual flow value in percent and acre-feet for MWD supply. Footnote 10, on the same page of the 5-5
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DEIR - see second excerpt below - refers to p.191 of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan as a source for 
the five-year average annual flow value in both percent and acre-feet. However, p. 191 does not contain this 
value in acre-feet, and the value presented, 318,000 acre-feet, is not consistent with Exhibit ES-Q on p.19 of the 
2010 UWMP. Please refer to Exhibit ES-Q on p.19 of the 2010 UWMP, and revise the excerpt and footnote 
accordingly.

Excerpt from DEIR, p.4.M.2-6

“The MWD supplied approximately 52 percent or approximately 318,000 acre-feet per year of the City’s water 
supplies between 2005 and 2010. 10.

Replace the sentence above from DEIR, p.4.M.2-6 with the following:

5-5
(Cont)

“On average, from FYEs 2006 to 2010, the MWD supplied approximately 52 percent, or approximately 326,012 
acre-feet, per year of the City’s water supplies. 10

Footnote 10 from p.4.M.2-6 of DEIR:

LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 191.

Replace Footnote 10 from P.4.M.2-6 of DEIR with the following:

LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 19.

5. The second-to-last paragraph on p.4.M.2-7 - see excerpt below - indicates that LADWP provides “over
700,000 water service connections.” However, there are currently about 674,000 active connections. Please 
change “over” to “approximately.”

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-7:

5-6

In accordance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1984, all urban water suppliers that

provide municipal and industrial water to more than 3,000 customers, or supply more than 3,000 acre-feet per 
year of water, are required to prepare and adopt an urban water management plan every five years (UWMP). 
LADWP, which provides over 700,000 water service connections, most recently updated its UWMP in April 
2011, covering 2010 to 2015 (2010 UWMP). 12.

6. The last paragraph on p.4.M.2-7 - see excerpt below - states a “decrease of approximately 100,000 acre- 
feet as compared to water use 40 years ago in 1970.” However, the demand in 1970 was approximately 600,000 5-7
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acre-feet. Therefore, please change “100,000” to “50,000.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-7:
5-7
(Cont)

‘According to the 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles in 2010 was approximately 550,000

acre-feet, which represents a decrease of approximately 100,000 acre-feet as compared to water use 40 
years ago in 1970, although the City’s population has increased by approximately one million people during 
this” - paragraph continues on next page.

The first paragraph on p.4.M.2-8 - see excerpt below - states that water demand is projected to reach 
approximately 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming dry weather. A superscript at the end of the statement 
refers to p.10 of the 2010 UWMP as a source. Assuming a five percent increase in water demand due to dry 
weather variability applied to the average weather condition value of 650,000 acre-feet for 2030, the result would 
be 682,500 acre-feet, or approximately 680,000 acre-feet. Please change “690,000” to “680,000.”

7.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-8:
5-8

Continued from previous page - “period.13 LADWP projects water demand within its service area to reach 
approximately 650,000 acre-feet with active and passive conservation (or 700,000 AF with just passive 
conservation) by 2030, assuming an average year, and approximately 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming 
dry weather.14 Based on existing and potential water supplies from local groundwater basins, the LAA system, 
water purchased from the MWD, and other planned sources, as well as existing and planned conservation and 
recycled water efforts, LADWP expects to be able to provide approximately 710,800 acre-feet of water in 2035 
assuming an average year. 15.

The second-to-last sentence of the first paragraph of p. 4.M.2-9 - see highlighted text of excerpt below - 
indicates an additional treatment capacity of 125 million gallons per day (mgd) for the Los Angeles Aqueduct 
Filtration Plant (LAAFP). However, in the same paragraph, the maximum LAAFP treatment capacity is indicated 
as 600 mgd, and the current annual average LAAFP flow (average for CY 2013) is shown as 362 mgd. However, 
the value for LAAFP annual average flow is now 324 mgd, or approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 
2014. Based on this information, the additional treatment capacity would equate to 276 mgd (difference of 600 
mgd and 324 mgd) for CY 2014. Please revise the value for additional treatment capacity accordingly and note 
that average flow through LAAFP varies in any given year.

8.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.2-9

5-9

“The maximum treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately 672,000 acre- 
fee per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA and purchases from MWD. The current average 
annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 362 million gallons per day, or 405,000 AFY (averaged over CY 
2013). Therefore, the LAAFP has the ability to treat an additional 125 mgd of water. LADWP’s 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) exhibit 11E shows that the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD 
between years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY.”

Replace the sentence in bold from the excerpt above with the following:
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4b83543bea&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14f8ef5184f0e624&siml=14f8ef5184f0e624 «
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5-9
(Cont)‘Therefore, in CY 2014, the LAAFP had the ability to treat an additional 276 mgd of water.

9. The first paragraph of p.4.M.2-13 - see except below - appears to imply that the current LAAFP treatment 
capacity is adequate to accommodate the Project’s water demand because the Project’s projected net increase 
of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available capacity of 125 mgd and the 
Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s projected water demand.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.2-13:

“The LAAFP currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project’s net 
increase of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available capacity, and would be 
accommodated within the LAAFP’s existing treatment capacity. The project’s water demand is accounted for 
in the City’s future projected demands. Therefore, the current treatment plant capacity of LAAFP is 
estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. The Project would not require the construction or 
expansion of new water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental effect.”

However, this is not the methodology used to determine adequate treatment capacity for a project or to 
determine whether a project’s projected demand is accounted for in projected City demand forecasts. Instead, 
determination of whether a project’s demand is accounted for in City demand forecasts is based on the proposed 
project’s consistency with the demographic projections included in the Regional Transportation Plan by the 
Southern California Association of Governments. Additionally, LAAFP treatment capacity for any project is 
generally sufficient if the project water demand is accounted for in LADWP’s total City demand projections. 
Therefore, please replace the paragraph in the excerpt above with the following:

5-10
“Proposed Project is consistent with growth projections anticipated by the SCAG. Consistency with the 
demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed Project. City’s water demand 
projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
demographic projection by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. 
Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for the City was based on the 2010 U.S. Census, 
and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. The region’s economic growth is usually a major factor 
behind net migration and the consequent population growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a 
negative impact on the region’s population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census 
to 2010 Census. Our preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand projection to year 2035, based on 
demographic projection from 2012 RTP using population, housing and employment, as well as water 
conservation and weather, will be lower than the City’s water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, 
the City’s water supply projections in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City’s water demand projections 
based on the 2012 RTP. Therefore, the Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected 
demands.

The maximum water treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately 672,000 
acre-fee per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA (Los Angeles Aqueduct) and purchases from 
MWD (Metropolitan Water District). The current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 324 million 
gallons per day, or approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 2014. Exhibit 11E, of lAdWP’s 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP), shows that the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD between 
years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY. The project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s 
future projected demands. Consequently, the current treatment capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be adequate 
to accommodate future demands. Therefore, there would be no impacts to utilities and service systems related 
to the construction or expansion of new water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental

Vhttps://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4b83543bea&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14f8ef5184f0e624&siml=14f8ef5184f0e624 5/7
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effect. (Cont)

10. The fourth paragraph of p.4.M.2-18 - see excerpt below - appears to imply that the current LAAFP treatment 
capacity is adequate to accommodate the future projected cumulative projects' water demand because it would 
be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent approximately 1.1 percent of the total remaining capacity at LAAFP.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.2-18

“The remaining daily capacity of the LAAFP is 125 mgd of water. The total cumulative water demand (all related 
projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent approximately 1.1 percent of the total 
remaining daily capacity.25 Therefore, the LAAFP would have adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by 
the Project and related projects.”

5-11

However, LADWP is not able to verify if the projected cumulative projects' water demand is accounted for in the 
City's future demand projections. Accordingly, the paragraph in the excerpt above seems to incorrectly justify 
that the LAAFP would have adequate capacity. LAAFP treatment capacity for any project is generally sufficient 
if the project water demand is accounted for in DWP's total City demand projections. Therefore, please replace 
the paragraph in the excerpt above with the following:

“ The total cumulative water demand (all related projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd. Each of 
the cumulative projects is required to be consistent with the SCAG RTP projections in order to be accounted for 
in LADWP's 2010 Urban Water Management Plan's (UWMP) current and projected available water demand. 
Should the related projects be accounted for in LADWP's 2010 UWMP, no significant cumulative water supply 

impact is anticipated from development of the Project and the cumulative projects, and LAAFP would have 
adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by the Project and related projects.”

11. The first paragraph of p.4.M.2-20 contains a typographical error by referring to the Los Angeles Low Impact 
Development Ordinance as “City Ordinance No. 1818,99.” Please remove the comma and change the ordinance 
number to “181899.”

5-12

If you have any questions, please let me know,

Thank you!

Earl Moosbrugger, PE

Resources Development and Supply Assessment Group

Water System Executive Office / Water Resources Section

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
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111 N. Hope Street, Room 1450

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 367-2527

---------------------Confidentiality Notice---------------------
This electronic message tra nsmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be confidential. 
If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. 
If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachment 
without reading or saving in any manner.
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“ LA Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>
GEECS

FW: DEIR for Jefferson and La Cienega - GW Sections
1 message

Repp, Chris <Chris.Repp@ladwp.com>
To: "Holloway, Chuck" <Charles.Holloway@ladwp.com>, "Parker, Nadia" <Nadia.Parker@ladwp.com>, "Eatinger, 
Stephanie" <Stephanie.Eatinger@ladwp.com>, Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>
Cc: "Moosbrugger, Earl" <Earl.Moosbrugger@ladwp.com>, "Nikolajevs, Val" <Val.Nikolajevs@ladwp.com>, "Reed, 
Greg" <Greg.Reed@ladwp.com>, "Ching, Mark" <Mark.Ching@ladwp.com>

Wed, Sep 2, 2015 at 10:24 AM

Chuck,

Minor administrative comments. These errors are not within our purview, but should be corrected nonetheless. 
Thanks, Chris

P.4.M.2-6 - One paragraph

‘Central and West Coast Basins are within the jurisdiction of the State Department of Water Resources
5-13

These basins are now under the jurisdiction of the Water Replenishment District of Southern California
(WRD).

P.4.M.2-9 to P.4.M.2-10

LADWP works with the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) to perform water quality testing’ 5-14
The CDPH is now the California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking water 
(SWRCB/DDW).

From: Moosbrugger, Earl
Sent: Tuesday, September 01,2015 2:21 PM
To: Ching, Mark
Cc: Repp, Chris
Su bj ect: DEI R for Jefferson and La Cienega - GW Sections

Mark,

Per our previous discussion, I reviewed section 4.M.2. Water and found GW-related discussion on the following 
pages:

P.4.M.2-6 - One paragraph

P.4.M.2-9 to P.4.M.2-10 - One paragraph and a small bullet list.
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I hope this helps save time.

Thanks,

Earl

------------------------- Confidentiality Notice---------------------------

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be confidential. 

If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachment 

without reading or saving in any manner.
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City of Los Angeles December 2015

LETTER NO. 5

Early Moosbrugger, PE
Resources Development and Supply Assessment Group 
Water System Executive Office / Water Resources Section 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1450 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Comment No. 5-1

Water Resources Development is submitting to you the following comments to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project (City Case No. ENV20144755EIR; State 
Clearinghouse No. 2015031047). These comments reflect our review of the Water Supply section only for 
matters related to water resources for the project; you may receive additional comments from other 
divisions at LADWP, separately, for other respective areas in the DEIR, such as water infrastructure 
capacity, etc. Our understanding is that Environmental will compile all comments and submit to the City 
Planning Department by the due date (9/6/15).

Response to Comment No. 5-1

This comment states that the LADWP is providing comments on the water supply chapter. The comment 
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and 
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 5-2

1. The second paragraph on p.4.M.24 
one million persons over a forty year time period (19702010?). However, no time period or source is 
shown. Please change “over” to “approximate,” in the excerpt reproduced below with edits noted in bold.

see excerpt below - states that the population increased by over

Excerpt from p.4.M.24:

“In addition to State regulations, LADWP has instituted its own water conservation measures. As 
discussed in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles is currently less than water 
use 40 years ago, despite an over 1 million-person increase in population during this period. This stability 
in water use is largely attributed to the City’s public education campaigns and water conservation 
programs over the past 15 years. LADWP continues to develop cost-effective programs to achieve its 
multiple goals of demand reduction, customer service, and environmental responsibility. The conservation 
program falls under five categories: awareness/support, residential, commercial/industrial/institutional, 
landscape, and system maintenance measures, as described below:”
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Response to Comment No. 5-2

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing sentence on page 
4.M.2-4 is to be changed as follows: “As discussed in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of 
Los Angeles is currently less than water use 40 years ago [from the date of the 2010 UWMP!. despite an 
eve^approximatelv 1 million-person increase in population during this period.” This change is a revision 
resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications to the analysis and to 
correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. This change is 
reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-3

2. The second bullet point at the top of p.4.M.2-5 - see excerpt below - is included in a list defined as the 
five categories of conservation programs, described on the last non-bulleted paragraph on the previous 
page, and this bullet point represents a sixth item on the list. Please “un-bullet” this item as it is not 
included as one of the conservation programs according to the 2010 UWMP and the list should contain 
only five items.

Excerpt from p.4.M.25:

□ □“Conservation Pricing Structure - A tiered rate structure, first implemented in 1993, applies a lower 
tier block rate for responsible water use within a specified water amount, and a higher rate for every 
billing unit above this block. To further encourage water conservation, water charges are based solely on 
water used and do not include fixed charges.”

Response to Comment No. 5-3

The LADWP requests that this item in the Draft EIR be un-bulleted. This change is a revision resulting 
from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications to the analysis and to correct non
substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. This change is reflected in Section 
3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-4

3. The numbered list [(1) through (4)] in the middle of p.4.M.2-5 includes percentages for various supply 
sources, such as Los Angeles Aqueduct (37 percent), Groundwater (11 percent), Metropolitan Water 
District (51 percent) and Recycled Water (one percent). However, it is not clear if Footnote 4 at the 
bottom of the page and reproduced below applies to all the percentages or only the last of these 
percentages. If it does apply to all, please add a reference for Footnote 4 to each of items (1) through (3). 
Otherwise, note that according to the same source, referenced on September 1, 2015, the updated values 
are: Los Angeles Aqueduct (34%), Groundwater (12%), Metropolitan Water District (53%) and Recycled 
Water (1%), and make changes accordingly.
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Excerpt from p.4.M.25:

”The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is responsible for ensuring that water 
demand within the City is met and that State and Federal water quality standards are achieved. City water 
supplies are derived from the following sources:

(1) the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA), approximately 37 percent;

(2) groundwater, approximately 11 percent;

(3) purchases from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), approximately 51 percent; and

4(4) recycled water (for industrial and irrigation purposes), approximately one percent.

Footnote 4 from p.4.M.25:

“ 4 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, website: https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/

faces/ladwp/aboutus/awater/awfactandfigures?_ adf.ctrlstate=j27f6ybei_4&_afrLoop=68339646098000, 
April 13, 2015.”

Response to Comment No. 5-4

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing list on page 4.M.2-5 
is to be changed as follows:

“(1) the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA), approximately 347 percent;

(2) groundwater, approximately 121 percent;

(3) purchases from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), approximately 531 percent; and

(4) recycled water (for industrial and irrigation purposes), approximately one percent. 3”

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-5

4. The last complete sentence of the last paragraph of p. 4.M.2-6- see first excerpt below 
five-year average annual flow value in percent and acre-feet for MWD supply. Footnote 10, on the same

indicates a

3 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, website: https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a- 
water/a-w-factandfigures? adf.ctrl-state=i27f6vbei 4& afrLoop=68339646098000, September 21, 2015.
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page of the DEIR
Plan as a source for the five-year average annual flow value in both percent and acre-feet. However, p. 
191 does not contain this value in acre-feet, and the value presented, 318,000 acrefeet, is not consistent 
with Exhibit ES-Q on p.19 of the 2010 UWMP. Please refer to Exhibit ES-Q on p.19 of the 2010 UWMP, 
and revise the excerpt and footnote accordingly.

see second excerpt below refers to p.191 of the 2010 Urban Water Management

Excerpt from DEIR, p.4.M.2-6

“The MWD supplied approximately 52 percent or approximately 318,000 acre-feet per year of the City’s 
water supplies between 2005 and 2010.10” Replace the sentence above from DEIR, p.4.M.26 with the 
following:

“On average, from FYEs 2006 to 2010, the MWD supplied approximately 52 percent, or approximately 
326,012 acre-feet, per year of the City’s water supplies. 10

Footnote 10 from p.4.M.26 of DEIR:

“LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 191.

Replace Footnote 10 from P.4.M.26 of DEIR with the following:

“LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 19.

Response to Comment No. 5-5

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing sentence and footnote 
on page 4.M.2-6 is to be changed as follows:

“On average, from FYEs 2006 to 2010, t The MWD supplied approximately 52 percent, or 
approximately 318,000 326,012 acre-feet per year of the City’s water supplies between 2005 and 
3040. 10

10 LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 191.

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-6

5. The second-to-last paragraph on p.4.M.2-7 
“over 700,000 water service connections.” 
connections. Please change “over” to “approximately.

- see excerpt below 
However, there are currently about 674,000 active

indicates that LADWP provides
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Excerpt from p.4.M.2-7:

“In accordance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1984, all urban water suppliers that 
provide municipal and industrial water to more than 3,000 customers, or supply more than 3,000 acre-feet 
per year of water, are required to prepare and adopt an urban water management plan every five years 
(UWMP). LADWP, which provides over 700,000 water service connections, most recently updated its 
UWMP in April 2011, covering 2010 to 2015 (2010 UWMP). 1255

Response to Comment No. 5-6

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing sentence on page
4.M.2-7 is to be changed as follows:

“LADWP, which provides approximately over 700,000 water service connections, most recently 
updated its UWMP in April 2011, covering 2010 to 2015 (2010 UWMP). 12

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-7

6. The last paragraph on p.4.M.27 - see excerpt below - states a “decrease of approximately 100,000 
acre-feet as compared to water use 40 years ago in 1970.” However, the demand in 1970 was 
approximately 600,000 acre-feet. Therefore, please change “100,000” to “50,000.”

Excerpt from p.4.M.27:

“According to the 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles in 2010 was approximately 550,000 
acre-feet, which represents a decrease of approximately 100,000 acre-feet as compared to water use 40 
years ago in 1970, although the City’s population has increased by approximately one million people 
during this” - paragraph continues on next page.

Response to Comment No. 5-7

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing sentence on page 
4.M.2-7 is to be changed as follows:

“According to the 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles in 2010 was approximately
550,000 acre-feet, which represents a decrease of approximately 50,000 100,000 acre-feet as 
compared to water use 40 years ago in 1970,”
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This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-8

7. The first paragraph on p.4.M.2-8- see excerpt below - states that water demand is projected to reach 
approximately 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming dry weather. A superscript at the end of the statement 
refers to p.10 of the 2010 UWMP as a source. Assuming a five percent increase in water demand due to 
dry weather variability applied to the average weather condition value of 650,000 acre-feet for 2030, the 
result would be 682,500 acre-feet, or approximately 680,000 acre-feet. Please change “690,000” to 
“680,000.”

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-8:

“period.13 LADWP projects water demand within its service area toContinued from previous page 
reach approximately 650,000 acre-feet with active and passive conservation (or 700,000 AF with just
passive conservation) by 2030, assuming an average year, and approximately 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, 
assuming dry weather.14 Based on existing and potential water supplies from local groundwater basins, 
the LAA system, water purchased from the MWD, and other planned sources, as well as existing and 
planned conservation and recycled water efforts, LADWP expects to be able to provide approximately 
710,800 acre-feet of water in 2035 assuming an average year. 15”

Response to Comment No. 5-8

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing sentence on page 
4.M.2-8 is to be changed as follows:

“LADWP projects water demand within its service area to reach approximately 650,000 acre-feet 
with active and passive conservation (or 700,000 AF with just passive conservation) by 2030, 
assuming an average year, and approximately 680,000 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming dry 
weather. 14

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-9

8. The second-to-last sentence of the first paragraph of p. 4.M.29 - see highlighted text of excerpt below - 
indicates an additional treatment capacity of 125 million gallons per day (mgd) for the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct Filtration Plant (LAAFP). However, in the same paragraph, the maximum LAAFP treatment 
capacity is indicated as 600 mgd, and the current annual average LAAFP flow (average for CY 2013) is
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shown as 362 mgd. However, 
approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 2014. Based on this information, the additional treatment 
capacity would equate to 276 mgd (difference of 600 mgd and 324 mgd) for CY 2014. Please revise the 
value for additional treatment capacity accordingly and note that average flow through LAAFP varies in 
any given year.

the value for LAAFP annual average flow is now 324 mgd, or

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.29

“The maximum treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately
672.000 acre-fee per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA and purchases from MWD. 
The current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 362 million gallons per day, or
405.000 AFY (averaged over CY 2013). Therefore, the LAAFP has the ability to treat an additional 
125 mgd of water. LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) exhibit 11E shows that the 
total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 
AFY.”

Replace the sentence in bold from the excerpt above with the following:

“Therefore, in CY 2014, the LAAFP had the ability to treat an additional 276 mgd of water.

Response to Comment No. 5-9

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing sentences on page 
4.M.2-9 is to be changed as follows:

“The current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 324 362 million gallons per 
day, or 360405,000 AFY (averaged over CY 20143). Therefore, in 2014, the LAAFP has the 
ability to treat an additional 276325 mgd of water. The average flow through LAAFP varies in 
any given year. LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) exhibit 11E shows that 
the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are less 
than 470,000 AFY.”

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-10

9. The first paragraph of p.4.M.213 - see except below - appears to imply that the current LAAFP 
treatment capacity is adequate to accommodate the Project’s water demand because the Project’s 
projected net increase of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available 
capacity of 125 mgd and the Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s projected water 
demand.
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Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.213:

“The LAAFP currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project’s 
net increase of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available capacity, and 
would be accommodated within the LAAFP’s existing treatment capacity. The project’s water demand is 
accounted for in the City’s future projected demands. Therefore, the current treatment plant capacity of 
LAAFP is estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. The Project would not require the 
construction or expansion of new water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental 
effect.”

However, this is not the methodology used to determine adequate treatment capacity for a project or to 
determine whether a project’s projected demand is accounted for in projected City demand forecasts. 
Instead, determination of whether a project’s demand is accounted for in City demand forecasts is based 
on the proposed project’s consistency with the demographic projections included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan by the Southern California Association of Governments. Additionally, LAAFP 
treatment capacity for any project is generally sufficient if the project water demand is accounted for in 
LADWP’s total City demand projections Therefore, please replace the paragraph in the excerpt above 
with the following:

“Proposed Project is consistent with growth projections anticipated by the SCAG. Consistency with the 
demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed Project. City’s water 
demand projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) demographic projection by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) using the 
2000 U.S. Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for the City was based on the 2010 
U.S. Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. The region’s economic growth is 
usually a major factor behind net migration and the consequent population growth. The economic 
recession of 20072009 had a negative impact on the region’s population growth, resulting in decrease in 
population growth from 2000 Census to 2010 Census. Our preliminary analysis shows that the City water 
demand projection to year 2035, based on demographic projection from 2012 RTP using population, 
housing and employment, as well as water conservation and weather, will be lower than the City’s water 
demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, the City’s water supply projections in the 2010 
UWMP are sufficient to meet the City’s water demand projections based on the 2012 RTP. Therefore, the 
Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected demands.

The maximum water treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately
672,000 acre-fee per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA (Los Angeles Aqueduct) and 
purchases from MWD (Metropolitan Water District). The current average annual flow through LAAFP is 
approximately 324 million gallons per day, or approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 2014. 
Exhibit 11E, of LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), shows that the total annual 
water supplies from LAA and MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY. The 
project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected demands. Consequently, the current 
treatment capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. Therefore,
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there would be no impacts to utilities and service systems related to the construction or expansion of new 
water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental effect.”

Response to Comment No. 5-10

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing paragraph on page 
4.M.2-13 is to be replaced by the proposed paragraphs of the LADWP comment letter described above. 
This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-11

10. The fourth paragraph of p.4.M.218 - see excerpt below - appears to imply that the current LAAFP 
treatment capacity is adequate to accommodate the future projected cumulative projects’ water demand 
because it would be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent approximately 1.1 percent of the total 
remaining capacity at LAAFP.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.218

“The remaining daily capacity of the LAAFP is 125 mgd of water. The total cumulative water demand 
(all related projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent approximately 1.1 percent 
of the total remaining daily capacity.25 Therefore, the LAAFP would have adequate capacity to treat the 
water demanded by the Project and related projects.”

However, LADWP is not able to verify if the projected cumulative projects’ water demand is accounted 
for in the City’s future demand projections. Accordingly, the paragraph in the excerpt above seems to 
incorrectly justify that the LAAFP would have adequate capacity. LAAFP treatment capacity for any 
project is generally sufficient if the project water demand is accounted for in DWP’s total City demand 
projections. Therefore, please replace the paragraph in the excerpt above with the following:

“The total cumulative water demand (all related projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd. 
Each of the cumulative projects is required to be consistent with the SCAG RTP projections in order to be 
accounted for in LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan’s (UWMP) current and projected 
available water demand. Should the related projects be accounted for in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, no 
significant cumulative water supply impact is anticipated from development of the Project and the 
cumulative projects, and LAAFP would have adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by the 
Project and related projects.”

Response to Comment No. 5-11

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The existing paragraph on page 
4.M.2-18 is to be revised as follows:
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The remaining daily capacity of the LAAFP is 125 mgd of water. The total cumulative water 
demand (all related projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent 
approximately 1.1 percent of the total remaining daily capacity.25 Each of the cumulative 
projects is required to be consistent with the SCAG RTP projections in order to be accounted for 
in LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan’s (UWMP) current and projected available 
water demand. Should the related projects be accounted for in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, no 
significant cumulative water supply impact is anticipated from development of the Project and the 
cumulative projects, and LAAFP would have adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by 
the Project and related projects.

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-12

11. The first paragraph of p.4.M.2-20 contains a typographical error by referring to the Los Angeles Low 
Impact Development Ordinance as “City Ordinance No. 1818,99.” Please remove the comma and change 
the ordinance number to “181899.”

Response to Comment No. 5-12

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The ordinance number on page 
4.M.2-20 is to be revised as follows:

“City Ordinance No. 1818,99'

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-13

□ P.4.M.26- One paragraph

“Central and West Coast Basins are within the jurisdiction of the State Department of Water Resources”

These basins are now under the jurisdiction of the Water Replenishment District of Southern California
(WRD).

Response to Comment No. 5-13

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The sentence on page 4.M.2-26 is 
to be revised as follows:
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“Central and West Coast Basins are within the jurisdiction of the Water Replacement District of 
Southern California (WRD) State Department of Water Resources.”

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 5-14

P.4.M.2-9 to P.4.M.2-10

“LADWP works with the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) to perform water quality 
testing”

The CDPH is now the California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water 
(SWRCB/DDW).

Response to Comment No. 5-14

The LADWP requests that some language in the Draft EIR be revised. The sentence on page 4.M.2-9 is to 
be revised as follows:

“LADWP works with the California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking 
Water (SWRCB/DDW) California Department of Public Health (CDPH) to perform water quality 
testing.”

This change is a revision resulting from responses to comments and is necessary to provide clarifications 
to the analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. It does not change the conclusion of the Draft EIR. 
This change is reflected in Section 3, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
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Comment Letter No. 6t FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 8-12)

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

RECEIVED
CITY OF LOS ANGELESDATE: August 17, 2015

AUG 2 4 2015Sergio Ibarra, City Planning Associate 
Department of City Planning

TO:

ENVIRONMENTAL
UNIT

FROM: Ali Poosti, Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
LA Sanitation

JEFFERSON AND LA CIENEGA PROJECT: NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION- ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SUBJECT:

This is in response to your July 23, 2015 letter requesting a review of your proposed mixed-use 
project located at 3351 S. La Cienega Blvd and 5707 W. Jefferson Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 
90016. LA Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the 
wastewater and stormwater systems for the proposed project.

6-1

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

LA Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the task of 
evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater capacity exists for 
future developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide the 
planning process for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide future capacity 
as the City grows and develops.

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Type Description Average Daily Flow per Type 
_Description (G PD/UN IT)

Proposed No. 
of Units

Average Daily 
Flow (GPP) 6-2

Existing
Office 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 63,313 SQ.FT (633)

_________ Proposed
Residential: 1-BDRM 110/ DU 609 DU 66,990

Residential: 2-BDRMS 150/DU 487 DU 73,050
190/DUResidential: 3-BDRMS 122 DU 23,180

120 GPD/1000 SQ.FTOffice 200,000 SQ.FT 24,000
Retail 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 80,000 SQ.FT 4,Q00

300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 20,000 SQ.FT 6,000Restaurant
196,587Total

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 8-inch line 
on La Cienega Blvd. The sewage from the 8-inch line feeds into a 93-inch line on Jefferson Blvd 
before discharging into a 126-inch sewer line on Vista Del Mar. Figure 1 shows the details of the

6-3
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Comment Letter No. 6 (Cont)
Sergio Ibarra. City Planning Associate 
July 31, 2015 
Page 2 of 3 A
sewer system within the vicinity of the project. The current flow level (d/D) in the 126-inch line 
cannot be determined at this time without additional gauging.

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer 
system are as follows: ,

50% Design CapacityPipe Diameter Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D
M

La Cienega Blvd. 
La Cienega Blvd.

229,323 GPD8 45
99 45 84.03 MGD ii

Jefferson Blvd.93 8 112.46 MGD
6-3Vista Del Mar126 113.03 MGD

* No gauging available (Cont)

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate the 
total flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the 
sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit 
will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562.

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of 
ensuring the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of 
Los Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are 
based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently adopted 
Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to SUSMP/LID are 
required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. The requirements 
are outlined in the guidance manual titled “Development Best Management Practices Handbook 
- Part B: Planning Activities”. Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then 
biofiltration as the preferred stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found 
at: www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received 
in the early phases of the project from WPD’s plan-checking staff.

6-4

GREEN STREETS
The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green 
Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of- 
awav to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater 
runoff and other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to

6-5
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/\
improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve 
air quality, reduce the heat island effect of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of 
sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation. The Green Street elements may 
include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater 
can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways and can be implemented in 
conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements.

6-5
(Cont)

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase. 
All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater 
pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is 
between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. 
Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject to the California General 
Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to 
be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of 
construction.

6-6

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 
485-0586, or WPD’s plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD’s plan-checking counter can 
also be visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd FI, Station 18

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four 
or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other 
development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments 
must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this 
requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project Division at (213)485-3684.

6-7
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Attachment: Figure 1 - Sewer Map
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City of Los Angeles December 2015

LETTER NO. 6

Ali Poosti, Division manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
LA Sanitation

Comment No. 6-1

This is in response to your July 23, 2015 letter requesting a review of your proposed mixed-use project 
located at 3351 S. La Cienega Blvd and 5707 W. Jefferson Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90016. LA Sanitation 
has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the wastewater and stormwater systems 
for the proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 6-1

This comment is stating that the Bureau of Sanitation is providing comments on the wastewater and 
stormwater systems for the Project. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 6-2

Wastewater Requirement

LA Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the task of evaluating 
the local sewer conditions and to detemline if available wastewater capacity exists for future 
developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide the planning process 
for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the City grows and 
develops

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Type Description Average Daily Flower per Type Proposed No. 
Description (GPD/UNIT)

Average Daily 
Flow (GPD)Of Units

Existing
Office 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 63,313 SQ FT (633)

Proposed
Residential: 1-BDRM 110/DU 609 DU 66,990

Residential: 2-BDRMS 150/DU 487 DU 73,050
Residential: 3-BDRMS 190/DU 122 DU 23,180

Office 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 200,000 SQ.FT 24,000
Retail 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 80,000 SQ. FT 4,000

300 GPD/1000 SQ. FT 20,000 SQ. FTRestaurant 6,000

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
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TOTAL 196,587

Response to Comment No. 6-2

The comment provides a table showing the projected wastewater discharges for the Project. The table 
largely matches Table 4.M.1-2 of the Draft EIR. The comment letter mistakenly calculates the existing 
generation as 633 gpd rather than the correct generation of 7,598 gpd. Thus, the net increase of the 
comment letter is mistakenly lower than the estimate of the Draft EIR. In addition, the Project uses a split 
demand for retail and grocery store, which provides a larger generation than the comment letter. Despite 
these changes, the Hyperion Treatment Plant has adequate capacity for the Project under either 
calculation, and the conclusions of the Draft EIR remain unchanged.

Comment No. 6-3

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 8-inch line on La 
Cienega Blvd. The sewage from the 8-inch line feeds into a 93-inch line on Jefferson Blvd before 
discharging into a 126-inch sewer line on Vista Del Mar. Figure 1 shows the details of the sewer system 
within the vicinity of the project. The current flow level (d/D) in the 126-inch line cannot be determined 
at this time without additional gauging.

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at (d/D) of 50% in the sewer system 
are as follows:

Pipe Diameter Pipe Location Current Guaging d/D 50% Design Capacity
(in) (%)

La Cienega Blvd. 
La Cienega Blvd

229,323 GPD8 45
84.03 MGD99 45

Jefferson Blvd. 112.46 MGD93 8
Vista Del Mar (no gauging avail) 113.03 MGD126

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total flow 
for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the permit 
process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient capacity then the 
developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. A 
final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage 
flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562.
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Response to Comment No. 6-3

The comment provides a table showing the sewer availability for the Project. The table matches Table 
4.M.1-1 of the DEIR, which was provided by the Bureau of Sanitation in their response dated January 27, 
2015.

The comment states that detailed gauging is necessary to determine the sewer capacity. This is consistent 
with the following language included in the DEIR on page 4.M.1-10: “Further detailed gauging and 
evaluation would be needed as part of the permit process to identify specific sewer connection point. If 
the public sewer has insufficient capacity, then the developer would be required to build sewer lines to a 
point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 
permit would be made at that time.” The construction phase of the Project would need a sewer connection 
permit and Sewer Capacity Availability Review (SCAR) application. The Project would also pay any 
required sewer connection fees. This is included as part of Regulatory Compliance Measure M.1-2.

The construction of upsizing, or connection, would not result in significant impacts as the construction 
would be of short duration and with the implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman 
during work in the public right of way, during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or 
emergency access. This is included as Project Design Feature M.1-3.

Comment No. 6-4

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of ensuring the 
implementation of the Municipal Stomwater Permit requirements within the City of Los Angeles. We 
anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

POST-CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are based on 
the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently adopted Low Impact 
Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to SUSMP/LID are required to 
incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. The requirements are outlined in the 
guidance manual titled "Development Best Management Practices Handbook - Part B: Planning 
Activities". Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as the preferred 
stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found at: www.lastormwater.org. It is 
advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received in the early phases of the project from 
WPD's plan-checking staff.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
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Response to Comment No. 6-4

The comment states that the Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with 
implementing the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements. The comment does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the DEIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental 
impacts of the Project. Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

The comment states that the Project requires stormwater measures based on the Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. As 
described in Section 4.M.2, Water, of the Draft EIR, the Project would comply with Regulatory 
Compliance Measure M.2-4 related to the LID Ordinance and Stormwater BMPs. All development and 
redevelopment projects that create, add, or replace 500 square feet or more of impervious area must 
comply with the LID Ordinance. Projects must comply with the LID Best Management Practices 
(BMPSs) (determined on a case by case basis by Public Works), and if not feasible, only then do SUSMP 
BMPs apply. The Project would be required to obtain a NPDES water quality permit from the 
LARWQCB. The Project would receive input regarding SUSMP requirements from WPD’s plan
checking staff.

Comment No. 6-5

GREEN STREETS

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green Street 
elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of- way to capture 
and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff and other 
environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to improve the water quality of 
stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve air quality, reduce the heat island effect 
of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation. 
The Green Street elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable 
pavements where stormwater can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways and can be 
implemented in conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements.

Response to Comment No. 6-5

The comment states that the Green Streets elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, 
and permeable pavements where stormwater can be directed from streets and into parkways. These 
elements can be implemented in conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements. As described in Section 
4.M.2, Water, of the DEIR, the Project would comply with Regulatory Compliance Measure M.2-4 
related to the LID Ordinance and Stormwater BMPs.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
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Comment No. 6-6

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase. All 
projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater pollution. In 
addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is between October 1 and 
April15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. Also projects that disturb more 
than one-acre of land are subject to the California General Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of 
this requirement a Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during 
the duration of construction.

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 485
0586, or WPD's plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD's plan-checking counter can also be 
visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd Fl, Station 18

Response to Comment No. 6-6

The comment lists the construction requirements to implement stormwater control measures to lessen the 
impact of pollution. As described in Section 4.G., Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR, the Project 
Applicant would be required to obtain coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit (GCASP), which requires development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). Construction projects that include grading activities during the rainy season must also 
develop a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan (WWECP). The Project will comply with LAMC Chapter 
IX, Division 70, which addresses grading, excavations, and fills. Compliance with the LAMC would 
ensure that construction would not violate any water quality standards or discharge requirements, or 
otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, through compliance with NPDES requirements 
and City grading regulations, Project impacts related to water quality during construction would be less 
than significant.

Comment No. 6-7

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four or more 
units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other development projects where 
the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments must set aside a recycling area or 
room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney 
of the Special Project Division at (213) 485-3684.
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Response to Comment No. 6-7

The comment describes the solid resources requirements, such as a recycling area or room for onsite 
recycling activities. The Project includes Regulatory Compliance Measure M.3-3, which requires 
operational recycling, including recycling bins to be provided at appropriate locations. The comment does 
not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and 
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 7
Callanan 

Rogers 
Dzida, lli’

CALLANAN, ROGERS & DZIDA
A LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP JOSEPH S. DZIDA

800 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET

SUITE 1100
Simplifying the Complex

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017-2521

TELEPHONE (21 3) 599-7595 

TOLL FREE (800) 31 7-1759 

FACSIMILE (213) 599-7596

AUTHOR’S EMAIL ADDRESS 

jdzida@crdattorneys.com

September 6, 2015

By Email—Sergio .Ibarra@lacity. org

Mr. Sergio Ibarra 
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Public Comment - Schultz Enterprises, Inc.; 3249 S. La Cienega, Los 
Angeles, CA 90016 (APN 4205-035-001)
Case No.: ENV-2014-4755-EIR 
State Clearing House No. 2015031047 
Project Name: Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Project Location/Address: 3321, 3351 S. La Cienega Boulevard.; 5707, 
5717, 5727, 5733, 5735 W. Jefferson Boulevard., Los Angeles, CA 90016 
Due Date for Public Comments: September 6, 2015.

Re:

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

This public comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") 
described above is submitted on behalf of Schultz Enterprises, Inc. ("Schultz"). Schultz 
owns the property located at 3249 S. La Cienega, Los Angeles, CA 90016 (APN 4205
035-001). This property is adjacent to the project described above, at its northwest 
corner.

The proposed project is a huge development that will greatly impact my client's 
property and vastly change the entire neighborhood.

7-1
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As described in the "Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Report and Public 

Scoping Meeting," for the project dated March 12, 2015:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed Project consists 
of the demolition of an existing office building, accessory 
structures and four light industrial structures (approximately 
63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower structures, and 
the development of an approximately 1,900,000-square foot 
transit-oriented, mixed-use development, consisting of 
podium style buildings, that vary in number of stories and 
height up to approximately 300 feet.

The project will replace 63,313 square feet of existing short structures with a huge
1,900,000 square foot development that will be 300 feet tall and will loom over the 
surrounding area, including my client's property. This is a tremendous change to the 
entire area that cannot help but impact the area as a whole and my client's property.

By letter dated April 13, 2015, my client's president Mr. Robert Schultz and I 
submitted comments for the initial study on issues that we believed the DEIR should 
address. Our letter (the "Initial Letter") appears in the DEIR at Appendix C, beginning at 
Adobe PDF page 52. This letter will reference some of those comments in the Initial 
Letter, as well as other areas where the DEIR is inadequate.

7-1
(Cont)

Traffic Flow and Congestion

The Initial Letter stated:

Traffic Flow and Congestion. Generally, the area is already 
heavily congested with traffic and the environmental impact report needs to 
address the cumulative impact of this new project on an already heavily 
congested area, as the law requires. The current flow of traffic is at times 
quite heavy and slow moving, particularly in the afternoon to early evening 
time. The rush hour traffic greatly impedes the ingress and egress to my 
client's property at 3249 S. La Cienega, both to La Cienega Boulevard and 
Jefferson Boulevard. The “cut through” traffic originating on Jefferson at 
Holdredge and Rodeo Road at Lenawee Avenue, impacts a residential 
neighborhood known as Blair Hills with counts on Lenawee at Ivy of nearly 
2000 in several hours on a daily basis. My client's other property at 3814 
Lenawee Ave. is also squarely in the impact zone.

1.

7-2
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The DEIR admits that "No feasible mitigation measures are available" and that the 

mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR "do not fully mitigate the Project's impact. 
(DEIR Page 4.L-120). This admission highlights the gravity and credibility of my client's 
concerns as expressed in the Initial Letter. However, even with this admission, the traffic 
impact analysis in the DEIR is fatally defective, because:

The DEIR improperly defers the analysis to a later date. As 
only a few examples, numerous purported mitigation measures call for future plans or 
designs to be prepared to address the admitted traffic impact. It also calls for this future 
analysis to be approved at a later date. For example MM-L-1 calls for future preparation 
of a TDM Plan and, while it describes generally some of what should be included, the 
specifics are not included. MM-L-2 calls for future preparation and approval of a TSM 
Plan. It also calls for a future meeting between the applicant and LADOT staff "to 
define" the signal system upgrade package. MM-L-5, MM-L-6, MM-L-7, MM-L-9, 
MM-L-10 and MM-L-11 ALL call for FUTURE preparation of plans and designs that are 
NOT included in the DEIR's analysis. These are only a few such examples. No specific 
performance standards are given and there is no demonstration of how the impact will be 
mitigated by the measures described. However, under governing California law:

(a)

7-2
(Cont)

“Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred 
until some future time. However, measures may specify 
performance standards which would mitigate the significant 
effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more 
than one specified way.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd.
(a)(1)(B).)

Impermissible deferral of mitigation measures occurs when 
an EIR puts off analysis or orders a report without either 
setting standards or demonstrating how the impact can be 
mitigated in the manner described in the EIR. 5 tt

(Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 
240.)

The Initial Letter also stated:

The accessLa Cienega Boulevard Access.
for my client's property is via a private street #733. This 
private street is the North boundary for the proposed project

2.
7-3

V



Comment Letter No. 7 (Cont)

Page 4

/\
and not a part of the project. Vehicles exiting this private 
street onto La Cienega Boulevard face challenges in joining 
northbound La Cienega Boulevard traffic. In considering the 
project some mitigation to alleviate this concern is necessary.

Private Street # 733 Access. Furthermore, the 
south side of the private street #733 is a designated fire lane, 
but the signs have been removed and partial blockage of the 
street occurs daily. Any further pressure on parking on this 
private street #733 is of concern and would involve danger to 
the safety of everyone in the area in the event of a fire. The 
private street #733 appears to be the available emergency 
access for the proposed high rise buildings of the project and 
needs to be part of the emergency planning for the project.

La Cienega Place Access. The alternate access 
to my client's property is via La Cienega Place south to 
Jefferson. Entering Jefferson from La Cienega Place at rush 
hour requires an indeterminate, lengthy time and delay while 
waiting for a break in traffic. East bound access onto 
Jefferson is nearly impossible. An exit westbound is easier 
but will result in a “cut through” turn at Jefferson and 
Holdredge if Southbound La Cienega is a traveler's goal. _

As discussed above, the DEIR contains an inadequate GENERAL discussion of the 
traffic at major intersections in the area of the proposed project. However, it does not 
SPECIFICALLY address the OBVIOUS traffic and access issues IN THE IMMEDIATE 
AREA of the project, such as those described above. In fact, once again, specific 
analysis of this admitted impact is improperly deferred to a later date. RCM-L-12 states:

3.

7-3
(Cont)

4.

Site Access and Internal Circulation

LADOT's determination does not include approval of the 
Project's driveways, internal circulation, and parking scheme. 
In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design 
changes, the Project Applicant shall contact LADOT early in 
the design process for access and circulation requirements so 
that such traffic flow considerations are designed and 
incorporated early in the building and parking layout

7-4
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plans. Final LADOT approval shall be obtained prior to 
issuance of any building permits. . . . (Emphasis added.)

Again, this is improper deferral of analysis in violation of the law. The access issues and 
concerns are specific, comparatively localized impacts that could EASILY be analyzed in 
the DEIR. However, that analysis was improperly deferred without performance 
standards (which are to be determined later). There is no evidence in the DEIR that 
anyone even COUNTED the traffic currently coming into and out of the driveways and 
accessways to the site, or projected the future count if the project was built. This is 
especially egregious where it is admitted that there are no feasible mitigation measures 
that can mitigate the GENERAL traffic impacts, let alone the SPECIFIC ones of the type 
described above. There could be gridlock on the driveways and access ways into and out 
of the site, even IF there is no gridlock on the adjacent streets outside of the site. We do 
not know, because analysis has been improperly deferred.

7-4
(Cont)

Noise, Vibration, Dust

The Initial Letter further stated:

The project also 
impacts my client’s tenants with noise, vibration and dust 
during the construction phase. The film production and 
editing operations of these tenants cannot be burdened with 
limitless disturbances. Appropriate mitigation measures, 
specific to these tenants, are absolutely necessary. 
Furthermore, the time line for construction needs to be 
studied, adjusted and mitigated so that construction activities 
are scheduled in such a way that these impacts are mitigated.

Construction.5.

7-5
There is no evidence in the DEIR that anyone visited these tenants in order to design 
specific mitigation measures for their situations. Only GENERAL measures are 
described. For example, MM-I-6 states: "All construction areas for staging and
warming-up equipment shall be located as far as possible from adjacent recording studios 
to the north of the Project." There is no evidence of planning or testing to determine how 
far away is "possible" and whether the studios will be adversely impacted at that distance, 
nonetheless. There is no provision for monitoring after construction begins to see if the 
measures are working, and there is no requirement even for payment of damages if they 
do not work. Likewise, RCM-C-6 states that the applicant must "Apply water to 
disturbed areas of the site three times a day" without ANY analysis or testing to see if

V
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7-5that will in fact mitigate the tenants' situations, and with no requirement of follow up to 
see if actual experience shows that more is needed. (Cont)

Wind

The Initial Letter stated:

Wind Pattern. As has happened in other cases 
of taller buildings, the wind flow pattern will change with 
unknown result to my client's property. The project may 
obstruct airflow causing stagnant air and odors due to the 
close proximity to Ballona Creek, traffic exhaust, sewer spills 
and manufacturing pollution. Wind flow, odor potential off 
Ballona Creek, and other unspecified consequences of the tall 
buildings needs to be considered and must be addressed and 
mitigated.

6.

7-6

While the DEIR GENERALLY discusses how wind patterns affect and disburse 
pollutants and particulates, it does not appear to contain ANY SPECIFIC DISCUSSION 
OF HOW THE IMMENSE BUILDINGS TO BE CONSTRUCTED FOR THIS 
PROJECT will impact wind patterns. We all know that the construction of walls and 
fences can channel the wind and increase its force. Yet this common everyday 
experience is NOT addressed in the DEIR

Solar

Likewise, while the DEIR GENERALLY discusses HOW THE PROJECT might 
make use of solar power (e.g. DEIR Page 4.M.4-16 ["Alternate Energy Discussion”]), it 
fails to analyze the SPECIFIC issue of how the height and dimensions of the project may 
impact the ability of neighbors like my client and its tenants to power their own buildings 
or operations with solar. The Initial Letter stated:.

7-7Solar Energy and Other Energy Change. As 
discussed above, the project when constructed will loom over 
the surrounding buildings and block sunlight during 
substantial portions of the day. My client will receive less 
sunlight for solar energy purposes. The project will obstruct

7.

V
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/\
sunlight causing the area to remain dark some of the day. 
This impacts the desirability of my client's building and also 
filming by my client's movie studio tenants. The impact on 
solar energy and the impact on energy needs to be addressed 
and mitigated. 7-7

(Cont)
This SPECIFIC concern does NOT appear to be addressed AT ALL in the DEIR. There 
is GENERAL discussion of "shading" beginning at DEIR Page 4.B.2-3; but no 
SPECIFIC discussion of how this will impact the neighbors' use of solar power. There is 
also the added concern of added heating costs due to the complete block of southern sun 
exposure.

Sewer

The Initial Letter stated:

Sewer Line. A sewer main runs East to West 
on my client's southern property line. The impact of the 
project on this sewer line, and sewage generally in the area, 
needs to be addressed and must be mitigated. Will the 
additional loads from the project result in greater danger of 
sewer line failure or overburdening the sewage system?

Once again the DEIR fails to address the SPECIFIC issue described above. It discusses 
GENERALLY whether regional treatment plants have the capacity to handle the 
expected sewage from the project, but contains no evidence of any analysis or testing 
concerning the capacity of the sewer lines ON THE PROJECT SITE or immediately near 
it. There does not appear to be any projection of peak sewage volume from the project 
which would show the volume that the local lines need to handle. The DEIR defers 
analysis by stating:

8.

7-8

Further detailed gauging and evaluation would be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer 
connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient 
capacity, then the Applicant shall be required to build 
sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with sufficient 
capacity. (Emphasis added.)
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Security

The Initial Letter stated:

The Need For Increased Security. The 
increased and high density of population will create more 
opportunity for mischief and crime, resulting in more expense 
for local property owners and tenants. My client will incur 
additional cost for perpetual increased security during 
construction and after, due to over 1200 residential units as 
well as shopping in close proximity. This danger and cost 
needs to be addressed and must be mitigated if possible.

The DEIR again defers analysis to the future. For example, PDF-K.2-6 states that "The 
Project shall provide for on-site security measures and controlled access systems for 
residents and tenants to minimize the demand for police protection services." Nothing is 
said about the safety of the neighbors in light of the IMMENSE project to be built 
looming over them. Nothing is said about specifics and performance standards. Nothing 
is said about follow up to see if the system works after it is put in place.

9.

7-9

Even with respect to security on the project site itself, there is ambiguity. Mitigation 
measures on Page 1-38 states: “The patrol shall be deployed at times that are typical 
within the local-area construction industry for a Project of this size.”

Diminished Privacy

The Initial Letter stated:

Privacy Of Occupants Is Diminished. The
additional population and the tall buildings will negatively 
affect my client's tenants with loss of privacy due to the 
towering structures with clear view of the activities below. 
The tenants are mainly film industry executives who require 
privacy for their business.

The DEIR does not appear to address this specific and obvious issue AT ALL.

10.

7-10

Loss of Income and Property Value

The Initial Letter stated: 7-11

V
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11. Loss of Income and Property Value. My
client has owned this property for many years and it is the 
primary source of income for my client and the Schultz 
family which owns it. Furthermore, the value of the property 
is a major family asset. The subject project is a colossal 
change. The combined result of all the impacts discussed 
above may result in a lower property value for my client's 
property and the other properties in the area. Tenants may be 
less willing to stay, renew, or commit to long term leases.
My client's building may lose some of its appeal to its movie 
studio tenants. There could be tenant demand for reduced 
rents rate or for other monetary concessions. There could be 
increased tenant turnover and extended vacancy. These 
impacts and losses need to be addressed and must be 
mitigated.

The DEIR of course should address the human factors as well as the technical, scientific 
factors. If the rest of the block is gutted in value by the project that is an environmental 
impact arising from human factors. The DEIR simply does not address the FACT that 
the proposed project is the gorilla sitting in the middle of the block; and that nobody may 
want to buy or rent near to that gorilla.

7-11
(Cont)

Future Unpredicted Impacts

The Initial Letter further stated:

Future Unpredicted Impacts. Furthermore, it 
is beyond my client's capabilities to predict what all the 
changes might be. But it should not be my client's burden to 
do so. The unpredictable impacts of this gigantic project 
should be anticipated and project conditions should be 
imposed requiring future mitigation if unanticipated impacts 
arise. Furthermore, if the operating experience demonstrates 
loss of income or property value for my client as a result of 
this project, that impact should be addressed and mitigated at 
the time of the EIR, and as a condition requiring future 
mitigation after the project is up and operating.

12.

7-12

V
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7-12As discussed above, the DEIR improperly defers analysis of KNOWN impacts; let alone 
ones that cannot be predicted at this time. (Cont)

Alternatives Analysis

As required by law, the DEIR attempts to analyze alternatives to the project as 
proposed by the applicant. The DEIR identifies the "No Project" alternative as the 
environmentally superior one. Do NOT build this immense monstrosity in the middle of 
a functioning, settled, working neighborhood. My client concurs. The DEIR also 
identifies Alternative No. 2, a vastly scaled down project, as environmentally superior. 
My client would prefer No Project; but if one needs to be built it should fit in with what 
is already there not grotesquely loom over it.

7-13

Regards,

JOSEPH S. DZIDA
CALLANAN, ROGERS & DZIDA, LLP

JSD/JSD

cc: Robert Schultz, president of 
Schultz Enterprises, Inc.
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LETTER NO. 7

Joseph S. Dzida
Callanan, Rogers, & Dzida, LLP 
800 South Figueroa Street, Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Comment No. 7-1

This public comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") described above is submitted 
on behalf of Schultz Enterprises, Inc. ("Schultz"). Schultz owns the property located at 3249 S. La 
Cienega, Los Angeles, CA 90016 (APN 4205-035-001). This property is adjacent to the project 
described above, at its northwest corner.

The proposed project is a huge development that will greatly impact my client's property and vastly 
change the entire neighborhood.

As described in the "Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Report and Public Scoping Meeting," for 
the project dated March 12, 2015:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed Project consists of the demolition of an existing office 
building, accessory structures and four light industrial structures (approximately 63,313 square 
feet), two existing radio tower structures, and the development of an approximately 1,900,000- 
square foot transit-oriented, mixed-use development, consisting of podium style buildings, that 
vary in number of stories and height up to approximately 300 feet.

The project will replace 63,313 square feet of existing short structures with a huge 1,900,000 square foot 
development that will be 300 feet tall and will loom over the surrounding area, including my client's 
property. This is a tremendous change to the entire area that cannot help but impact the area as a whole 
and my client's property.

By letter dated April 13, 2015, my client's president Mr. Robert Schultz and I submitted comments for the 
initial study on issues that we believed the DEIR should address. Our letter (the "Initial Letter") appears 
in the DEIR at Appendix C, beginning at Adobe PDF page 52. This letter will reference some of those 
comments in the Initial Letter, as well as other areas where the DEIR is inadequate.

Response to Comment No. 7-1

The commenter is referred to Responses to Comments No. 7-2 through No. 7-13. For the reasons stated in 
these responses, the Draft EIR is not inadequate.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
Page 2-92



City of Los Angeles December 2015

Comment No. 7-2

Traffic Flow and Congestion

The Initial Letter stated:

Traffic Flow and Congestion. Generally, the area is already heavily congested with 
traffic and the environmental impact report needs to address the cumulative impact of this new project on 
an already heavily congested area, as the law requires. The current flow of traffic is at times quite heavy 
and slow moving, particularly in the afternoon to early evening time. The rush hour traffic greatly 
impedes the ingress and egress to my client's property at 3249 S. La Cienega, both to La Cienega 
Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard. The “cut through” traffic originating on Jefferson at Holdredge and 
Rodeo Road at Lenawee Avenue, impacts a residential neighborhood known as Blair Hills with counts on 
Lenawee at Ivy of nearly 2000 in several hours on a daily basis. My client's other property at 3814 
Lenawee Ave. is also squarely in the impact zone.

1.

The DEIR admits that "No feasible mitigation measures are available" and that the mitigation 
measures proposed in the DEIR "do not fully mitigate the Project's impact. (DEIR Page 4.L-120). This 
admission highlights the gravity and credibility of my client's concerns as expressed in the Initial Letter. 
However, even with this admission, the traffic impact analysis in the DEIR is fatally defective, because:

The DEIR improperly defers the analysis to a later date. As only a few examples, 
numerous purported mitigation measures call for future plans or designs to be prepared to address the 
admitted traffic impact. It also calls for this future analysis to be approved at a later date. For example 
MM-L-1 calls for future preparation of a TDM Plan and, while it describes generally some of what should 
be included, the specifics are not included. MM-L-2 calls for future preparation and approval of a TSM 
Plan. It also calls for a future meeting between the applicant and LADOT staff "to define" the signal 
system upgrade package. MM-L-5, MM-L-6, MM-L-7, MM-L-9, MM-L-10 and MM-L-11 ALL call for 
FUTURE preparation of plans and designs that are NOT included in the DEIR's analysis. These are only 
a few such examples. No specific performance standards are given and there is no demonstration of how 
the impact will be mitigated by the measures described. However, under governing California law:

(a)

“Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. However, 
measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the 
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.4, subd. (a)(1)(B).)

“‘Impermissible deferral of mitigation measures occurs when an EIR puts off analysis or orders a 
report without either setting standards or demonstrating how the impact can be mitigated in the 
manner described in the EIR. ’ M

(Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 240.)
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Response to Comment No. 7-2

Regarding cumulative traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to pages 4.L-75 through 4.L-109 in 
Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR that include a detailed analysis of cumulative traffic 
impacts. As disclosed in this section, the Project would contribute to significant unavoidable traffic 
impacts.

Regarding “cut through” traffic, the commenter is referred to pages 4.L-66 through 4.L-68 that include a 
detailed analysis of neighborhood intrusion impacts (i.e., “cut through” traffic). As discussed here, the 
Project would not result in any significant neighborhood intrusion impacts.

There does not appear to be an obvious benefit for Project traffic to utilize Holdredge or Lenawee Avenue 
as a short cut. The Project’s primary vehicular access point would be located on La Cienega Boulevard. 
For traffic traveling north on La Cienega Boulevard toward the Project site, there would be no benefit to 
divert to Lenawee Avenue, because this would require a circuitous route to get to Rodeo Road, make a 
right on Rodeo Road by weaving through oncoming traffic to enter the eastbound left-turn lane at La 
Cienega Boulevard and then waiting through a protective/permissive left-turn lane to re-enter La Cienega 
Boulevard, all of which would increase commute time compared to staying north on La Cienega 
Boulevard and turning left into the Project site. Lenawee Avenue would not be an attraction to 
southbound La Cienega Boulevard traffic traveling away from the Project site, because Lenawee does not 
provide bypass for southbound traffic. Regardless of congestion on eastbound Jefferson Boulevard 
traveling toward the Project site, Project traffic would receive no benefit from turning onto Holdredge 
Avenue, because the roadway would divert vehicles southbound, not the intended direction. Travelling 
westbound on Jefferson Boulevard away from the Project site to make a left on Holdredge Avenue would 
not connect back to Jefferson Boulevard and therefore, would not be a viable cut-through for Project 
traffic. It is likely that any current cut-through traffic occurs from eastbound Jefferson/Rodeo Road (or 
possibly eastbound National Boulevard) trying to get to southbound La Cienega Boulevard, neither of 
which are directional possibilities attributable to vehicles destined/originating at the Project site.

Regarding deferral of traffic mitigation, Mitigation Measures L-1 and L-2 that require development and 
implementation of plans (e.g., TDM and TSM) to reduce traffic generation are dependent on information 
about the Project and input from certain jurisdictions (such as Caltrans, the County, Culver City, etc.) that 
is not known at this time. The expected result of the effectiveness of such plans at reducing traffic 
generation that is identified in the Draft EIR is an estimate based on performance results of other similar 
plans that are in effect in the region. Mitigation Measures L-5 and L-6 are physical improvements (not 
plans) that require approval by Caltrans. Mitigation Measure L-7 is a physical improvement (not a plan) 
that requires approval by LADOT and Culver City. Mitigation Measure L-9 may require the purchase of 
additional right-of-way, which may not be available. Accordingly, the Draft EIR concludes the following 
on page 4.L-123 regarding traffic impacts:

The above mitigation measures are technically feasible and require approval from LADOT, 
Caltrans, or the City of Culver City. If any of the Mitigation Measures identified above
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(Mitigation Measures L-1 through L-9) are determined to be infeasible, or not approved by the 
applicable agency, then additional identified intersections could be significantly impacted.

As recognized in the above paragraph, there may be reasons for finding that a measure is not feasible 
other than “technical feasibility.” CEQA defines “feasible” broadly to include a number of factors other 
than technical feasibility (refer California Public Resources Code, Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21061.1). A determination of infeasibility on grounds other than technical feasibility can be made by City 
Planning Commission and Council during the hearing process for the Project. Further, the above 
paragraph from the Draft EIR recognizes that agencies other than the City of LA have permitting 
jurisdiction over some of the mitigation measures, such as Culver City and Caltrans. Since the EIR is 
prepared by the City of LA as the lead agency, the EIR cannot opine on whether those responsible 
agencies will approve the recommended mitigation measures. (Refer to CEQA Guideline 15091(a)(2).)

Regarding Mitigation Measures L-10 and L-11, these measures require preparation and implementation of 
a construction work site traffic control plan (Mitigation Measure L-10) and a Construction Management 
Plan (Mitigation Measure L-11) to control traffic during the Project’s construction phase and to minimize 
construction-related traffic impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The City requires preparation and 
implementation of such plans for all development in the City of Los Angeles that could affect traffic and 
roadways during construction. Construction-related traffic impacts are intermittent and temporary. 
Implementation of construction-related traffic control plans as a matter of regulation by the City is the 
performance standard that must be met by the Project Applicant. The commenter is also referred to 
Response to Comment No. 8-5.

For the reasons stated in this response, the Draft EIR is not inadequate as asserted in the comment.

Comment No. 7-3

The Initial Letter also stated:

2. La Cienega Boulevard Access.
#733. This private street is the North boundary for the proposed project and not a part of the 
project. Vehicles exiting this private street onto La Cienega Boulevard face challenges in joining 
northbound La Cienega Boulevard traffic. In considering the project some mitigation to alleviate 
this concern is necessary.

The access for my client's property is via a private street

3. Private Street # 733 Access. Furthermore, the south side of the private street #733 is a 
designated fire lane, but the signs have been removed and partial blockage of the street occurs 
daily. Any further pressure on parking on this private street #733 is of concern and would 
involve danger to the safety of everyone in the area in the event of a fire. The private street #733 
appears to be the available emergency access for the proposed high rise buildings of the project 
and needs to be part of the emergency planning for the project.
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4. La Cienega Place Access. The alternate access to my client's property is via La Cienega Place 
south to Jefferson. Entering Jefferson from La Cienega Place at rush hour requires an 
indeterminate, lengthy time and delay while waiting for a break in traffic. East bound access onto 
Jefferson is nearly impossible. An exit westbound is easier but will result in a “cut through” turn 
at Jefferson and Holdredge if Southbound La Cienega is a traveler's goal.

Response to Comment No. 7-3

The commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure L-3 on page 4.L-113 in Section 4.L, 
Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR that includes installation of a traffic signal opposite Boden Street 
on La Cienega Boulevard. This signal would benefit traffic on Street #733 in that the signal would create 
more gaps in traffic due to red light cycling than currently exist. The added traffic gaps would increase 
the opportunities for traffic exiting minor streets and driveways onto La Cienega Boulevard.

The partially blocked designated fire lane is a violation of the Los Angeles Fire Department’s (LAFD) 
Code requirements and not the responsibility of Project since it is an existing issue caused by existing 
users of the roadway. Project related vehicles would not use the private street as part of operations. All 
parking associated with the Project would be provided on the Project site and not on adjacent surface 
streets. Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy by the City, all emergency access on and adjacent 
to the Project site shall be required to meet LAFD emergency access requirements and shall be verified by 
LAFD. If current use of the fire lane is in violation of LAFD’s emergency access requirements, LAFD 
will remedy the issue prior to occupancy of the Project. In the meantime, if the commenter is concerned 
about the current blockage of the fire lane, the commenter should notify LAFD.

As stated previously, the Project would provide signalized access to La Cienega Boulevard opposite 
Boden Street, and would create additional gaps in traffic, because the red phase would stop La Cienega 
Boulevard traffic, allowing more opportunities for access to minor side streets and driveways..

Existing cut-through traffic on Holdredge Avenue is not the responsibility of the Project, particularly to 
orient to southbound La Cienega Boulevard when a traffic signal would be available at the Project’s 
primary driveway. Regardless of congestion on southbound La Cienega Boulevard, using Holdrege 
Avenue in lieu of staying on southbound La Cienega Boulevard would not provide a viable time-saving, 
convenient bypass from the Project’s primary driveway. If the goal is to travel south on La Cienega 
Boulevard but avoid La Cienega Boulevard by turning onto Jefferson Boulevard, the following turns are 
required: a right turn from La Cienega, a left turn at National, a left turn onto Holdredge, a left turn onto 
Bowcroft, a right turn on Lenawee, a left turn on Ivy, a right turn on Lenawee, a left turn on Wrightcrest, 
and a right turn back onto La Cienega Boulevard. This circuitous route is a half-mile longer than staying 
on La Cienega Boulevard, extending a 0.75-mile route into a 1.25-mile route with a number of left turns 
across conflicting traffic. It is likely that any cut-through traffic occurs from eastbound Jefferson/Rodeo 
Road (or possibly eastbound National Boulevard) trying to get to southbound La Cienega Boulevard, 
none of which are directional possibilities attributable to vehicles destined/originating at the Project site.
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Comment No. 7-4

As discussed above, the DEIR contains an inadequate GENERAL discussion of the traffic at major 
intersections in the area of the proposed project. However, it does not SPECIFICALLY address the 
OBVIOUS traffic and access issues IN THE IMMEDIATE AREA of the project, such as those described 
above. In fact, once again, specific analysis of this admitted impact is improperly deferred to a later date. 
RCM-L-12 states:

Site Access and Internal Circulation

LADOT's determination does not include approval of the Project's driveways, internal circulation, 
and parking scheme. In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design changes, the 
Project Applicant shall contact LADOT early in the design process for access and circulation 
requirements so that such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated early in 
the building and parking layout plans. Final LADOT approval shall be obtained prior to 
issuance of any building permits. . . . (Emphasis added.)

Again, this is improper deferral of analysis in violation of the law. The access issues and concerns are 
specific, comparatively localized impacts that could EASILY be analyzed in the DEIR. However, that 
analysis was improperly deferred without performance standards (which are to be determined later). 
There is no evidence in the DEIR that anyone even COUNTED the traffic currently coming into and out 
of the driveways and accessways to the site, or projected the future count if the project was built. This is 
especially egregious where it is admitted that there are no feasible mitigation measures that can mitigate 
the GENERAL traffic impacts, let alone the SPECIFIC ones of the type described above. There could be 
gridlock on the driveways and access ways into and out of the site, even IF there is no gridlock on the 
adjacent streets outside of the site. We do not know, because analysis has been improperly deferred.

Response to Comment No. 7-4

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR “contains an inadequate GENERAL discussion of the traffic at 
major intersections in the area of the proposed project.” However, the comment does not provide facts, 
reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of this assertion.

The commenter is referred to Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR that includes a detailed 
analysis of the Project’s traffic impacts to roadway intersections throughout the Project area.

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 7-3, the Project would not inhibit access to adjacent property 
owners. The Project Applicant has provided conceptual placement of driveways to LADOT for review 
and comment. LADOT’s assessment letter (refer to Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR) does not include 
approval of Project driveways, internal circulation, or parking, because LADOT does not approve these 
Project components until (and unless) the Project is approved; LADOT’s approval would be based on 
more finalized and detailed Project plans. Prior to LADOT’s approval, the Project Applicant must 
workshop with LADOT Operations to obtain concurrence on driveway placement, internal circulation

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
Page 2-97



City of Los Angeles December 2015

roads, and parking layouts. The Project must comply with the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
Sections 12.21 A-4(g), 12.21 A-5(e), 12.21 A-5(i), 12.21 A-5(j), and 12.21 C-6(a) related to driveway, 
access, internal circulation, and parking. The purpose of these requirements is to minimize interference of 
a development with adjacent properties and pedestrian vehicular traffic. With conditional approval of the 
Project’s driveways, internal circulation, and parking, the Project Applicant would then proceed through 
LADOT and Bureau of Engineering (BOE) for approval of traffic controls and design related elements of 
driveways, internal circulation, and parking. RCM-L-2 is a Regulatory Compliance Measure that the 
Project Applicant must comply with as a matter of regulation by the City and not “mitigation” for the 
Project. RCM-L-2 is not a requirement specific to the Project; all development in the City is required to 
have the final access, driveways, and circulation approved by LADOT. Thus, RCM-L-2 is not deferral of 
mitigation. The traffic flow referred to by the commenter is the internal traffic flow associated with the 
Project on the Project site, not off-site traffic flow.

Project traffic generation was estimated using established ITE trip rates commonly used by traffic 
engineers. Also, as discussed on page 4.L-20 in Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR, 
traffic counts were conducted at the 58 study intersections.

Comment No. 7-5

Noise, Vibration, Dust

The Initial Letter further stated:

5. Construction. The project also impacts my client’s tenants with noise, vibration and dust 
during the construction phase. The film production and editing operations of these tenants 
cannot be burdened with limitless disturbances. Appropriate mitigation measures, specific to 
these tenants, are absolutely necessary. Furthermore, the time line for construction needs to be 
studied, adjusted and mitigated so that construction activities are scheduled in such a way that 
these impacts are mitigated.

There is no evidence in the DEIR that anyone visited these tenants in order to design specific mitigation 
measures for their situations. Only GENERAL measures are described. For example, MM-I-6 states: 
"All construction areas for staging and warming-up equipment shall be located as far as possible from 
adjacent recording studios to the north of the Project." There is no evidence of planning or testing to 
determine how far away is "possible" and whether the studios will be adversely impacted at that distance, 
nonetheless. There is no provision for monitoring after construction begins to see if the measures are 
working, and there is no requirement even for payment of damages if they do not work. Likewise, RCM- 
C-6 states that the applicant must "Apply water to disturbed areas of the site three times a day" without 
ANY analysis or testing to see if that will in fact mitigate the tenants' situations, and with no requirement 
of follow up to see if actual experience shows that more is needed.
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Response to Comment No. 7-5

The predicted noise levels at the adjacent tenants identified in the Draft EIR are based on computer-based 
modeling and consider the area’s topography, attenuating structures, and other variables. As discussed on 
page 4.I-13 in Section 4.I, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the preparers of the noise analysis conducted a 
reconnaissance of the Project site and surrounding land uses to ascertain existing ambient noise levels. 
Noise readings were taken at 3249 South La Cienega Place, among other off-site locations. These noise 
readings were sufficient to ascertain ambient noise levels in the Project area in order to prepare the 
modeling forecasts for future noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors. As disclosed on Table 4.I-5 on 
page 4.I-13, during the Project’s construction period, Bandito Brothers Studio could experience 
temporary and intermittent exterior noise levels in excess of the City’s threshold (5 dBA) for such noise. 
Page 4.I-23 includes seven mitigation measures that are prescribed to reduce the Project’s construction 
noise levels. As discussed in more detail in Response to Comment No. 8-2, the Draft EIR sets 
performance standards for noise mitigation that call on the use of sound barriers and/or operational 
strategies to produce a significant reduction in noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. As shown on 
Table 4.I-12 on page 4.I-24, with implementation of these seven mitigation measures, the temporary and 
intermittent exterior noise levels would not exceed the City’s 5 dBA threshold.

Also, even though the above measures should mitigate the construction noise impacts, it should be noted 
that LAMC Section 112.05 states that between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM, in any residential 
zone of the City or within 500 feet thereof, no person shall operate or cause to be operated any powered 
equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 75 dB(A) at a distance 
of 50 feet. This limit applies to construction equipment, including crawler-tractors, dozers, rotary drills 
and augers, loaders, power shovels, cranes, derricks, motor graders, paving machines, off-highway trucks, 
ditchers, trenchers, compactors, scrapers, wagons, pavement breakers, compressors, and pneumatic or 
other powered equipment. This limit shall not apply where compliance is technically infeasible. 
Technical infeasibility shall mean that the noise limit cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, 
shields, sound barriers and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment.

Regarding construction vibration, the Project’s construction-related vibration impacts are discussed on 
pages 4.I-16 through 4.I-19. As shown on Table 4.I-8 on page 4.I-19, the Project’s construction activities 
would not create vibration at the location of Bandito Brothers Studio in excess of the significance 
thresholds. See also Response to Comment No. 8-3 for additional discussion of applicable thresholds for 
the Project’s vibration impacts on surrounding receptors. Therefore, the Project would not result in any 
significant vibration impacts to Bandito Brothers Studio, or any other sensitive receptor.

Regarding monitoring of mitigation measures, the commenter is referred to Section 4 (Mitigation 
Monitoring Plan) of the Final EIR that identifies each of the mitigation measures and the regulatory 
compliance measure (including RCM C-6 related to construction dust) required of the Project, when 
monitoring of the mitigation measures would occur, and which agencies would be required to enforce and 
monitor the mitigation measures. For construction-related noise and air quality mitigation measures, the
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City’s Department of Building and Safety would conduct the monitoring and enforcement of the 
mitigation.

Comment No. 7-6

Wind

The Initial Letter stated:

6. Wind Pattern. As has happened in other cases of taller buildings, the wind flow pattern will 
change with unknown result to my client's property. The project may obstruct airflow causing 
stagnant air and odors due to the close proximity to Ballona Creek, traffic exhaust, sewer spills 
and manufacturing pollution. Wind flow, odor potential off Ballona Creek, and other unspecified 
consequences of the tall buildings needs to be considered and must be addressed and mitigated.

While the DEIR GENERALLY discusses how wind patterns affect and disburse pollutants and 
particulates, it does not appear to contain ANY SPECIFIC DISCUSSION OF HOW THE IMMENSE 
BUILDINGS TO BE CONSTRUCTED FOR THIS PROJECT will impact wind patterns. We all know 
that the construction of walls and fences can channel the wind and increase its force. Yet this common 
everyday experience is NOT addressed in the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. 7-6

The comment states that “the wind flow pattern will change” and “the Project may obstruct airflow 
causing stagnant air and odors,” but does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or 
expert opinion supported by facts in support of this assertion. Nevertheless, according to DKA Planning, 
potential impact of development on altering the dispersion of any odors from Ballona Creek is likely to be 
negligible. First, the Western Regional Climate Center’s predicted wind rose for the area (LAX, 5 miles 
away) confirms the predominant wind direction is from the west (33%) and the WSW (18%) at an 
average of 10 mph. Any odors from Ballona Creek would continue to disperse eastward toward the 
Project Site, which is about 515 feet east of the creek. Odors would substantially disperse over that 
distance, at which point any plume of odors would be impacted by the length, width, and height of the 
structures. Any downwind receptors east of the Project Site would be no closer than 230 feet east, where 
any odor concentrations would be further dispersed. As such, the likelihood that any odors from Ballona 
Creek would be substantially altered downwind (east) of the Project Site is unlikely, as those residential 
receptors are over 745 feet east of the odor source.

Comment No. 7-7

Solar

Likewise, while the DEIR GENERALLY discusses HOW THE PROJECT might make use of 
solar power (e.g. DEIR Page 4.M.4-16 ["Alternate Energy Discussion"]), it fails to analyze the SPECIFIC
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issue of how the height and dimensions of the project may impact the ability of neighbors like my client 
and its tenants to power their own buildings or operations with solar. The Initial Letter stated:.

7. Solar Energy and Other Energy Change. As discussed above, the project when constructed 
will loom over the surrounding buildings and block sunlight during substantial portions of the 
day. My client will receive less sunlight for solar energy purposes. The project will obstruct 
sunlight causing the area to remain dark some of the day. This impacts the desirability of my 
client's building and also filming by my client's movie studio tenants. The impact on solar energy 
and the impact on energy needs to be addressed and mitigated.

This SPECIFIC concern does NOT appear to be addressed AT ALL in the DEIR. There is GENERAL 
discussion of "shading" beginning at DEIR Page 4.B.2-3; but no SPECIFIC discussion of how this will 
impact the neighbors' use of solar power. There is also the added concern of added heating costs due to 
the complete block of southern sun exposure.

Response to Comment No. 7-7

The Project’s shade/shadow impacts related on shadow-sensitive uses are addressed in the Draft EIR in 
Section 4.B.2 (Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow), beginning on page 4.B.2-1. The City of Los Angeles defines 
a shadow-sensitive use as the following (refer to page 4.B.2-1):

Sensitive uses include, but are not limited to: residential, institutional (such as a school), or other 
land use types where sunlight is important to function, physical comfort, or commerce.

Land uses that utilize solar power fall under this definition.

The City’s significance threshold for shade/shadow impacts is as follows (refer to page 4.B.2-2):

According to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a shadow impact is considered significant if 
shadow sensitive uses would be shaded by project-related structures for more than three hours 
between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM Pacific Standard Time (between late October and 
early April), or for more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM Pacific 
Daylight Time (between early April and late October).

As discussed on page 4.B.2-3 and as indicated on Figures 4.B-2 through 4.B-4 (pages 4.B.5 through 
4.B.2-7), the Project would not cast shadow on any shadow-sensitive land use, including the property at 
3249 La Cienega Place, in excess of this significance threshold and would not have a significant 
shade/shadow impact. That analysis accounted for existing uses of solar power in the vicinity of the 
Project. A property owner’s possible plan to install solar power in the future is too speculative for 
analysis under CEQA. Because the Project would not result in any significant shade/shadow impact, no 
mitigation is required.
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Comment No. 7-8

Sewer

The Initial Letter stated:

8. Sewer Line. A sewer main runs East to West on my client's southern property line. The 
impact of the project on this sewer line, and sewage generally in the area, needs to be addressed 
and must be mitigated. Will the additional loads from the project result in greater danger of 
sewer line failure or overburdening the sewage system?

Once again the DEIR fails to address the SPECIFIC issue described above. It discusses GENERALLY 
whether regional treatment plants have the capacity to handle the expected sewage from the project, but 
contains no evidence of any analysis or testing concerning the capacity of the sewer lines ON THE 
PROJECT SITE or immediately near it. There does not appear to be any projection of peak sewage 
volume from the project which would show the volume that the local lines need to handle. The DEIR 
defers analysis by stating:

Further detailed gauging and evaluation would be needed as part of the permit process to identify 
a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient capacity, then the 
Applicant shall be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with 
sufficient capacity. (Emphasis added.)

Response to Comment No. 7-8

The Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation provided responses on the Project’s impacts to wastewater and 
sewer lines on January 27, 2015 and August 17, 2015. The Draft EIR considered the information provided 
in the Bureau’s letter dated January 27, 2015. The letters describe the sewer lines that would serve the 
Project and are on La Cienega Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard. In addition, the responses provide a 
map of the sewer lines. The description and map both show that the sewer lines that serve the Project are 
not located on the client’s property line. The Site is provided access to the La Cienega line which flows 
into the Jefferson line. Thus, the comment that the Project would affect the sewer main on the client’s 
southern property line is inaccurate.

The Bureau’s response letters provide analysis and testing of the specific sewer lines that would serve the 
project and the flow process, including the current approximate flow level (percentages of depth over 
diameter, or d/D) and the 50% design capacity. The La Cienega 8-inch line that serves the Project is 45% 
d/D and at 229,323 gallons per day at 50% design capacity. Therefore, the comment is inaccurate in 
claiming that the Draft EIR only generally discusses regional treatment plant capacity and not capacity of 
the sewer lines.

Both responses state that: “Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to 
accommodate the total flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be
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needed as part of the permit process to identify the specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer 
has insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer 
system with sufficient capacity.” The City follows this practice to ensure that wastewater connections and 
systems will be adequate to continue to handle all wastewater flows. The final evaluation will occur 
during the permit process application when a final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit 
would be made at that time. This is listed as Regulatory Compliance Measure M.1-2. The construction of 
upsizing, or connection, would not result in significant impacts as the construction would be of short 
duration and with the implementation of best practices, such as the use of a flagman during work in the 
public right of way, during construction, would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. This 
is included as Project Design Feature M.1-3.

Comment No. 7-9

Security

The Initial Letter stated:

9. The Need For Increased Security. The increased and high density of population will create 
more opportunity for mischief and crime, resulting in more expense for local property owners and 
tenants. My client will incur additional cost for perpetual increased security during construction 
and after, due to over 1200 residential units as well as shopping in close proximity. This danger 
and cost needs to be addressed and must be mitigated if possible.

The DEIR again defers analysis to the future. For example, PDF-K.2-6 states that "The Project shall 
provide for on-site security measures and controlled access systems for residents and tenants to minimize 
the demand for police protection services." Nothing is said about the safety of the neighbors in light of 
the IMMENSE project to be built looming over them. Nothing is said about specifics and performance 
standards. Nothing is said about follow up to see if the system works after it is put in place.

Even with respect to security on the project site itself, there is ambiguity. Mitigation measures on Page 1
38 states: “The patrol shall be deployed at times that are typical within the local-area construction
industry for a Project of this size.”

Response to Comment No. 7-9

The Draft EIR estimates the potential increase in crime due to the increase in onsite population and the 
need for additional officers to maintain the current staffing ratios. The Project would require 7 officers (a 
2 percent increase over existing levels) and would increase crime (maintaining the current ratio) by 48.5 
crimes (2.66 percent). The Project’s direct population increase and associated demand for police services, 
along with the provision of on-site security features, coordination with LAPD, incorporation of crime 
prevention features, would not require the provision of new or physically altered police stations in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives for police protection. Therefore, 
impacts on the LAPD would be less than significant.
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The Project would provide onsite security measures, including fencing during construction and design 
features during operation to reduce, deter, and percent crime. Specifically, the Project would include 
design features subject to LAPD approval and based on LAPD’s Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design.” The comment claims that the property owner would 
experience an increase in security costs due to the Project. However, the comment has not equated the 
economic impact to a physical/environmental impact. CEQA is not about analysis of economic impacts 
(Public Resources Code Section 21080(e)(2) ('evidence of social or economic impacts which do not 
contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment' are beyond the scope of CEQA); 
see also Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c); Guidelines Section 15384]. The economic impacts of 
a project are only subject to CEQA if those impacts cause physical impacts.

The Draft EIR does not defer analysis to the future. The Draft EIR discloses the demand for police 
services based on the Project, the potential impacts to police services and crime, the mitigation measures 
and project design features to reduce police demands, and concludes that impacts would be less than 
significant.

The comment cites only a portion of Project Design Feature K.2-6 which also includes: “Perimeter 
lighting to supplement the street lighting and to provide increased visibility and security; On-Site security 
personnel, commensurate to similar/comparable residential and retail projects of its size, as needed; 
Parking Structure Access Control; and Residential Units Access Control.” These features are typical for a 
large urban development. The perimeter lighting would increase visibility and security of the site’s 
boundaries, including near the commenter’s property. The addition of buildings along the site’s property 
line boundaries would also provide additional protection against trespass by making the area less 
accessible than the current conditions, which are open spaces and vacant parcels.

The comment cites only a portion of the Mitigation Measure K.2-2, which also includes: “The Project 
Applicant shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and patrol the Sites, 
appropriate to the phase of construction throughout the construction period.” The provision of private 
security would be based on the phase of construction, the amount of access provided, and other 
considerations typical for a construction site and based on best management practices of the industry. 
Rather than being ambiguous, the mitigation would be based on the contractor’s needs assessment to meet 
safety and security objectives.

Comment No. 7-10

Diminished Privacy

The Initial Letter stated:

10. Privacy Of Occupants Is Diminished. The additional population and the tall buildings will 
negatively affect my client's tenants with loss of privacy due to the towering structures with clear
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view of the activities below. The tenants are mainly film industry executives who require privacy 
for their business.

The DEIR does not appear to address this specific and obvious issue AT ALL.

Response to Comment No. 7-10

“Diminished Privacy” is not an impact on the environment and is not required to be addressed under 
CEQA. Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision
making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 7-11

Loss of Income and Property Value

The Initial Letter stated:

11. Loss of Income and Property Value. My client has owned this property for many years and 
it is the primary source of income for my client and the Schultz family which owns it. 
Furthermore, the value of the property is a major family asset. The subject project is a colossal 
change. The combined result of all the impacts discussed above may result in a lower property 
value for my client's property and the other properties in the area. Tenants may be less willing to 
stay, renew, or commit to long term leases. My client's building may lose some of its appeal to 
its movie studio tenants. There could be tenant demand for reduced rents rate or for other 
monetary concessions. There could be increased tenant turnover and extended vacancy. These 
impacts and losses need to be addressed and must be mitigated.

The DEIR of course should address the human factors as well as the technical, scientific factors. If the 
rest of the block is gutted in value by the project that is an environmental impact arising from human 
factors. The DEIR simply does not address the FACT that the proposed project is the gorilla sitting in the 
middle of the block; and that nobody may want to buy or rent near to that gorilla.

Response to Comment No. 7-11

“Loss of Income and Property Value” are not impacts on the environment and are not required to be 
addressed under CEQA. Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 7-12

Future Unpredicted Impacts

The Initial Letter further stated:
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12. Future Unpredicted Impacts. Furthermore, it is beyond my client's capabilities to predict 
what all the changes might be. But it should not be my client's burden to do so. The 
unpredictable impacts of this gigantic project should be anticipated and project conditions should 
be imposed requiring future mitigation if unanticipated impacts arise. Furthermore, if the 
operating experience demonstrates loss of income or property value for my client as a result of 
this project, that impact should be addressed and mitigated at the time of the EIR, and as a 
condition requiring future mitigation after the project is up and operating.

As discussed above, the DEIR improperly defers analysis of KNOWN impacts; let alone ones that cannot 
be predicted at this time.

Response to Comment No. 7-12

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment No. 7-11.

Comment No. 7-13

Alternatives Analysis

As required by law, the DEIR attempts to analyze alternatives to the project as proposed by the applicant. 
The DEIR identifies the "No Project" alternative as the environmentally superior one. Do NOT build this 
immense monstrosity in the middle of a functioning, settled, working neighborhood. My client concurs. 
The DEIR also identifies Alternative No. 2, a vastly scaled down project, as environmentally superior. 
My client would prefer No Project; but if one needs to be built it should fit in with what is already there 
not grotesquely loom over it.

Response to Comment No. 7-13

The commenter’s opinion is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for 
their review and consideration.
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VENTURES

September 5, 2015 
Sergio Ibarra
Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
E-mail: sergio.ibarra@lacitv.org

Re: Comments on Jefferson and La Cienega Project (EN V-2014-4755-EIR)

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

Alcion Ventures (Alcion) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft 
environmental impact report (DEIR) for Carmel Partners’ proposed mixed-use residential and 
commercial development project (the Project) at the northwest comer of the intersection of La Cienega 
Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles. Alcion, on behalf of its investors, owns 
the adjacent 6.4-acre bLAckwelder creative office campus located on 3101 La Cienega Boulevard. The 
campus consists of 21 former industrial buildings thoughtfully repurposed by Alcion to accommodate 
creative office and media production tenants. Over 300 employees currently work at bLAckwelder.

8-1Given the campus’ adjacency to the Project, bLAckwelder will be uniquely impacted by the 
Project. Alcion supports the responsible development of the Project site. However, we urge the City to 
carefully consider all of the Projects’ potential environmental impacts and adopt all feasible mitigation 
measures and/or alternatives to reduce or eliminate these impacts.

The following are our preliminary concerns. Given the sheer length and complexity of the 
document, we have not had the opportunity to complete our review in the short time allotted during the 
peak summer holiday period. We reserve the right to provide additional comments.

A. Construction Noise and Vibration. The Project is proposed to be constructed over nearly 
three years. Project construction will generate very high construction noise levels that will significantly 
impact bLAckwelder’s multiple media production tenants, which are appropriately considered sensitive 
receptors for noise.

The DEIR identifies bLAckwelder’s sensitive receptors, including The Mill studio, and states 
that this portion of the campus would experience construction noise levels of 83 dBA (a noise level 
equivalent to a freight train traveling at 45 miles per hour at a distance of 100 feet). This constitutes a 
significant environmental impact. However, the DEIR fails to require any substantive mitigation to 
address this impact, and merely suggests the use of temporary sound barriers capable of reducing 
construction noise by at least 20 dBA if feasible. In addition, the DEIR states that construction 
equipment should be staged “as far as possible” from bLAckwelder’s studio uses, and that portable noise 
sheds for smaller, noisy construction equipment should be provided “where feasible.” This qualifying 
language makes the mitigation essentially meaningless. As required under CEQA, the DEIR should be 
revised to provide more concrete, unqualified, and enforceable noise mitigation measures.

8-2

V
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Moreover, to be effective, the noise curtain would need to completely block the line of site 

between the noise source and the receptor. We are concerned that this will not be possible, since the 
Project will include elements ranging from 110 to 320 feet tall in close proximity to the campus. Unless 
the noise curtains are of similar height, they will not be effective in reducing noise impacts.

The DEIR incorrectly states that:
In the event temporary sound barriers are not capable of achieving a 20 dBA reduction at 50 feet 
of distance, the LAMC would not consider this a noise violation. Specifically, the noise 
ordinance allows these increases when it is demonstrated that compliance is not possible “despite 
the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction device or techniques 
during the operation of the equipment...”

8-2
(Cont)

In fact, the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains no such qualifying language. If construction 
activities lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed existing ambient exterior 
noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use, the impact would be significant. The language 
cited in the DEER, is from LAMC Section 112.05, which regulates noise from powered or hand held 
equipment in or within 500 feet of a residential zone. Section 112.05 may be a regulatory requirement, 
but it is not a CEQA threshold. In any event, because the bLAckwelder noise sensitive uses are not 
located in or close to a residential zone, LAMC Section 112.05 is inapplicable. Thus, the impact will be 
significant if the uncertain mitigation measures in the DEIR turn out to be infeasible or ineffective.

We are also very concerned about vibration impacts during construction. The DEIR focuses 
solely on building damage from vibration. However, vibration sensitive uses can be disrupted by 
vibration levels far below the high threshold for building damage. The bLAckwelder campus includes 
vibration sensitive media and production uses such as The Mill studio. The DEIR must, like most City 
EIRs, consider the human annoyance impacts of vibration. The FTA guidance manual, which the DEIR 
cites for its vibration building damage threshold, also includes a human annoyance threshold. The FTA 
manual states that for Category 1 (applicable to buildings like The Mill where vibration would interfere 
with interior operations), impacts would be significant if vibration levels exceed 65 VdB. As set forth in 
DEIR Table 4.1-8, vibration levels at The Mill will reach 81 VdB, which far exceeds the significance 
threshold. Effective and enforceable mitigation is required.

8-3

B. Traffic. The streets and intersections in the area surrounding the Site are already heavily 
congested; both La Cienega and Jefferson are heavily traveled. According to the DEIR, 18 of the 58 
study intersections (including La Cienega and Fairfax, which is closest to bLAckwelder’s campus) 
already operate at a level of service (LOS) of E or F during one or both peak traffic hours. The DEIR 
discloses that the Project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts - even after implementing all 
feasible mitigation - at eight of the study intersections. We are concerned that the additional 10,136 net 
new daily traffic trips that the DEIR states that the Project would generate will severely impede access 
to bLAckwelder. 8-4

The DEIR’s estimate of the Project’s generated trips relies on an aggressive assumption that the 
proximity of the Expo Line to the Project site will result in an across-
the-board 25 percent reduction in vehicular trips to the site (even for trips generated by the Project’s 
supermarket and retail uses). In addition, the DEIR also assumes that the number of trips will be further
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VENTURES /\
reduced through the concept of “internal capture” (e.g., that supermarket visitors will also visit the 
Project’s restaurants, thereby reducing overall trips). If any of these aggressive assumptions prove to be 
overly optimistic, the Project’s traffic impacts will be far worse. The DEIR needs to include effective 
and enforceable mitigation measures, such as a trip cap with regular monitoring and progressive 
financial penalties, to assure that the Project at least achieves the trip reduction assumed in the DEIR’s 
traffic analysis. The City should require even greater trip reductions.

8-4
(Cont)

We are also concerned about construction traffic. The DEIR states that 250 one-way truck trips 
will occur each day during the Project’s 6-month grading phase. As these trucks will be large and slow- 
moving trucks, they will have an even greater impact. (The DEIR uses a passenger car equivalence 
(PCE) factor of 2.0, which understates impacts if the Project will use double bottom dump trucks.) 
Following the completion of grading, the DEIR states that 300 construction workers and 50 vendors will 
enter and leave the Site each day during the 28-month construction phase. These grading- and 
construction-related trips will occur during both the A.M. and P.M. peak traffic hours, thereby creating 
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at three nearby intersections. The DEIR states that, because 
these three intersections would experience significant traffic impacts during Project operations, these 
“temporary” 34-month-long construction-related impacts should not be considered new impacts. 
However, this does not provide any relief to the employees of and visitors to the bLAckwelder campus, 
who will be subject to substantial traffic delays, queuing, and access issues starting from the date that 
the Project commences construction, and continuing for the life of the Project. Nor does it obviate the 
need for mitigation. The DEIR should include additional mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate 
construction impacts, such as requiring all workers to travel to and from the Project site via shuttle bus. 
In addition, the DEIR should include specific measures to assure that access to and from the 
bLAckwelder campus is not impaired during construction.

8-5

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We look forward to working 
with the City and Carmel Partners to ensure that the above>
Project moves forward. /

concerns are addressed as the 8-6

Sinceri

Mark Potter 
Founding Partner 
Alcion Ventures

Councilmember Herb Wesson (councilmember.wesson @ lacitv.org)cc:
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LETTER NO. 8

Mark Potter 
Founding Partner 
Alcion Ventures

Comment No. 8-1

Alcion Ventures (Alcion) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft environmental 
impact report (DEIR) for Carmel Partners' proposed mixed-use residential and commercial development 
project (the Project) at the northwest comer of the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Jefferson 
Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles. Alcion, on behalf of its investors, owns the adjacent 6.4-acre 
bLAckwelder creative office campus located on 3101 La Cienega Boulevard. The campus consists of 21 
former industrial buildings thoughtfully repurposed by Alcion to accommodate creative office and media 
production tenants. Over 300 employees currently work at bLAckwelder.

Given the campus' adjacency to the Project, bLAckwelder will be uniquely impacted by the Project. 
Alcion supports the responsible development of the Project site. However, we urge the City to carefully 
consider all of the Projects' potential environmental impacts and adopt all feasible mitigation measures 
and/or alternatives to reduce or eliminate these impacts.

The following are our preliminary concerns. Given the sheer length and complexity of the document, we 
have not had the opportunity to complete our review in the short time allotted during the peak summer 
holiday period. We reserve the right to provide additional comments.

Response to Comment No. 8-1

The commenter is referred to Responses to Comments No. 8-2 through No. 8-6.

Comment No. 8-2

A. Construction Noise and Vibration. The Project is proposed to be constructed over nearly three years. 
Project construction will generate very high construction noise levels that will significantly impact 
bLAckwelder's multiple media production tenants, which are appropriately considered sensitive receptors 
for noise.

The DEIR identifies bLAckwelder' s sensitive receptors, including The Mill studio, and states that this 
portion of the campus would experience construction noise levels of 83 dBA (a noise level equivalent to a 
freight train traveling at 45 miles per hour at a distance of 100 feet). This constitutes a significant 
environmental impact. However, the DEIR fails to require any substantive mitigation to address this 
impact, and merely suggests the use of temporary sound barriers capable of reducing construction noise 
by at least 20 dBA if feasible. In addition, the DEIR states that construction equipment should be staged 
"as far as possible" from bLAckwelder' s studio uses, and that portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy
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construction equipment should be provided "where feasible." This qualifying language makes the 
mitigation essentially meaningless. As required under CEQA, the DEIR should be revised to provide 
more concrete, unqualified, and enforceable noise mitigation measures.

Moreover, to be effective, the noise curtain would need to completely block the line of site between the 
noise source and the receptor. We are concerned that this will not be possible, since the Project will 
include elements ranging from 110 to 320 feet tall in close proximity to the campus. Unless the noise 
curtains are of similar height, they will not be effective in reducing noise impacts.

The DEIR incorrectly states that:

In the event temporary sound barriers are not capable of achieving a 20 dBA reduction at 50 feet 
of distance, the LAMC would not consider this a noise violation. Specifically, the noise 
ordinance allows these increases when it is demonstrated that compliance is not possible "despite 
the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction device or techniques 
during the operation of the equipment ... "

In fact, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains no such qualifying language. If construction activities 
lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 
5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use, the impact would be significant. The language cited in the DEIR 
is from LAMC Section 112.05, which regulates noise from powered or hand held equipment in or within 
500 feet of a residential zone. Section 112.05 may be a regulatory requirement, but it is not a CEQA 
threshold. In any event, because the bLAckwelder noise sensitive uses are not located in or close to a 
residential zone, LAMC Section 112.05 is inapplicable. Thus, the impact will be significant if the 
uncertain mitigation measures in the DEIR tum out to be infeasible or ineffective.

Response to Comment No. 8-2

The Draft EIR sets a performance standard that is to be met with any combination of sound barrier and 
sound blanket and/or operational strategies (e.g., maximizing distance of equipment from nearby sound 
studios). There are feasible designs for sound barriers and sound blankets that achieve these industry 
performance standards (see letter contained as Appendix B to this Final EIR). The loudest construction 
noise levels occur during the initial construction phase, when grading, excavation, and installation of 
subterranean building supports occur. The higher noise levels that occur during this phase occur at ground 
level are primarily associated with the running of diesel engines in equipment such as bulldozers, trucks, 
caisson drills, and jackhammers. Installation of the sound barriers/blankets described above would shield 
sensitive receptors from the source of the noise, thereby breaking the sound path and attenuating noise 
levels during construction to the performance standards identified in the Draft EIR. The class of 
construction equipment used after the initial construction phase and during construction of the upper 
stories of the structure changes from diesel-engine powered equipment with high noise levels to primarily 
hand-held devices, such as hammers, drills, and saws that have a much lower noise profile than the 
construction equipment in the first phase. Also, as construction activities move higher up, the further the
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noise levels would be from nearby sensitive receptors. The analysis of construction-noise impacts in the 
Draft EIR is conservatively based on the equipment that would be used during the initial construction 
phase that would generate the highest noise levels. All construction noise that would occur after the initial 
construction phase would not generate noise levels in excess of those already disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Regarding the comment that LAMC Section 112.05 does not apply to non-residential zones, the 
commenter is correct. The discussion of this section was provided in the Draft EIR in regards to adjacent 
residential zones (such as the homes on Genesee Avenue, Spokane Street, and Corbett Street).

Comment No. 8-3

We are also very concerned about vibration impacts during construction. The DEIR focuses solely on 
building damage from vibration. However, vibration sensitive uses can be disrupted by vibration levels 
far below the high threshold for building damage. The bLAckwelder campus includes vibration sensitive 
media and production uses such as The Mill studio. The DEIR must, like most City EIRs, consider the 
human annoyance impacts of vibration. The FFA guidance manual, which the DEIR cites for its vibration 
building damage threshold, also includes a human annoyance threshold. The FFA manual states that for 
Category 1 (applicable to buildings like The Mill where vibration would interfere with interior 
operations), impacts would be significant if vibration levels exceed 65 VdB. As set forth in DEIR Table 
4.1-8, vibration levels at The Mill will reach 81 VdB, which far exceeds the significance threshold. 
Effective and enforceable mitigation is required.

Response to Comment No. 8-3

It is assumed that the comment contains a typo and that the references to the FFA guidance manual 
actually refer to the FTA guidance manual.

The comment states that The Mill studio is a Category 1 sensitive use and that human annoyance impacts 
of vibration should be analyzed. Category 1 threshold from the FTA Manual are relevant to sensitive land 
use impacts, not human annoyance. If human annoyance is the concern, then Category 1 thresholds do not 
apply. Specifically regarding human annoyance, Table 7-1 of the FTA Manual indicates a threshold of 75 
VdB as an “approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible. Many people 
find transit vibration at this level annoying” (emphasis added). This can be interpreted as an FTA 
threshold for human annoyance. However, this threshold is intended to apply to long-term operational 
vibration from transit projects, not from temporary events such as construction activities. While the same 
thresholds are applied to construction activities when analyzing the potential impacts of vibration 
producing activities, exceeding them on temporary, short-term timescales is not necessarily cause for 
significance, as it would be for long-term operational vibration impacts.

According to Chapter 8 of the FTA Manual, typical Category 1 land uses are vibration-sensitive research 
and manufacturing uses, hospitals with vibration sensitive equipment, and university research operations. 
Additionally, according to the FTA’s Category 1 descriptions, “the vibration limits for Vibration
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Category 1 are based on acceptable vibration for moderately vibration-sensitive equipment such as optical 
microscopes and electron microscopes..For Category 1 land uses, “the degree of sensitivity to vibration 
will depend on the specific equipment that will be affected by the vibration.” The FTA goes on to note 
that Category 1 “does not include most computer installations or telephone switching equipment,” 
relevantly explaining that “it is rare for computer or other electronic equipment to be particularly sensitive 
to vibration.”

As it stands, Category 3 would seem to be most appropriate for The Mill. “Vibration Category 3 includes 
schools, churches, other institutions, and quiet offices that do not have vibration-sensitive equipment, but 
still have the potential for activity interference.” This could be interpreted to include non-recording and/or 
non-vibration-sensitive media production land uses. According to Table 8-1 in the FTA Manual, Category 
3 thresholds are 75 VdB for frequent events (more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day), 
78 VdB for occasional events (between 30 and 70), and 83 VdB for infrequent events (fewer than 30).

As stated in the Draft EIR, vibration levels of up to 81 VdB could occur at The Mill. However, pile 
placement activities capable of producing this off-site vibration level would be considered infrequent, 
occurring less than 30 times per day. As a result, construction vibration impacts would not exceed the 
FTA’s 83 VdB threshold for infrequent events.

Furthermore, the vibration analysis contained in the Draft EIR assumed a 40-foot distance from the 
Project boundary to The Mill when calculating potential off-site vibration levels at this receptor. 
Measuring in this fashion provides a conservative approach. In actuality, the nearest pile placement 
activities capable of producing maximum off-site vibration levels at The Mill would occur at a distance of 
approximately 60 feet, as indicated by setback figures in Project plans. At this distance, maximum 
vibration levels experienced at The Mill would be 76 VdB. Therefore, even occasional events (those 
occurring between 30 and 70 times per day) capable of producing a 76 VdB vibration level at The Mill 
would be considered less than significant. Given the fact that much pile placement activity would occur at 
distances greater than 60 feet from the point of activity to the receptor, in all likelihood, construction- 
related vibration levels experienced at The Mill would not even exceed the 75 VdB threshold for frequent 
vibration events. As a result, any temporary construction vibration impacts on The Mill would be less 
than significant.

Comment No. 8-4

B. Traffic. The streets and intersections in the area surrounding the Site are already heavily congested; 
both La Cienega and Jefferson are heavily traveled. According to the DEIR, 18 ofthe 58 study 
intersections (including La Cienega and Fairfax, which is closest to bLAckwelder's campus) already 
operate at a level of service (LOS) of E or F during one or both peak traffic hours. The DEIR discloses 
that the Project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts -even after implementing all feasible 
mitigation -at eight of the study intersections. We are concerned that the additional 10,136 net new daily 
traffic trips that the DEIR states that the Project would generate will severely impede access to 
bLAckwelder.
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The DEIR's estimate of the Project's generated trips relies on an aggressive assumption that the proximity 
of the Expo Line to the Project site will result in an across-the-board 25 percent reduction in vehicular 
trips to the site (even for trips generated by the Project's supermarket and retail uses). In addition, the 
DEIR also assumes that the number of trips will be further reduced through the concept of "internal 
capture" (e.g., that supermarket visitors will also visit the Project's restaurants, thereby reducing overall 
trips). If any of these aggressive assumptions prove to be overly optimistic, the Project's traffic impacts 
will be far worse. The DEIR needs to include effective and enforceable mitigation measures, such as a 
trip cap with regular monitoring and progressive financial penalties, to assure that the Project at least 
achieves the trip reduction assumed in the DEIR' s traffic analysis. The City should require even greater 
trip reductions.

Response to Comment No. 8-4

The bLAckwelder campus is north of the Project site. Although the Project would add traffic to 
Fairfax/La Cienega, the Project also would implement an improvement to southbound Fairfax Avenue at 
La Cienega to add an additional left turn lane (triple lefts) (refer to Mitigation Measure L-7 on page 4.L- 
113 in Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic of the Draft EIR) that would increase capacity to the 
westbound to southbound lanes, reduce weaving through the intersection (for vehicles trying to get to the 
curb lane on La Cienega), and reduce vehicle stacking. Currently in the two-lane configuration, the third 
lane (curb lane) has to potential to be blocked and directly affects bLAckwelder tenants/guests from using 
the third lane (to go straight through the intersection on Blackwelder Street). The proposed third left lane 
would provide an outside lane for vehicles using the “snake-like” driveway immediately south of the 
intersection without having to weave in that short space. This improvement would balance the 
intersection movement and improve access to the bLAckwelder development rather than impede it.

The commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure L-1 (preparation and implementation of a 
Transportation Demand Management [TDM] Plan), beginning on page 4.L-110, that includes a trip cap, 
monitoring of the trip cap, and financial penalties for exceeding the trip cap. Penalties for exceeding the 
trip cap would be enforced by LADOT through the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (refer to Section 4 of this 
document).

The traffic analysis for the Project was prepared in accordance to the standards and procedures 
established by LADOT. Page 10 of LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (August 2014) states 
that “developments above or adjacent to a Metro Rail, Metrolink, or Orange Line Station, or to a similar 
dedicated transit line station with convenient pedestrian access to the station may qualify for up to 25% 
transit credit.”

Comment No. 8-5

We are also concerned about construction traffic. The DEIR states that 250 one-way truck trips will occur 
each day during the Project's 6-month grading phase. As these trucks will be large and slow-moving 
trucks, they will have an even greater impact. (The DEIR uses a passenger car equivalence (PCE) factor

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2. Responses to Comments
Page 2-114



City of Los Angeles December 2015

of 2.0, which understates impacts if the Project will use double bottom dump trucks.) Following the 
completion of grading, the DEIR states that 300 construction workers and 50 vendors will enter and leave 
the Site each day during the 28-month construction phase. These grading-and construction-related trips 
will occur during both the A.M. and P.M. peak traffic hours, thereby creating significant and unavoidable 
traffic impacts at three nearby intersections. The DEIR states that, because these three intersections would 
experience significant traffic impacts during Project operations, these "temporary" 34-month-long 
construction-related impacts should not be considered new impacts. However, this does not provide any 
relief to the employees of and visitors to the bLAckwelder campus, who will be subject to substantial 
traffic delays, queuing, and access issues starting from the date that the Project commences construction, 
and continuing for the life of the Project. Nor does it obviate the need for mitigation. The DEIR should 
include additional mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate construction impacts, such as requiring all 
workers to travel to and from the Project site via shuttle bus. In addition, the DEIR should include 
specific measures to assure that access to and from the bLAckwelder campus is not impaired during 
construction.

Response to Comment No. 8-5

A passenger car equivalency (PCE) factor of 2.0 is conservative compared to the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) standard of using 1.5 for large trucks and buses operating on level terrain, which is 
consistent with the terrain surrounding the Project site. Whether or not the Project would “double bottom 
dump trucks” or not, the results remain conservative as the 2.0 factor typically applies to rolling terrain, 
and a 2.5 for mountainous terrain, neither of which apply to this area of Los Angeles. Further, the 
differences in the drive drain and power output of a rear access dump truck versus a double bottom dump 
truck are insignificant. Using only rear loading dump trucks would increase construction traffic, as more 
vehicles would be required to complete construction activity.

Regarding Mitigation Measures L-10 and L-11, these measures require preparation and implementation of 
a construction work site traffic control plan (Mitigation Measure L-10) and a Construction Management 
Plan (Mitigation Measure L-11) to control traffic during the Project’s construction phase and to minimize 
construction-related traffic impacts to the maximum extent feasible. The City requires preparation and 
implementation of such plans for all development in the City of Los Angeles that could affect traffic and 
roadways during construction. It is possible that the City may impose measures that minimize the 
percentage of the Project’s construction employees who travel to and from the Project site outside of peak 
traffic periods, thereby minimizing the number of construction employees do not contribute to peak-hour 
traffic. As part of the construction management plan, no aspect of Project construction would be allowed 
to block access to adjacent users. Implementation of construction-related traffic control plans as a matter 
of regulation by the City is the performance standard that must be met by the Project Applicant.

Regarding shuttling of construction employees, it is anticipated that all construction employees would be 
required to park on the Project site and would not be allowed to park on adjacent surface streets. As part 
of preparation and implementation of the Construction Management Plan and in consultation with the 
City’s Building and Safety Department, it might be determined that off-site parking and shuttling of
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construction employees would be a better option for getting construction employees to and from the 
Project site. Whether the construction employees travel to and from the Project site or to and from a 
parking facility in the Project area does not change the substantive conclusions in the Draft EIR regarding 
the Project’s construction traffic impacts.

Comment No. 8-6

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We look forward to working with the City 
and Carmel Partners to ensure that the above described concerns are addressed as the Project moves 
forward.

Response to Comment No. 8-6

This comment provides general concluding information and does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment Letter No. 9

La Cienega at Jefferson project (former ABC Radio Station and Tower)
Traffic Study

Circulated by the City of Los Angeles Planning Department
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Submit written comment
by September 6, 2015 no later than 4:00 P.M.

Send Comments To:
Sergio Ibarra

Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Project Description

The Project consists of the demolition of an existing office building, accessory structures, and 
four light industrial structures (approximately 63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower 
structures, and the development of an approximately 1,900-000-square-foot transit-oriented, 
mixed-use development. The Project includes approximately 1,218 multi-family residential units 
(1,600,000 square feet of residential floor area) and 300,000 square feet of commercial floor 
area on the lower ground floors, and a total FAR of 3.9:1. The commercial space would include 
200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store, 20,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 30,000 square feet of general retail. The height would be 320 feet for the 
tower portion of the Project (480,000 square feet), and 110 feet for the podium buildings. 
Parking would be provided within a combination of above ground and subterranean levels and 
would comply with LAMC requirements.

9-1

Comments

We are the commercial property owner of the Helms Bakery, an eleven acre campus (“Campus”) 
that fronts Venice Boulevard on the north and Washington Boulevard on the south. Our campus 
is approximately 1.4 miles from the subject site.

1.

The traffic impacts as depicted on the Level of Service Worksheets, the Change in volume 
capacity and the resulting Significant Impact are all unacceptable to us.

2.

From those worksheets, Level of Service results in F grades with mitigations in place at all 
intersections in and around our Campus. Moreover the change in volumes of traffic resulting 
from the proposed project generate numbers which will create permanent grid lock even 
with means of mitigation, but no alternatives proposed. The significant impacts as reported in 
the reports inflict permanent damage to the existing businesses, such as our Campus, which will 
impose irreversible consequence, lower property values and loss of income for all, private 
business and public agencies.

3.
9-2

The proposed project is too large, 1,218 multi-family residential units, too tall 320 feet which is 
completely out of scale and out of touch with the surrounding neighborhood. This

4.
9-3
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Comment Letter No. 9 (Cont)

/\
9-3oversized scheme must be reduced in scale and mix of uses. The resulting damage to existing 

businesses is unacceptable, even to our Campus which is 1.4 miles away. (Cont)

The existing traffic flow along La Cienega Boulevard, in both directions, even with the proposed 
widening, will only create a future bottleneck further down the street when street width is 
reduced to existing conditions.

5.
9-4

The proposed mitigation around our Campus, which entails removing off-street parking on 
Venice and Washington Boulevards during peak hours, is unfair of a burden for our patrons to 
suffer so this new owner of the proposed project can achieve maximum development rights. See 
the Appendix K, below.

6.
9-5

Nowhere in the report did I read about the other new developments in construction in and 
around our Campus, namely, Platform, Access and the future Lowe Site at the Expo 
Light Rail Station. These traffic numbers do not appear to have been included in this study. 
Thus, my conclusion is that the traffic study is flawed and does not present nor reflect actual 
numbers and the realistic future implications and thus the true impacts.

Appendix K - Mitigation Concepts

7.

9-6

Intersection 9 - Venice and National; proposed no parking on south side of the Venice 
Monday through Friday from 7am-9am and then from 4pm-6pm;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.
Intersection 17 - Washington and Fairfax; proposed no parking on south side of the 
Washington Monday through Friday from 7am-9am and then from 4pm-6pm;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.
Intersection 22 - Washington and National; proposed no parking on south side of the 
Washington Monday through Friday;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.

9-7

9-8

9-9

Submitted by

Wally Marks
WALTER N. MARKS, INC. (Helms Bakery Campus)
8758 Venice Boulevard, Suite 100
Los Angeles, CA 90034
310-204-1865
wally@wnmrealty.com
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LETTER NO. 9

Walter N Marks, Inc (Helms Bakery Campus) 
Wally Marks
8758 Venice Blvd., Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90034

Comment No. 9-1

The Project consists of the demolition of an existing office building, accessory structures, and four light 
industrial structures (approximately 63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower structures, and the 
development of an approximately 1,900-000-square-foot transit-oriented, mixed-use development. The 
Project includes approximately 1,218 multi-family residential units (1,600,000 square feet of residential 
floor area) and 300,000 square feet of commercial floor area on the lower ground floors, and a total FAR 
of 3.9:1. The commercial space would include 200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of 
grocery store, 20,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 30,000 square feet of general retail. The height 
would be 320 feet for the tower portion of the Project (480,000 square feet), and 110 feet for the podium 
buildings. Parking would be provided within a combination of above ground and subterranean levels and 
would comply with LAMC requirements.

We are the commercial property owner of the Helms Bakery, an eleven acre campus 
(“Campus”) that fronts Venice Boulevard on the north and Washington Boulevard on the 
south. Our campus is approximately 1.4 miles from the subject site.

1.

Response to Comment No. 9-1

This comment identifies the location of the Helms Bakery Campus in relation to the Project site, but the 
comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in 
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these 
impacts. Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 9-2

The traffic impacts as depicted on the Level of Service Worksheets, the Change in volume 
capacity and the resulting Significant Impact are all unacceptable to us.
2.

From those worksheets, Level of Service results in F grades with mitigations in place at all 
intersections in and around our Campus. Moreover the change in volumes of traffic resulting from the 
proposed project generate numbers which will create permanent grid lock even with means of mitigation, 
but no alternatives proposed. The significant impacts as reported in the reports inflict permanent damage 
to the existing businesses, such as our Campus, which will impose irreversible consequence, lower 
property values and loss of income for all, private business and public agencies.

3.
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Response to Comment No. 9-2

This comment noted is noted for the record. The traffic analysis for the Project was performed in 
accordance with LADOT standards and guidelines.

The Project would implement many physical improvements as a result of the mitigation identified in the 
Draft EIR to help alleviate congestion that otherwise might not be addressed by other smaller projects in 
the area.

The commenter asserts that the Project would “create permanent grid lock even with means of 
mitigation.” However, the comment does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or 
expert opinion supported by facts in support of this assertion. Therefore, pursuant to Section 15204(a) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, no further response to this portion of the comment is required.

The Draft EIR included an analysis of alternatives to the Project (refer to Section 6, Alternatives to the 
Project) that considered changes to the Project that would reduce or avoid the Project’s significant 
impacts, including significant traffic impacts. Alternative 2 (Reduced Density/Existing Zoning) was 
assessed in Section 6 and assumes development of the Project site with land uses that are allowed under 
the existing zoning and land use designation for the site (refer to page 6-11). Alternative 2 is a reduced 
version of the Project that would be allowed by-right. Alternative 3 (Reduced Density) also was assessed 
in Section 6 and assumes development of the Project site with land uses similar to those proposed as part 
of the Project but without the 200,000 square feet of office land uses that are part of the Project. As 
discussed on pages 6-25 through 6-30 (Alternative 2) and pages 6-54 through 6-63 (Alternative 3) of the 
Draft EIR, with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR for the Project’s 
traffic impacts, the Reduced Density versions of the Project would result in the same number of 
significant unavoidable traffic impacts as the Project.

“Lower property values” and “loss of income” are not environmental issues and are not required to be 
addressed under CEQA. Nevertheless, these portions of the comment are acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 9-3

The proposed project is too large, 1,218 multi-family residential units, too tall 320 feet which is 
completely out of scale and out of touch with the surrounding neighborhood. This oversized scheme must 
be reduced in scale and mix of uses. The resulting damage to existing businesses is unacceptable, even to 
our Campus which is 1.4 miles away.

4.

Response to Comment No. 9-3

This comment shares an opinion that the Project is “too large,” but the comment does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the 
environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts. Nevertheless, the
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commenter’s opinion is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 9-4

The existing traffic flow along La Cienega Boulevard, in both directions, even with the proposed 
widening, will only create a future bottleneck further down the street when street width is reduced to 
existing conditions.

5.

Response to Comment No. 9-4

The Project does not include widening of La Cienega Boulevard and thus, would not create a 
“bottleneck,” which occurs when a wider road feeds to a narrower road). The Project Applicant is 
working with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and Culver City on improvements 
(such as traffic signal management and transportation demand management programs) in the corridor to 
improve operating conditions.

Comment No. 9-5

The proposed mitigation around our Campus, which entails removing off-street parking on 
Venice and Washington Boulevards during peak hours, is unfair of a burden for our patrons to suffer so 
this new owner of the proposed project can achieve maximum development rights. See the Appendix K, 
below.

6.

Response to Comment No. 9-5

The reviewer misrepresents that the Project entails “removing off-street parking along Venice and 
Washington Boulevards,” as no such mitigation identified in the Draft EIR would remove private parking.

Some traffic-related mitigation includes increasing intersection capacity by restricting peak-hour parking 
within the public right-of-way (commonly referred to as “on-street parking” where vehicles can park at a 
meter or other non-restricted space against the curb). The feasibility of the proposed restriction of peak- 
hour parking on public streets is ultimately a decision by the City Council and is a measure that does not 
require right-of-way acquisition/condemnation for physical improvements such as widening. The measure 
is a means to increase capacity and reduce congestion, not only for this Project but also for the cumulative 
effect of future developments where impacts would occur with or without the Project.

Comment No. 9-6

Nowhere in the report did I read about the other new developments in construction in and around 
our Campus, namely, Platform, Access and the future Lowe Site at the Expo Light Rail Station. These 
traffic numbers do not appear to have been included in this study. Thus, my conclusion is that the traffic

7.
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study is flawed and does not present nor reflect actual numbers and the realistic future implications and 
thus the true impacts.

Response to Comment No. 9-6

Regarding cumulative traffic impacts, the commenter is referred to pages 4.L-75 through 4.L-109 in 
Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR that identify related projects in the area and include 
a detailed analysis of cumulative traffic impacts.

The development referenced by the commenter is included on Table 4.L-12 (Related Projects) on page 
4.L-77. The “Platform” development is itemized as #6 on the list of Culver City projects at 8810-8850 
Washington Boulevard and includes a shopping center (41,745 square feet) and office (38,732 square 
feet); the “Access” development is itemized as #7 on the list of Culver City projects located at 8770 
Washington Boulevard and includes apartments (115 units) and retail (31,240 square feet); the “Lowe 
Site” is itemized as #34 on the Culver City project list at Washington & National with apartments (200 
units), hotel (148 rooms), office (200,000 square feet), and retail (85,500 square feet).

For the reasons stated in this response, the traffic analysis for the Project is not “flawed” as asserted by 
the commenter.

Comment No. 9-7

Appendix K - Mitigation Concepts

• Intersection 9 - Venice and National; proposed no parking on south side of the Venice Monday 
through Friday from 7am-9am and then from 4pm-6pm;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.

Response to Comment No. 9-7

The mitigation proposed is intended to increase capacity and reduce congestion and is the primary goal of 
traffic mitigation not only for this Project but also for the cumulative effect of future developments where 
impacts would occur with or without the Project. The feasibility of the proposed restriction of peak-hour 
parking on public streets is ultimately a decision by the City Council and is a measure that does not 
require right-of-way acquisition/condemnation for physical improvements such as widening. Peak-hour 
restrictions are temporary during the congested travel times and are not in effect the remaining 20 hours 
of the day.
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Comment No. 9-8

• Intersection 17 - Washington and Fairfax; proposed no parking on south side of the 
Washington Monday through Friday from 7am-9am and then from 4pm-6pm;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.

Response to Comment No. 9-8

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment No. 9-7.

Comment No. 9-9

• Intersection 22 - Washington and National; proposed no parking on south side of the 
Washington Monday through Friday;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.

Response to Comment No. 9-9

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment No. 9-7.
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--------- Forwarded message----------
From: Jose Escobar <jose.escobar.220@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 28, 2015 at 9:20 PM 
Subject: La Cienega/Jefferson TOD DEIR 
To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Ibarra,
I recently learned about this upcoming major development near my home. After looking at the specs and details, I am glad to 
see such a major mixed-use development next to the Metro Expo station. My only concerns are the following: the open areas 
within this development are enclosed within the residential units; it would be better if it were more open to the general public 
(ie a paseo that cut through the development and allowed people to walk and explore the area better). The development also 
sits too close to the street, I would prefer wider sidewalks and for the development to be a little further away from the street. 
It would open up the space for pedestrians and bicyclists. I applaud the amount of bike spaces (1500) planned for this site. 
Also, on the Jefferson side, that street is already very narrow and heavily trafficked. Cyclists may use one lane but it does 
create an unsafe atmosphere to ride your bike. I think it would be best to push the development a bit further in to create a 
bike lane that would connect directly with the Expo Bike Path at National/Jefferson.
Sincerely,
Jose
Resident of West Adams

10-1

1
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LETTER NO. 10

Jose Escobar

Comment No. 10-1

I recently learned about this upcoming major development near my home. After looking at the specs and 
details, I am glad to see such a major mixed-use development next to the Metro Expo station. My only 
concerns are the following: the open areas within this development are enclosed within the residential 
units; it would be better if it were more open to the general public (ie a paseo that cut through the 
development and allowed people to walk and explore the area better). The development also sits too close 
to the street, I would prefer wider sidewalks and for the development to be a little further away from the 
street. It would open up the space for pedestrians and bicyclists. I applaud the amount of bike spaces 
(1500) planned for this site. Also, on the Jefferson side, that street is already very narrow and heavily 
trafficked. Cyclists may use one lane but it does create an unsafe atmosphere to ride your bike. I think it 
would be best to push the development a bit further in to create a bike lane that would connect directly 
with the Expo Bike Path at National/Jefferson.

Response to Comment No. 10-1

The majority of the open space provided by the Project would be provided as publicly accessible park 
area located on the ground level at the Project site. The Project includes a pedestrian paseo on La Cienega 
just south of Boden Street. The Project meets the setback requirements of the C2 zone with a 12-foot 
minimum sidewalk width on La Cienega Boulevard and a 15-foot minimum sidewalk width on Jefferson 
Boulevard. All sidewalks included as part of the Project would be constructed in accordance to the City’s 
standards for sidewalks. The Project’s consistency with the City’s Walkability Checklist Guidelines is 
included on pages 4.H-38 through 4.H-41 in Section 4.H, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR. As 
discussed therein, the Project is consistent with all of the applicable Walkability Checklist Guidelines. 
The Project would have no effect on the width of the bicycle lanes adjacent to the Project site.
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Comment Letter No. 11

On Sun, Aug 2, 2015 at 2:46 PM, Vicky Hadley <vlynn02@icloud.com> wrote:

Hurray ! I can't wait until it's finished. Please include some low income and affordable and handicap access to 
the shopping and the living spaces with parking. Let me know when there is a wait list for affordable housing. 11-1

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:vlynn02@icloud.com


City of Los Angeles December 2015

LETTER NO. 11

Vicky Hadley

Comment No. 11-1

Hurray ! I can't wait until it's finished. Please include some low income and affordable and handicap 
access to the shopping and the living spaces with parking. Let me know when there is a wait list for 
affordable housing.

Response to Comment No. 11-1

The Project would include housing units at different price points but does not propose any affordable 
units. All aspects of the Project would be developed in accordance with the applicable provisions of the 
American’s with Disabilities Act (ADA).
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Comment Letter No. 12
LA Sergio Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@ lacity.org>

GEECS
I

Jefferson and La Cienega Projgect E NV-2014-4755-EIR
1 message

Roman Chiu <romanchiu@ gmail.com> 
To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Wed, Sep 2, 2015 at 11:25 AM

Mr. Ibarra

I'm writing to express my concerns regarding this project, Jefferson and La Cienega ENV- 
2014-4755-E IR. I live in the neighborhood and of course my main concern is the 300' T ower 
that is incongruent with not only the neighborhood but greater area South/ West Los 
Angeles. Within this specific neighborhood, I'm sure as you know, are buildings that at 
highest 5-6 floors and the majority at 2 floors. The tower needs to be scaled down to the 
size of the neighborhood that it doesn't impede several things, sunlight, nighttime light 
pollution, and views.

12-1

The second is that of traffic and the project doesn't address traffic and progressive uses of a 
multimodal design by only addressing cars. Yes it is adjacent to bus lines and Metro, but 
there no mention of reducing cars and promoting other modes. I'm sure they're working with 
Metro on the frequency of trains, which increases noise pollution, and buslines as well. 12-2

Thank you for your concern and let me know if you have any questions. 

R oman C hiu

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4b83543bea&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14f8f4e0ef45c7d0&siml=14f8f4e0ef45c7d0 1/1

mailto:sergio.ibarra@lacity.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4b83543bea&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14f8f4e0ef45c7d0&siml=14f8f4e0ef45c7d0
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LETTER NO. 12

Roman Chiu

Comment No. 12-1

I’m writing to express my concerns regarding this project, Jefferson and La Cienega ENV-2014-4755- 
EIR. I live in the neighborhood and of course my main concern is the 300’ Tower that is incongruent with 
not only the neighborhood but greater area South/West Los Angeles. Within this specific neighborhood, 
I’m sure as you know, are buildings that at highest 5-6 floors and the majority at 2 floors. The tower 
needs to be scaled down to the size of the neighborhood that it doesn’t impede several things, sunlight, 
nighttime light pollution, and views.

Response to Comment No. 12-1

Project impacts related to visual character, shade/shadow, lighting, and views are addressed in Section 
4.B (Aesthetics), beginning on page 4.B.1-1 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in this section, the Project 
would not result in any significant impacts related to these issues. In addition, as discussed on Draft EIR 
page 4.B.1-11, Related Project No. LA 22 (which has already been approved) proposes a 16-story 
137,687-square-foot building approximately 135 feet southwest of the Project Site. While these buildings 
would be more visually prominent when compared to the existing buildings, they would create an urban 
environment designed to encourage people to live, work, and walk around the area, and impacts were 
determined to be less than significant.

Comment No. 12-2

The second is that of traffic and the project doesn’t address traffic and progressive uses of a multimodal 
design by only addressing cars. Yes it is adjacent to bus lines and Metro, but there is no mention of 
reducing cars and promoting other modes. I’m sure they’re working with Metro on the frequency of 
trains, which increases noise pollution, and buslines as well.

Thank you for your concern and let me know if you have any questions.

Response to Comment No. 12-2

The traffic study includes the analysis of a shift toward multimodel transportation by proximity to the 
fixed rail transit station (Expo Line), which will reduce overall traffic by 25%. Additionally, a TDM plan 
which is tailored to remove passenger cars from the roadway (another 10%) is expected to increase transit 
ridership on bus lines, carpooling, bicycling, and walking, providing access to transit stations and trails. 
The effects of these multi-modal shifts are analyzed in the traffic study and show that reserve capacity 
exists on local bus lines without the need to add more transit vehicles, along with additional measures to 
reduce vehicular traffic. As reserve capacity exists on local bus lines without the need to add more transit 
vehicles, there would be no additional impacts related to noise.
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Comment Letter No. 13
STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TP EDMUND Ci BROWN. JR.. GovernorORTA TION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH
100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606
PHONE: (213)897-9140
FAX: (213)897-1337

Serious drought 
Help save water!

received
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

SEP 17 2015
September 9, 2015

environmental
Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles, Dept, of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

UNIT

Re: Jefferson and La Cienega Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2014-4755-EIR 
SCH#2015031047, IGR#150755/EA 
Vic: LA/10/7.218-10.119

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

We have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) prepared for the proposed Jefferson and La Cienega project. The proposed project includes 
demolition of all existing structures and construction of an approximately 1.9 million square feet mixed- 
used transit oriented development structure. The project consists of 1,218 multi-family residential units,
200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store space, 20,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 30,000 square feet of general retail. Approximately 2,370 parking spaces will be 
provided in a subterranean and above ground parking structure. 13-1

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as the State agency with jurisdiction over 
maintenance and operations of State highway facilities reviewed the DEIR with interest to potential 
impacts to freeways 1-10, and 1-405, and Venice Boulevard which is State Route 187 in the vicinity of the 
project site. Based on the information included in the DEIR, we have the following comments:

According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), the proposed project is estimated to generate 
approximately 10,136 net new vehicle trips with 737 (319 inbound, 419 outbound) occurring during the 
AM peak hour, 849 (467 inbound, 382 outbound) during the PM peak hour. We note that vehicle trips 
associated with all planned uses including the grocery and restaurant are reduced by 25% due to the 
proximity to public transit facilities. The project-related vehicle trips assigned to the I-10 during peak 
hours do not constitute a significant impact according to the TIA and no mitigation measures are proposed. 
Caltrans is concerned that cumulative traffic impacts of the project along with that from the numerous 
other development projects will continue to degrade freeway operations if no mitigation measures are 
proposed.

13-2

In the freeway analysis, we note tables F5, F6 and F7 show that the 1-10 currently operates over capacity 
during both AM and PM peak hours from National Boulevard to La Brea Boulevard and it is forecast to 
continue to operate over capacity with and without the project. Please make corrections in Appendix D, 
Caltrans Intersection Analysis summary where some V/C values do not match the level of service.

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California's economy and livability"

13-3



Mr. Sergio Ibarra 
September 9, 2015 
Page 2 of 3

Comment Letter No. 13 (Cont)

Caltrans requests the City of Los Angeles as the lead agency during the environmental process 
coordinate with Caltrans, Metro, and the other regional agencies to study the I-10 corridor in more detail 
to identify feasible improvements. Once improvements are identified, the various development projects 
could contribute to their funding in a fair share basis. A process similar to the Westside Mobility Plan 
and Westside Traffic Improvement and Mitigation Plan (TIMP) is recommended.

13-4

Caltrans is planning to improve the ramp metering system at I-10 and La Cienega Boulevard Ramps and 
at 1-10 and Fairfax Avenue Ramps. Caltrans requests the proposed project contribute to the funding of 
these improvements on a fair share basis.

13-5

We acknowledge mitigation measures are proposed for the intersections at La Cienega Boulevard and 
Venice Boulevard (MM-L-5) and at Fairfax Avenue and I-10/Electric Drive (MM-L-6) which will need 
approval and a permit from Caltrans. Please coordinate all proposed improvements on state right-of- 
way with our Office of Permits.

13-6

Traffic congestion at the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Venice Boulevard causes vehicle 
queues that block the I-10 eastbound off-ramp to La Cienega Boulevard. Caltrans recommends that 
traffic signals at off-ramps be synchronized with the local street signals to improve mobility in this area.

13-7

Caltrans understands that the addition of Metro’s Expo Line Phase 2 will extend light rail transit access" 
from Downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Monica. The Crenshaw Light Rail Transit Line will 
provide rail access to Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). To the extent that more of the 
population shifts to transit for some of their inter-regional trips, future cumulative traffic impacts to 
freeway may be satisfactorily mitigated. The project should include incentives from future residents 
within the project to utilize public buses and the nearby Metro Expo line. The intersection of La 
Cienega Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard should be improved to enhance safety for pedestrians trying 
to walk to the rail station. Perhaps a pedestrian bridge should be considered since Jefferson Boulevard is 
difficult to cross because it is so wide. We are pleased that transit usage will be monitored as part of the 
mitigation monitoring plan. Transit usage needs to be monitored to determine whether a 25% transit 
reduction is reasonable.

13-8

Caltrans acknowledges the project’s Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM) and the 
Transportation System Management Plan (TSM). The TDM plan includes a one-time contribution into 
the City’s Bicycle Trust Fund. Another feature of the TDM plan is that it would provide vehicle parking 
as an option for residential unit leases, for example it would unbundle parking from leases. The TSM 
plan includes modifications to traffic signals and improvements to the circulation flow without 
construction of additional travel lanes. Typical TSM strategies are upgrades of signal controllers, 
advanced detection systems, left-turn restrictions, etc. We note the project would contribute to 
improvements to the West Adams ATSAC communications center.

13-9

Due to the high volume of through traffic on nearby 1-10, 1-110 and 1-405 during the peak commute 
periods, we request that construction-related truck trips be limited to off-peak hours as much as possible. 13-10

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California's economy and livability''



Comment Letter No. 13 (Cont)Mr. Sergio Ibarra 
September 9, 2015 
Page 3 of 3

We remind you that the transportation of heavy construction equipment, materials, or other special 
equipment, which requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, would require a 
Caltrans transportation permit. .

13-11

If you have any questions regarding these comments, you may contact Elmer Alvarez, project 
coordinator at (213) 897 - 6696 or electronically at elmer.alvarez@dot.ca.gov or me (213) 897-9140.

Sincerely,

£

DIANNA WATSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
Caltrans, District 7

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability "

mailto:elmer.alvarez@dot.ca.gov
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LETTER NO. 13

Diana Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
Caltrans, District 7 
100 Main Street, MS #16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606

Comment No. 13-1

We have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) prepared for the proposed Jefferson and La Cienega project. The proposed project includes 
demolition of all existing structures and construction of an approximately 1.9 million square feet mixed- 
used transit oriented development structure. The project consists of 1,218 multi-family residential units,
200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store space, 20,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 30,000 square feet of general retail. Approximately 2,370 parking spaces will be 
provided in a subterranean and above ground parking structure.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as the State agency with jurisdiction over 
maintenance and operations of State highway facilities reviewed the DEIR with interest to potential 
impacts to freeways I-10, and 1-405, and Venice Boulevard which is State Route 187 in the vicinity of the 
project site. Based on the information included in the DEIR, we have the following comments:

Response to Comment No. 13-1

This comment provides general introductory language but does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. 
Therefore, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 13-2

According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), the proposed project is estimated to generate 
approximately 10,136 net new vehicle trips with 737 (319 inbound, 419 outbound) occurring during the 
AM peak hour, 849 (467 inbound, 382 outbound) during the PM peak hour. We note that vehicle trips 
associated with all planned uses including the grocery and restaurant are reduced by 25% due to the 
proximity to public transit facilities. The project-related vehicle trips assigned to the I-10 during peak 
hours do not constitute a significant impact according to the TIA and no mitigation measures are 
proposed. Caltrans is concerned that cumulative traffic impacts of the project along with that from the 
numerous other development projects will continue to degrade freeway operations if no mitigation 
measures are proposed.
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Response to Comment No. 13-2

The comment reiterates the trip generation and freeway impact conclusions from the traffic study and 
states that traffic from the Project and other projects will degrade freeway operations. However, the 
comment does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by 
facts in support of this implication. Therefore, pursuant to Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, no 
further response to this portion of the comment is required. Nevertheless, this comment is acknowledged 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 13-3

In the freeway analysis, we note tables F5, F6 and F7 show that the I-10 currently operates over capacity 
during both AM and PM peak hours from National Boulevard to La Brea Boulevard and it is forecast to 
continue to operate over capacity with and without the project. Please make corrections in Appendix D, 
Caltrans Intersection Analysis summary where some V /C values do not match the level of service.

Response to Comment No. 13-3

The requested corrections have been made in the appropriate sections of the traffic study and/or 
appendices. See Section 3, Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR for the corrections. This corrected 
information clarifies the current capacity of Interstate 10 and does not change the substantive conclusions 
in the Draft EIR regarding Project impacts.

Comment No. 13-4

Caltrans requests the City of Los Angeles as the lead agency during the environmental process coordinate 
with Cal trans, Metro, and the other regional agencies to study the I -10 corridor in more detail to identify 
feasible improvements. Once improvements are identified, the various development projects could 
contribute to their funding in a fair share basis. A process similar to the Westside Mobility Plan and 
Westside Traffic Improvement and Mitigation Plan (TIMP) is recommended.

Response to Comment No. 13-4

The comment provides a recommendation that the City of Los Angeles confer with other regional 
agencies to study the I-10 corridor, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts contained in the Draft EIR. Therefore, a response is 
not required pursuant to CEQA. Nevertheless, this comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment No. 13-5

Cal trans is planning to improve the ramp metering system at I -10 and La Cienega Boulevard Ramps and 
at 1-10 and Fairfax Avenue Ramps. Caltrans requests the proposed project contribute to the funding of 
these improvements on a fair share basis.

Response to Comment No. 13-5

A fair share fee for the La Cienega Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue Ramp improvements has not been 
established by the City of Los Angeles, and therefore the Project Applicant is not required to pay a fee. In 
addition, no significant impact has been identified at that ramp. However, the comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 13-6

We acknowledge mitigation measures are proposed for the intersections at La Cienega Boulevard and 
Venice Boulevard (MM-L-5) and at Fairfax Avenue and 1-10/Electric Drive (MM-L-6) that will need 
approval and a permit from Caltrans. Please coordinate all proposed improvements on state right-of-way 
with our Office of Permits.

Response to Comment No. 13-6

This comment is noted for the record. The Project will coordinate with Caltrans on all proposed 
improvements on state right-of-way.

Comment No. 13-7

Traffic congestion at the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Venice Boulevard causes vehicle 
queues that block the 1-10 eastbound off-ramp to La Cienega Boulevard. Cal trans recommends that 
traffic signals at off-ramps be synchronized with the local street signals to improve mobility in this area.

Response to Comment No. 13-7

This comment is noted for the record. The Project applicant is studying the payment of a fair share 
contribution to the transportation systems management (TSM) plan to improve signal synchronization 
within this corridor, although a determination of feasibility has not been made at this time.

Comment No. 13-8

Caltrans understands that the addition of Metro's Expo Line Phase 2 will extend light rail transit access 
from Downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Monica. The Crenshaw Light Rail Transit Line will 
provide rail access to Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). To the extent that more of the population 
shifts to transit for some of their inter-regional trips, future cumulative traffic impacts to freeway may be 
satisfactorily mitigated. The project should include incentives from future residents within the project to
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utilize public buses and the nearby Metro Expo line. The intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and 
Jefferson Boulevard should be improved to enhance safety for pedestrians trying to walk to the rail 
station. Perhaps a pedestrian bridge should be considered since Jefferson Boulevard is difficult to cross 
because it is so wide. We are pleased that transit usage will be monitored as part of the mitigation 
monitoring plan. Transit usage needs to be monitored to determine whether a 25% transit reduction is 
reasonable.

Response to Comment No. 13-8

Regarding incentives to future Project residents, the commenter is referred to Mitigation Measure L-1 that 
begins on page 4.L-110 in Section 4.L, Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR. This mitigation measure 
would motivate future Project residents to use transit through the various strategies that are listed, 
including:

Provide an Internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with on-site 
transportation coordinator;

Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g., improve sidewalks, widen crosswalks adjacent 
to the Project, install wayfinding signage and pedestrian level lighting, etc.);

Design the Project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian, and transit friendly environment;

Provide parking as an option only for all residential unit leases (i.e., unbundle the parking);

Include a provision in all leases requiring compliance with the state parking cash-out law;

Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car share amenities;

Provide rideshare program and support for Project employees and tenants;

Allow for subsidized transit passes for eligible Project employees and tenants;

Coordinate with LADOT to determine if the site would be eligible for one or more of the services 
to be provided by the future Mobility Hubs program (secure bike parking, bikeshare kiosks, and 
car-share parking spaces);

Provide on-site transit routing and schedule information;

Provide a program to discount transit passes for residents/employees possibly through negotiated 
bulk purchasing of passes with transit providers;
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• Contribute a one-time fixed fee into the City’s Bicycle Plan Trust Fund to implement bicycle 
improvements within the area of the Project (amount of fee to be determined in consultation with 
LADOT and Council District 10 staff); and

• Implement a Guaranteed Ride Home Program.

The intersection of Jefferson and La Cienega Boulevards in its existing condition is improved with a 
timed traffic signal, well-delineated pedestrian crosswalks, and lighted timed pedestrian signals, and 
provides direct and safe pedestrian connection to the Expo transit station. Any pedestrian improvements 
that are required by the City along the Project’s frontages, including near the intersection of Jefferson and 
La Cienega Boulevards, would be done so in accordance to City standards for such improvements. Thus, 
the pedestrian bridge suggested by the commenter would be unnecessary for the Project. Also, there is no 
nexus between the impact the Project would have on pedestrian access to the Expo transit station and the 
need for a pedestrian bridge.

Trip-cap monitoring would be a condition of Project approval to ensure the Project meets its transit/TDM 
goals.

Comment No. 13-9

Caltrans acknowledges the project's Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM) and the 
Transportation System Management Plan (TSM). The TDM plan includes a one-time contribution into 
the City's Bicycle Trust Fund. Another feature of the TDM plan is that it would provide vehicle parking 
as an option for residential unit leases, for example it would unbundle parking from leases. The TSM plan 
includes modifications to traffic signals and improvements to the circulation flow without construction of 
additional travel lanes. Typical TSM strategies are upgrades of signal controllers, advanced detection 
systems, left-tum restrictions, etc. We note the project would contribute to improvements to the West 
Adams ATSAC communications center.

Response to Comment No. 13-9

The typical TSM strategies provided in the comment are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 13-10

Due to the high volume of through traffic on nearby I-10, I-110 and I-405 during the peak commute 
periods, we request that construction-related truck trips be limited to off-peak hours as much as possible.

Response to Comment No. 13-10

This comment is noted for the record. A construction traffic management plan (formally required as 
Mitigation Measure L-11) will be prepared and approved prior to obtaining grading permits.

2. Responses to Comments
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Comment No. 13-11

We remind you that the transportation of heavy construction equipment, materials, or other special 
equipment, which requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, would require a 
Caltrans transportation permit.

Response to Comment No. 13-11

This comment that all oversized vehicles will require a Caltrans transportation permit is noted for the 
record.
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3. ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

Introduction

This section presents corrections and additions that have been made to the text of the Draft EIR. These 
changes include revisions resulting from responses to comments and others that are necessary to provide 
clarifications to the project description and/or analysis and to correct non-substantive errors. The revisions 
are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR. Text deleted from the Draft 
EIR is shown in strikethrough, and new text is underlined. For corrections resulting from a response to a 
comment on the documents, references refer to the comment letter number and name of commenter. None 
of the following additions or corrections to the Draft EIR disclose a new significant impact or a 
substantial increase of the severity of a significant and unavoidable impact disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Section 1. Introduction/Summary

Regulatory Compliance Measure E-1 on page 1-22 is revised as follows:

To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, 
the Applicant shall provide panel capacity and conduit for future installation of electrical 
outlets, designed to accommodate the future installation, and simultaneous charging, of a 
minimum number of 208/240 V amp, grounded AC outlets, that is equal to 20 percent of 
the total number of parking spaces. The conduit shall terminate within the parking area. 
When the application of the 20 percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next 
whole number. The Project shall provide electric vehicle charging stations as required by 
Code and the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, the Project shall have conduit or other 
similar means in place to allow for a future wiring and installation of additional charging 
stations, the combined totals of which may constitute up to 25% of the total parking 
spaces required by Code.

E-1

Mitigation Measures I-3, I-4, I-6, and I-7 on pages 1-31 and 1-32 are revised as follows:

A combination of Ttemporary sound barriers, that are capable of achieving a sound 
attenuation of up to at least 20 dBA as outlined in the EIR (including Appendix B to 
this Final EIR) and as determined by the Department of Building and Safety (eg, 
construction sound wall with sound blankets), and capable of blocking the line-of- 
sight from ground level construction equipment powered by internal combustion 
engines to the adjacent studios and other commercial properties to the immediate 
north of the Proposed Project site shall be installed as feasible.

I-3

Temporary sound barriers, that are capable of achieving a sound attenuation of up to 
at least 5 dBA as determined by the Department of Building and Safety (eg, 
construction sound wall with sound blankets), and capable of blocking the line-of-

I-4
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sight from ground level construction equipment powered by internal combustion 
engines to the residences east of La Cienega Boulevard shall be installed as feasible.

All construction areas for staging and warming-up equipment shall be located as far 
as feasibly possible from adjacent recording studios to the north of the Project site.

I-6

Portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy equipment, such as air compressors, 
dewatering pumps, and generators shall be provided where feasible.

I-7

Mitigation Measures L-10 and L-11 on pages 1-42 through 1-44 are revised as follows:

LADOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to 
LADOT’s Hollywood District Office for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work. The plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk 
closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning 
signs, and access to abutting properties. LADOT also recommends that construction 
related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours. LADOT shall consult with Culver City 
regarding the review of the construction work site traffic control plan.

L-10

A detailed Construction Management Plan, including street closure information, detour 
plans, haul routes, and staging plans would be prepared and submitted to the City for 
review and approval. The Construction Management Plan would formalize how 
construction would be carried out and identify specific actions that would be required to 
reduce effects on the surrounding community. The Construction Management plan shall 
be based on the nature and timing of the specific construction activities and other projects 
in the vicinity of the Project Site, and should include the following elements as 
appropriate:

L-11

Prohibition of construction worker parking on adjacent residential streets

Provisions to prohibit construction equipment or material deliveries within the public 
right-of-way

Provisions for temporary traffic control during all construction activities adjacent to 
public right-of-way to improve traffic flow on public roadways (e.g., flag men)

Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on surrounding 
arterial streets

Rerouting construction trucks to reduce travel on congested streets to the extent feasible

Construction-related vehicles shall not park on surrounding public streets
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Provisions of safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as 
alternate routing and protection barriers

Provisions to accommodate the equipment

Scheduling of construction-related deliveries to reduce travel during commuter peak 
hours as identified in this study

Obtaining the required permits for truck haul routes from the City prior to issuance of any 
permit for the Project

LADOT shall consult with Culver City regarding the review of the Construction Management 
Plan.

The following paragraph on page 1-62 is revised as follows:

The related projects in combination with the Project would generate approximately 46.178 tons per day of 
operation solid waste. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill can accept 12,100 tpd (and currently accepts 9,000 
tpd on weekdays and 3,000 tpd on Saturday), and could therefore accommodate the additional 
approximately 46,178 46.178 tons per day increase in solid waste resulting from the cumulative projects.

Section 2. Project Description

Figures 2-9 through 2-12 and 2-14 through 2-16 are revised as shown on the following pages.
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Section 4.A. Impacts Found to Be Less Than Significant

On page 4.A-4, the following the following paragraph is to be added, as follows:

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree 
preservation policy or ordinance (e.goak trees or California walnut woodlands)?

A significant adverse impact would occur if a project were inconsistent with local regulations 
pertaining to biological resources. The Project would be confined to previously developed Site 
and would not involve substantial changes in the existing environment. Local ordinances
protecting biological resources are limited to the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance, 
as modified by Ordinance 177404. The Protected Tree Ordinance provides guidelines for the 
preservation of all Oak trees indigenous to California (excluding the Scrub Oak or Quercus 
dumosa) as well as the following tree species: Southern California Black Walnut (Juglans 
californica var. californica); Western Sycamore (Platanus racemosa); and California Bay
(Umbellularia californica). Any removed tree would need to comply with the ordinance. The 
Project would remove trees on the Site and provide replacement per the ordinance. Specifically, 
the Project would comply with the regulations listed in Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
Chapter IV, Article, 6, Section 46 (Preservation of Protected Trees). Compliance with the 
regulations for tree replacement would ensure the Project has no conflict with local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as trees. Therefore, impacts will be less than 
significance.

Section 4.B. Aesthetics

Page 4.B.3-5 under “Level of Significance After Mitigation” is revised as follows:

Implementation of Project Design Features B-56 and B-67 would ensure that Project impacts 
related to artificial light and glare remain less than significant.

Section 4.C. Air Quality

The following language is deleted from page 4.C-10:

As discussed in Section 4.A, no significant impacts related to issue “e” would occur as a result of 
the Project. Thus, no further discussion of this issue is required.

Section 4.E. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The following discussion on pages 4.E-12 and 4.E-13 is revised as follows:

To that end, this analysis recognizes that the AB 32 Scoping Plan represents the most significant plan for 
reducing GHG emissions. In calling for a return to 1990 levels of GHG emissions by 2020, the Plan 
contains strategies targeting direct regulations, market-based incentives, voluntary actions, and other
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strategies that would reduce Statewide GHG emissions. These goals encouraged local governments to 
adopt a reduction goal for municipal operations emissions and community emissions of 15.3 percent from 
current levels by 2020. In the 2011 Scoping Plan, the Statewide emissions reduction goal was revised to 
16 percent.

The California Environmental Protection Agency updated the AB 32 Scoping Plan in May 2014 in a 
document called the “First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan” (2014 Scoping Plan Update). 
The 2014 Scoping Plan Update forecasts that the state’s CO2e emissions inventory in 2020 will be 
approximately 509 million metric tons. This estimate incorporates growth forecasts for population, 
housing, and jobs, along with growth in emissions from the range of industries that produce greenhouse 
gas emissions. However, the estimate does not assume implementation of AB 32 and SB 375-related 
programs.

Goals and targets within the 2014 Scoping Plan Update call for a 15.3 percent reduction in 2020 forecasts 
emissions from 509 to 431 million metric tons of CO2e emissions. These reductions are necessary to
achieve the state’s objective of ensuring that 2020 emissions meet the 1990 statewide levels. These 
reductions are to come from a variety of sectors, including energy, transportation, high-global warming 
potential sources, waste, and the state’s cap-and-trade emissions program. In the energy sector, the 
recommended actions include reducing the state’s electric and energy utility emissions, reducing 
emissions from large industrial facilities, controlling fugitive emissions from oil and gas producing, and 
reducing leaks from industrial facilities. In the transportation sector, the recommended actions include 
implementing phase 2 heavy-duty truck GHG standards, the zero-vehicle emission action plan for trucks, 
constructing the High Speed rail system from San Francisco to Los Angeles, coordinating land use 
planning, and implementing a sustainable freight strategy. With respect to high global warming potential 
sources, the recommended actions include reducing the high global warming potential compounds from 
refrigeration, air conditioning, and aerosols. In the waste sector, the recommended actions include 
eliminating disposal of organic materials at landfills, developing in-state infrastructure, addressing 
challenges with composting and anaerobic digestion, and implementing additional methane control at 
landfills. With respect to the cap-and-trade emissions program, the recommended actions include 
reducing emissions from regulated entities through performance-based targets.

Under the 2014 Scoping Plan Update, nearly all of the reductions are to come from sources that are 
controlled at the statewide level by state agencies, including the Air Resources Board, Public Utilities
Commission, High Speed Rail Authority, and California Energy Commission. The few actions that are 
directly or indirectly associated with local government control are in the transportation sector, which is 
charged with reducing 4.5% of baseline 2020 emissions. Of those recommended actions to reduce
emissions in the transportation sector, the 2014 Scoping Plan Update specifically identifies local and 
governments as the responsible agency for one action —reducing GHG emissions through coordinated 
planning.

SCAG recommends reduction targets specific to land use decisions at much lower levels than the 2014 
Scoping Plan Update, approximately eight to 13 percent below “business-as-usual” emissions. Therefore,
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demonstrating consistency with the more aggressive AB 32 Statewide targets is considered to be
conservative.

Consequently, this analysis discloses potential GHG emissions and finds that the Project’s impact on 
climate change would be significant if:

1. It conflicts with or obstructs implementation of the AB 32 Scoping Plan.

2. It does not constitute an equivalent or larger break from “business-as-usual” than has been 
determined by the CARB to be necessary to meet the AB 32 goals (15.83 percent for community 
emissions).

The following paragraph on page 4.E-14 (above Table 4.E-3) is revised as follows:

Greenhouse gas emissions were calculated for area source, energy, mobile vehicle, waste, and water 
operations. As shown in Table 4.E-3, the emissions for the Project and its associated CARB 2020 NAT 
scenario are estimated to be 27,963 and 40,544 MTCO2e per year, respectively, which shows the Project 
will reduce emissions by 31 percent from the CARB 2020 NAT scenario (“business as usual”). Based on 
these results, the Project meets the reduction target as a numeric threshold (15.83 percent) set forth in the 
2014 Revised AB 32 Scoping Plan. The “business as usual” comparison of the Project’s impacts against 
the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s cumulative statewide objectives is appropriate because the Project would 
contribute to the statewide goals in the 2014 Scoping Plan Update. Specifically, the Project’s mixed-use 
nature and location in an existing urban setting provides opportunities to reduce transportation-related 
emissions. First, the Project would capture vehicle travel on-site that would have normally been destined 
for off-site locations. This produces substantial reductions in the amount of vehicle trips and vehicle miles 
traveled that would no longer be made.

Second, the Project would eliminate many vehicle trips because travel to and from the Project Site could 
be captured by public transit and pedestrian travel instead. The Project provides substantial reductions 
beyond the trend growth forecasts that were assumed in the state’s baseline 2020 emissions inventory. As 
detailed in this Final EIR and the Project’s Traffic Study, the daily vehicle travel reductions associated 
with the Project for the following uses include: (i) for general office uses, reduction from internal capture 
of approximately 26% and reduction from transit/walk-in trips of approximately 25%; (ii) for apartment 
uses, reduction from internal capture of approximately 20% and reduction from transit/walk-in trips of 
approximately 25%; (iii) for general retail uses, reduction from internal capture of approximately 28% 
and reduction from transit/walk-in trips of approximately 25%; (iv) for grocery uses, reduction from 
internal capture of approximately 27% and reduction from transit/walk-in trips of approximately 25%; (v) 
for quality restaurant uses, reduction from internal capture of approximately 25% and reduction from 
transit/walk-in trips of approximately 25%; (vi) for high-turnover, sit-down restaurant uses, reduction 
from internal capture of approximately 46% and reduction from transit/walk-in trips of approximately 
25%; (vii) for high-turnover, sit-down restaurant uses, reduction from internal capture of approximately 
50% and reduction from transit/walk-in trips of approximately 25%. The Project’s profile as an urban 
infill, mixed-use project with proximity to substantial public transit will produce substantial reductions
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over land uses that are located in a more typical community that has not coordinated its land use and
transportation planning.

The projected reductions in vehicle trips and VMT would range from 20-50% for the proposed land uses 
from internal capture rates alone, with another 25% in reductions from the substantial mode share from 
public transit. These would result in concomitant reductions in CO2e emissions that far exceed the state’s 
AB 32 2014 Scoping Plan Update goal of a 4.5% reduction from the overall transportation sector by 
2020. As a result, the Project’s contribution to global climate change is not “cumulatively considerable” 
and is considered less than significant.

Regulatory Compliance Measure E-1 on page 4.E-20 is revised as follows:

To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, 
the Applicant shall provide panel capacity and conduit for future installation of electrical 
outlets, designed to accommodate the future installation, and simultaneous charging, of a

E-1

minimum number of 208/240 V amp, grounded AC outlets, that is equal to 20 percent of 
the total number of parking spaces. The conduit shall terminate within the parking area. 
When the application of the 20 percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next 
whole number. The Project shall provide electric vehicle charging stations as required by 
Code and the City of Los Angeles. Additionally, the Project shall have conduit or other 
similar means in place to allow for a future wiring and installation of additional charging 
stations, the combined totals of which may constitute up to 25% of the total parking 
spaces required by Code.

Section 4.I. Noise

Mitigation Measures I-3, I-4, I-6, and I-7 on pages 4.I-23 and 4.I-24 are revised as follows:

A combination of ^temporary sound barriers, that are capable of achieving a sound 
attenuation of up to at least 20 dBA as outlined in the EIR (including Appendix B to 
this Final EIR) and as determined by the Department of Building and Safety (eg, 
construction sound wall with sound blankets), and capable of blocking the line-of- 
sight from ground level construction equipment powered by internal combustion 
engines to the adjacent studios and other commercial properties to the immediate 
north of the Proposed Project site shall be installed as feasible.

I-3

Temporary sound barriers, that are capable of achieving a sound attenuation of up to 
at least 5 dBA as determined by the Department of Building and Safety (eg, 
construction sound wall with sound blankets), and capable of blocking the line-of- 
sight from ground level construction equipment powered by internal combustion 
engines to the residences east of La Cienega Boulevard shall be installed as feasible.

I-4
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All construction areas for staging and warming-up equipment shall be located as far 
as feasibly possible from adjacent recording studios to the north of the Project site.

I-6

Portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy equipment, such as air compressors, 
dewatering pumps, and generators shall be provided where feasible.

I-7

Section 4.L. Transportation/Traffic

The following language is added to the top of page 4.L-1 under “Introduction”:

Technical updates were made to the analysis of traffic impacts contained in Appendix J-1 to the 
Draft EIR and that information is provided in the Traffic Study dated July 2015 (which will be 
Revised Appendix J-1 to the EIR). That updated information was already provided in the analysis 
of traffic impacts in Section 4.L. of the Draft EIR and therefore no corrections or additions to 
Section 4.L. of the Draft EIR are necessary. The updated technical information includes 
LADOT’s determination on different traffic mitigation measures, including a more conservative
trip credit associated with the TDM program recommended for the Project. The July 2015 Traffic 
Study does not disclose any significant and unavoidable impacts that are not identified in Section 
4.L. of the Draft EIR.

The “Existing Transit System” discussion on pages 4.L-11 through 4.L-15 is to be revised as follows:

Existing Transit System

The Project area is served by bus lines operated by Metro, LADOT’s Downtown Area Shuttle 
Service (DASH) and Commuter Express, Culver City Bus, and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus. 
Figure 4.L-2 illustrates the existing transit service in the Study Area. The following provides a 
brief description of the bus lines providing service in Project vicinity:

Route 33 is a local line that travels from Downtown Los Angeles to Santa 
Monica via Venice Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 10 to 20 minutes during 
the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Venice, Culver 
City, and Mid-City, and travels along Venice Boulevard within the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Local 33

Route 35 is a local line that travels from Downtown Los Angeles to the 
Washington Boulevard/Fairfax Avenue Transit Hub via Washington Boulevard, with average 
headways of approximately 10 to 15 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak 
hours. This line provides service to Culver City, Mid-City and Arlington Heights, and travels 
along Washington Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Local 35

Route 37 is a local line that travels from Downtown Los Angeles to the 
Washington Boulevard/Fairfax Avenue Transit Hub via Adams Boulevard, with average 
headways of approximately five to 10 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak

Metro Local 37
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hours. This line provides service to Culver City, West Adams, and North University Park, and
travels along Adams Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Route 38 is a local line that travels from Downtown Los Angeles to the 
Washington Boulevard/Fairfax Avenue Transit Hub via Jefferson Boulevard, with average 
headways of approximately 15 to 20 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak 
hours. This line provides service to Culver City, Jefferson Park, and West Adams, and travels 
along Jefferson Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Local 38

Metro Local 102 - Route 102 is a local line that travels from the LAX City Bus Center to South 
Gate via La Tijera Boulevard and Exposition Boulevard with, average headways of 
approximately 40 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line 
provides service to Inglewood, Leimert Park, and the University of Southern California, and 
travels along La Tijera Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Local 105 - Route 105 is a local line that travels from West Hollywood to Vernon via La 
Cienega Boulevard and Vernon Avenue, with average headways of approximately 15 to 20-25 
minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to 
Beverly Hills, Culver City, and Leimert Park, and travels along La Cienega Boulevard in the 
vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Local 108 - Route 108 is a local line that travels from Marina Del Rey to Pico Rivera via 
Slauson Avenue, with average headways of approximately 10 to 15 minutes during the weekday 
morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Fox Hills, Huntington Park, and 
the City of Commerce, and travels along Slauson Avenue within the vicinity of the Project Site.

Route 110 is a local line that travels from Playa Vista to Bell Gardens via 
Jefferson Boulevard and Gage Avenue, with average headways of approximately 20 15 to 25 
minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Fox 
Hills, Inglewood, and Huntington Park, and travels along Jefferson Boulevard in the vicinity of 
the Project Site.

Metro Local 110

Metro Local 212 Route 212 is a local line that travels from the Hollywood/Vine Metro Red 
Line Station to the Hawthorne/Lennox Metro Green Line Station, with average headways of 
approximately 10 to 15 minutes during the weekday morning and approximately 25 minutes 
during the afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to the Miracle Mile community, 
Metro Expo Line, and Inglewood, and travels along La Brea Avenue within the vicinity of the 
Project Site.

Metro Local 217 - Route 217 is a local line that travels from the Vermont/Sunset Metro Red Line 
Station to the Howard Hughes Transit Center via Hollywood Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and La 
Cienega Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 15 10 to 20 minutes during the
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weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Los Feliz, Hollywood,
and Culver City, and travels along La Cienega Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Local 220 - Route 220 is a local line that travels from Beverly Center to Culver City via 
Robertson Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 60 minutes during the weekday 
morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Cheviot Hills, Beverly Hills, and 
West Hollywood, and travels along Robertson Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Route 312 is a limited service line that travels from the Hollywood/Vine 
Metro Red Line Station to the Hawthorne/Lennox Metro Green Line Station, with average 
headways of approximately 15 minutes in the northbound direction during the weekday morning 
and in the southbound direction during the weekday afternoon peak hours. This line provides 
service to the Miracle Mile community, Metro Expo Line, and Inglewood, and travels along La 
Brea Avenue within the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Limited 312

Metro Limited 358 - Route 358 is a limited service line that travels from Marina Del Rey to Pico 
Rivera via Slauson Avenue, with average headways of approximately 10 minutes in the 
eastbound direction during the weekday morning peak hour and approximately 15 minutes in the 
westbound direction during the weekday afternoon peak hour. This line provides service to Fox 
Hills, Huntington Park, and the City of Commerce, and travels along Slauson Avenue within the 
vicinity of the Project Site.

Route 534 is an express service line that travels from Malibu to theMetro Express 534
Washington Boulevard & Fairfax Avenue Transit Hub via Pacific Coast Highway, with average 
headways of approximately 15 to 25 minutes during the weekday morning peak hour and 
approximately 15 to 40 minutes during the weekday afternoon peak hour. This line provides 
service to Santa Monica and Castellammare, and travels along Venice Boulevard in the vicinity 
of the Project Site.

Route 607 is a shuttle line that travels from Windsor Hills to Inglewood, 
with average headways of approximately 45 minutes during both the weekday morning and 
afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to the Inglewood Transit Center, and travels 
along La Tijera Boulevard and Slauson Avenue in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Shuttle 607

Metro Rapid 705 - Route 705 is a rapid line that travels from West Hollywood to Vernon via La 
Cienega Boulevard and Vernon Avenue, with average headways of approximately 15 10 to 20 
minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to 
Beverly Hills, Culver City, and Leimert Park, and travels along La Cienega Boulevard in the 
vicinity of the Project Site.

Metro Rapid 733
Monica via Venice Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 10 to 20 minutes during

Route 733 is a rapid line that travels from Downtown Los Angeles to Santa
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the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Culver City, Mid
City, and Venice, and travels along Venice Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Culver City Bus Rapid 6 - Rapid 6 is a rapid line that travels from the University of California, 
Los Angeles (UCLA) to the Metro Green Line Aviation Station via Sepulveda Boulevard, with 
average headways of approximately 15 to 20 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon 
peak hours. This line provides service to the LAX City Bus Center, Playa Vista, and West Los 
Angeles, and travels along Sepulveda Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Line 1 is a local line that travels to from Venice to West LA Transit 
Center via Washington Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 15 minutes during 
the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Mar Vista and 
travels along Washington Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Culver City Bus Line 1

Culver City Bus Line 3 -Line 3 is a local crosstown line that travels from Culver City to Century 
City with average headways of approximately 20 minutes during the weekday morning and one 
hour during the weekend afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to the Westfield Culver 
City Transit Center and West Los Angeles College and travels along Jefferson Boulevard 
Overland Avenue in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Culver City Bus Line 4 - Line 4 is a local line that travels from the Westfield Culver City Transit 
Center to the West Los Angeles Transit Center via Jefferson Boulevard, with average headways 
of approximately 30 to 35 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This 
line provides service to Culver City and Blair Hills and travels along Jefferson Boulevard, La 
Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project 
Site.

Line 5 is a local line that travels to Culver City schools via Braddock 
Drive, with average headways of approximately 60 minutes during both the weekday morning 
peak hours and 45 minutes during the and afternoon peak hours. This line operates on school days 
only. This line travels along La Cienega Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Culver City Bus Line 5

Line 6 is a local line that travels from the Metro Green Line Aviation 
Station to UCLA via Sepulveda Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 15 to 20 
minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to 
Playa Vista, Palms, West Los Angeles, and Westwood, and travels along Sepulveda Boulevard in 
the vicinity of the Project Site.

Culver City Bus Line 6

Line 7 is a local line that travels from Marina Del Rey to downtown 
Culver City City Hall via Culver Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 35 minutes 
during the weekday morning peak hours and 40 minutes during the weekday afternoon peak 
hours. This line provides service to the Metro Expo Line Culver City station and Harden Tract 
business district, and travels along Culver Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Culver City Bus Line 7
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Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Rapid 7 - Rapid 7 is a rapid line that travels from Santa Monica to 
the Metro Purple Line Wilshire/Western Station via Pico Boulevard, with average headways of 
approximately 10 to 15 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line 
provides service to Century City and travels along Pico Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project 
Site.

Route 5 is a local line that travels from Santa Monica to 
the Metro Expo Line Culver City Station, with average headways of approximately 20 to 30 
minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to 
West Los Angeles and Century City and travels along Robertson Boulevard in the vicinity of the 
Project Site.

Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Route 5

Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Route 7 - Route 7 is a local line that travels from Santa Monica to 
the Rimpau Transit Center, with average headways of approximately 15 minutes during the 
weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Venice and Century 
City, and travels along Pico Boulevard within the vicinity of the Project Site.

Route 13 is a local line that travels from the Westside 
Pavilion to the Rimpau Transit Center, with average headways of approximately 30 minutes in 
the westbound direction during the weekday morning peak hour and approximately 45 minutes in 
the eastbound direction during the weekday afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to 
Cheviot Hills, Century City, and Beverlywood, and travels along Pico Boulevard in the vicinity 
of the Project Site.

Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Route 13

LADOT Commuter Express 437 - Commuter Express 437 is a local line that travels from Culver 
City to Downtown Los Angeles via Culver Boulevard, with average headways of approximately 
20 minutes during the weekday morning peak hours and approximately 30 minutes during the 
weekday afternoon peak hours. This line provides service to Marina del Rey and Venice, and 
travels along Culver Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

LADOT DASH Crenshaw - DASH Crenshaw is a local line that travels from the Baldwin Hills 
Crenshaw Plaza to the Metro Expo Line Expo/La Brea Station, with average headways of 
approximately 20 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak hours. This line 
travels along La Brea Avenue in the vicinity of the Project Site.

LADPW The Link Baldwin Hills Parkland Route A - Baldwin Hills Parkland Route A is a local
shuttle that travels from La Cienega Boulevard & National Boulevard to the Baldwin Hills Scenic
Overlook, with average headways of 20 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak 
hours. This line travels along La Cienega Boulevard, Rodeo Road, and Jefferson Boulevard in the
vicinity of the Project Site.

LADPW The Link Baldwin Hills Parkland Route B - Baldwin Hills Parkland Route B is a local
shuttle that travels from the Baldwin Hills Scenic Overlook to the Kenneth Hahn State Recreation
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Area, with average headways of 20 minutes during the weekday morning and afternoon peak
hours. This line travels along La Cienega Boulevard, Rodeo Road, and Jefferson Boulevard in the
vicinity of the Project Site.

LADPW The Link Baldwin Hills Parkland Route C - Baldwin Hills Parkland Route C is a local
shuttle that travels from the Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area to La Cienega Boulevard & 
National Boulevard, with average headways of 20 minutes during the weekday morning and
afternoon peak hours. This line travels along La Cienega Boulevard, Rodeo Road, and Jefferson 
Boulevard in the vicinity of the Project Site.

In addition to the bus lines that provide service within the Project Site vicinity, the Metro Expo 
Line operates in the Study Area. The Metro Expo Line runs between Culver City and Downtown 
Los Angeles, connecting with the Metro Red Line, Metro Purple Line, and Metro Blue Line in 
Downtown Los Angeles with average headways of approximately 12 minutes during the weekday 
morning and afternoon peak hours. The Metro Expo Line provides a station stop at La Cienega 
Boulevard & Jefferson Boulevard, directly across from the Project Site.

Table 4.L-1 on pages 4.L-15 through 4.L-17 is revised as follows:

Table 4.L-1
Existing Transit Service in the Study Area

Average Headway (minutes)Service
Type

Hours of 
OperationProvider, Route, and Service Area AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WBMetro Bus
Downtown Los Angeles 
Monica via Venice Blvd

Santa Local33 24-Hour 20 11 10 17

Downtown Los Angeles - 
Washington/Fairfax Transit Hub via 
Washington Blvd

4:00 AM - 
1:00 AMLocal35 11 13 12 11

Downtown Los Angeles - 
Washington/Fairfax Transit Hub via 
Adams Blvd

4:00 AM - 
1:00 AMLocal37 7 11 11 7

Downtown Los Angeles - 
Washington/Fairfax Transit Hub via 
Jefferson Blvd

4:00 AM - 
1:00 AMLocal38 16 20 22 18

LAX City Bus Center - South Gate 
via La Tijera Blvd & Exposition Blvd

5:30 AM - 
12:30 AMLocal102 40 40 40 40

West Hollywood - Vernon via La 
Cienega Blvd & Vernon Ave

4:00 AM - 
11:00 PMLocal105 16 22 17 15

Marina Del Rey - Pico Rivera via 
Slauson Avenue

5:00 AM - 
10:30 PMLocal 11 10 11 13108

Playa Vista - Bell Gardens via 
Jefferson Boulevard - Gage Avenue

5:00 AM - 
10:00 PMLocal110 22 18 22 22

Hollywood/Vine Station - 
Hawthorne/Lennox Station via La 4:00 AM - 

2:00 AMLocal212 10 13 14 11
Brea Ave
Vermont/Sunset - Howard Hughes 
Center via Hollywood Blvd, Fairfax 
Ave & La Cienega Blvd___________

4:30 AM - 
7:30 PMLocal217 15 20 13 12
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Table 4.L-1
Existing Transit Service in the Study Area

Average Headway (minutes)Service
Type

Hours of 
OperationProvider, Route, and Service Area AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Beverly Center - Culver City via 
Robertson Blvd

6:00 AM - 
7:30 PMLocal220 60 60 60 60

Hollywood/Vine Station - 
Hawthorne/Lennox Station via La 
Brea Ave

6:00 AM - 
6:00 PMLimited N/A N/A312 12 18 12 18

Marina Del Rey - Pico Rivera via 
Slauson Ave

5:30 AM - 
6:00 PMLimited N/A N/A358 10 16

Malibu - Washington/Fairfax Transit 
Hub via Pacific Coast Highway

4:30 AM - 
10:00 PM534 Express 23 16 16 40

5:30 AM -Windsor Hills - Inglewood Shuttle N/A N/A607 45 4810:30 PM
West Hollywood - Vernon via La 
Cienega Blvd & Vernon Ave

5:00 AM - 
9:00 PMRapid705 12 18 15 15

Downtown Los Angeles 
Monica via Venice Blvd

Santa 5:00 AM - 
1:00 AMRapid733 20 11 10 17

Metro Rail NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB
Downtown Los Angeles - Culver
City

5:00 AM - 
1:30 AMRailExpo 11 12 11 12

Culver City Bus NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB
Metro Green Line Station - UCLA 5:00 AM - 

10:00 PM
15-20 15-20 15-20 15-20RapidR6 via Sepulveda Blvd 32 18 22 22

Venice Beach - West LA Transit 5:30 AM - 
11:30 PMLocal1 15 15 14 14Center via Washington Blvd
5:30 AM - 
11:00 PMCentury City Local3 20 20 20 20

Westfield Culver City Mall/Transit 
Center - West Los Angeles via 
Jefferson Blvd

6:00 AM - 
8:30 PMLocal4 27 34 34 30

7:00 AM - 
4:00 PMBraddock Drive Local N/A N/A5 60 60 45

Metro Green Line Station - UCLA 5:00 AM - 
12:30 AMLocal6 18 16 18 20 18 20 18via Sepulveda Blvd

Marina Del Rey - Culver City City 
Hall via Culver Blvd

5:30 AM - 
9:00 PMLocal7 30 34 30 34 30 40 27 40

Santa Monica Big Blue Bus NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB
5:30 AM - 
11:00 PMPico Boulevard RapidR7 15 12 11 11

5:00 AM - 
1:00 AMPico Boulevard Local7 12 12 12 12

7:00 AM - 
7:00 PMCheviot Hills Local N/A N/A13 30 45

LADOT Commuter Express NB/EB SB/WB NB/EB SB/WB
Culver City, Marina Del Rey, and 
Venice - Downtown Los Angeles via 
Culver Boulevard

5:30 AM - 
12:30 AMLocal N/A N/A437 20 30
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Table 4.L-1
Existing Transit Service in the Study Area

Average Headway (minutes)Service
Type

Hours of 
OperationProvider, Route, and Service Area AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

LADOT DASH CW CCW CW CCW
7:00 AM - 
6:30 PMCRN Crenshaw Local 20 20 21 21

The Link
Baldwin Hills Parkland La 8:00 AM -BHP Cienega/Jefferson - Baldwin Hills 
Scenic Overlook

Local 20 20 20 20A 6:00 PM

Baldwin Hills Parkland - Baldwin 8:00 AM -BHP Hills Scenic Overlook - Kenneth Local 20 20 20 20B 6:00 PMHahn State Recreation Area
Baldwin Hills Parkland - Kenneth 8:00 AM -BHP Hahn Recreation Area LocalLa 20 20 20 20C 6:00 PMCienega/Jefferson

Notes:
Metro: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
LADOT: Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
The Link: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
Source: Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc., 2015._______

On page 4.L-16, the following paragraph is revised as follows:

Table 4.L-12 summarizes the total residual capacity of the Metro, Culver City Bus, Santa Monica 
Big Blue Bus, LADOT Commuter Express, and LADOT DASH transit lines during the morning 
and afternoon peak hours based on the frequency of service of each line and the maximum seated 
and standing capacity of each bus or train. As shown on Table 4.L-23, the transit lines within the 
Study Area currently have residual capacity for 3,015 2,967 transit trips during the morning peak 
hour and 2,913 2,865 transit trips during the afternoon peak hour. Further, the Metro Expo Line 
provides additional capacity for transit trips during both the morning and afternoon peak hours, 
which is not included in this capacity calculation.

Table 4.L-2 on pages 4.L-17 through 4.L-19 is replaced with the following table:

Table 4.L-2
Existing Transit Service Patronage 

Lines Serving Project Periphery
Residual

Number of Capacity 
In PeakResidual 

Capacity 
Per Run

Runs
During
Peak

Max. Load Factor
Capacity MaximumLoad Hour

Provider Load/CapacityRoute fcl M [e]
AM Peak Period

33 9 50 30 0.60 20 180
Metro 35 10 50 26 0.52 24 240

N/A N/A N/A N/A37 14 50
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Table 4.L-2
Existing Transit Service Patronage 

Lines Serving Project Periphery
Residual

Number of Capacity 
In PeakResidual 

Capacity 
Per Run

Runs
During
Peak

Max. Load Factor
Capacity MaximumLoad Hour

Provider Load/CapacityRoute [c] [d] [e]
N/A N/A N/A N/A38 7 50

102 4 50 21 0.42 29 116
105 7 50 39 0.78 11 77

108 - 358 13 50 38 0.76 12 156
110 6 50 32 0.64 18 108

212 - 312 13 50 27 0.54 23 299
217 7 50 24 0.48 26 182
220 2 50 7 0.14 43 86
534 6 50 37 0.74 13 78
607 1 50 2 0.04 48 48
705 8 75 28 0.37 47 376
733 9 75 49 0.65 26 234

N/A N/A N/A N/AExpo 40 540
R6 10 50 42 0.84 8 80

1 8 50 23 0.46 27 216
3 8 50 21 0.42 29 232Culver City 4 4 50 29 0.58 21 84Bus N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A5 50
6 6 50 38 0.76 12 72
7 4 50 18 0.36 32 128

R7 13 50 64 1.28 0 0
Santa Monica 7 13 50 56 1.12 0 0Big Blue Bus 13 1 50 31 0.62 19 19
LADOT CE N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A437 49

LADOT Crenshaw 4 30 29 0.97 1 4DASH
BHP A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A6LACDPW N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ABHP B 6The Link BHP C N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A6

Total Residual Capacity in Peak Hour 3,015
PM Peak Period

33 10 50 35 0.70 15 150
35 10 50 30 0.60 20 200

N/A N/A N/A N/A37 14 50
N/A N/A N/A N/A38 6 50

102 4 50 23 0.46 27 108
105 8 50 36 0.72 14 112

108 - 358 14 50 37 0.74 13 182Metro 110 6 50 56 1.12 0 0
212 - 312 13 50 33 0.66 17 221

217 10 50 30 0.60 20 200
220 2 50 9 0.18 41 82
534 6 50 31 0.62 19 114
607 1 50 2 0.04 48 48
705 8 75 29 0.39 46 368
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Table 4.L-2
Existing Transit Service Patronage 

Lines Serving Project Periphery
Residual

Number of Capacity 
In PeakResidual 

Capacity 
Per Run

Runs
During
Peak

Max. Load Factor
Capacity MaximumLoad Hour

Provider Load/CapacityRoute [c] [d] [e]
733 10 75 49 0.65 26 260

N/A N/A N/A N/AExpo 10 540
R6 8 50 43 0.86 7 56

1 8 50 29 0.58 21 168
3 8 50 19 0.38 31 248Culver City 

Bus 4 4 50 15 0.30 35 140
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A5 50

6 6 50 37 0.74 13 78
7 4 50 11 0.22 39 156

R7 10 50 69 1.38 0 0
Santa Monica 7 12 50 51 1.02 0 0Big Blue Bus 13 1 50 28 0.56 22 22
LADOT CE N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A437 49

LADOT Crenshaw 4 30 33 1.10 0 0DASH
BHP A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A6

LACDPW N/A N/A N/A N/A N/ABHP B 6The Link BHP C N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A6
Total Residual Capacity in Peak Hour 2,913

Notes:
[al Number of runs in both directions combined during _ peak hour.
[cl Capacity assumptions based on discussions with agencies:

Metro Regular Bus - 40 seated / 50 seated and standing 
Metro Articulated Bus - 66 seated / 75 seated and standing.
Santa Monica Big Blue Bus - 50 seated / 60 standing 
Culver City Rapid Bus - 40 seated / 50 standing 
Culver City Regular Bus - 40 seated / 50 standing 
LADOT Commuter Express Bus - 49 seated 
LADOT DASH - 25 seated / 30 seated and standing.

[dl Maximum Load is the maximum number of people per bus in the peak direction.
[el Maximum residual capacity in peak hours = (Maximum residual capacity per run) x (number of peak hour 
runs).
METRO: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority.

Figure 4.L-2 on page 4.L-25 is revised as shown on the following page:
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The following paragraph on page 4.L-66 is revised as follows:

As discussed earlier, the Study Area is served by numerous established transit routes. The total 
residual capacity of the Metro and Culver City bus lines within the Study Area during the 
morning and afternoon peak hours is approximately 3,015 2,967 and 2,913 2,865 transit trips, 
respectively. The Project’s morning and afternoon peak-hour person trips by transit are projected 
at 103 and 119 trips, respectively, or approximately 4% in the morning peak hour and 4% in the 
evening peak hour of the total residual capacity of the Metro and Culver City bus lines within the 
Study Area. The adjacent Expo Line provides further transit capacity within the Study Area, 
which is not included in this calculation. Therefore, the Project impact to the regional transit 
system would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures L-10 and L-11 on page 4.L-114 are revised as follows:

LADOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to 
LADOT’s Hollywood District Office for review and approval prior to the start of any 
construction work. The plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk 
closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning 
signs, and access to abutting properties. LADOT also recommends that construction 
related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours. LADOT shall consult with Culver City 
regarding the review of the construction work site traffic control plan.

L-10

A detailed Construction Management Plan, including street closure information, detour 
plans, haul routes, and staging plans would be prepared and submitted to the City for 
review and approval. The Construction Management Plan would formalize how 
construction would be carried out and identify specific actions that would be required to 
reduce effects on the surrounding community. The Construction Management plan shall 
be based on the nature and timing of the specific construction activities and other projects 
in the vicinity of the Project Site, and should include the following elements as 
appropriate:

L-11

Prohibition of construction worker parking on adjacent residential streets

Provisions to prohibit construction equipment or material deliveries within the public 
right-of-way

Provisions for temporary traffic control during all construction activities adjacent to 
public right-of-way to improve traffic flow on public roadways (e.g., flag men)

Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on surrounding 
arterial streets

Rerouting construction trucks to reduce travel on congested streets to the extent feasible
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Construction-related vehicles shall not park on surrounding public streets

Provisions of safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as 
alternate routing and protection barriers

Provisions to accommodate the equipment

Scheduling of construction-related deliveries to reduce travel during commuter peak 
hours as identified in this study

Obtaining the required permits for truck haul routes from the City prior to issuance of any 
permit for the Project

LADOT shall consult with Culver City regarding the review of the Construction Management
Plan.

The following paragraph on page 4.L-123 is revised as follows:

In-Street Construction Impacts

With implementation of Mitigation Measures L-10 and L-11 L-9, impacts related to in-street 
construction impacts would be less than significant.

Section 4.M.2. Utilities and Service Systems - Water

The following language is added to page 4.M.2-1 under “Introduction”:

The Water Supply Assessment for the Project that is provided at Appendix K-3 to the Draft EIR 
was corrected to provide the face page of the Assessment that bears the Resolution Number used 
by the LADWP in approving that Assessment. No other changes were made to the content of that 
Assessment.

On page 4.M.2-4, the following sentence is to be revised as follows:

As discussed in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles is currently less 
than water use 40 years ago rfrom the date of the 2010 UWMP1. despite an eve^approximatelv 1 
million-person increase in population during this period.

On page 4.M.2-5, the following item is to be un-bulleted as follows:

Conservation Pricing Structure 
lower tier block rate for responsible water use within a specified water amount, and a higher rate 
for every billing unit above this block. To further encourage water conservation, water charges 
are based solely on water used and do not include fixed charges.

A tiered rate structure, first implemented in 1993, applies a
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On page 4.M.2-5, the following list is to be changed as follows:

(1) the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA), approximately 347 percent;

(2) groundwater, approximately 121 percent;

(3) purchases from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), approximately 531 percent; and

(4) recycled water (for industrial and irrigation purposes), approximately one percent.

On page 4.M.2-6, the existing sentence and footnote is to be changed as follows:

On average, from FYEs 2006 to 2010, tThe MWD supplied approximately 52 percent, or 
approximately 318,000 326,012 acre-feet per year of the City’s water supplies between 2005 and 
3040. 10;;

10 LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 191.

On page 4.M.2-7, the existing sentence is to be changed as follows:

“LADWP, which provides approximately over 700,000 water service connections, most recently 
updated its UWMP in April 2011, covering 2010 to 2015 (2010 UWMP). 12;;

On page 4.M.2-7 the existing sentence to be changed as follows:

“According to the 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles in 2010 was approximately 
550,000 acre-feet, which represents a decrease of approximately 50,000 100,000 acre-feet as 
compared to water use 40 years ago in 1970,”

On page 4.M.2-8, the existing sentence is to be changed as follows:

LADWP projects water demand within its service area to reach approximately 650,000 acre-feet 
with active and passive conservation (or 700,000 AF with just passive conservation) by 2030, 
assuming an average year, and approximately 680,000 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming dry 
weather. 14

On page 4.M.2-9, the existing sentences are to be changed as follows:

The current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 324 362 million gallons per 
day, or 360405,000 AFY (averaged over CY 20143). Therefore, in 2014, the LAAFP has the 
ability to treat an additional 276125 mgd of water. The average flow through LAAFP varies in 
any given year. LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) exhibit 11E shows that 
the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are less 
than 470,000 AFY.
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On page 4.M.2-13, the existing paragraph is to revised as follows:

The Project is consistent with growth projections anticipated by the SCAG. Consistency with the 
demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed Project. City’s 
water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) demographic projection by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic 
projection for the City was based on the 2010 U.S. Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP 
demographic projection. The region’s economic growth is usually a major factor behind net 
migration and the consequent population growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a 
negative impact on the region’s population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth 
from 2000 Census to 2010 Census. Our preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand 
projection to year 2035, based on demographic projection from 2012 RTP using population, 
housing and employment, as well as water conservation and weather, will be lower than the 
City’s water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, the City’s water supply 
projections in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City’s water demand projections based 
on the 2012 RTP. Therefore, the Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s future 
projected demands. The maximum water treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons 
per day, or approximately 672,000 acre-feet per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from 
LAA (Los Angeles Aqueduct) and purchases from MWD (Metropolitan Water District). The 
current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 324 million gallons per day, or 
approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 2014. Exhibit 11E, of LADWP’s 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP), shows that the total annual water supplies from LAA and 
MWD between years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY. The project’s water demand 
is accounted for in the City’s future projected demands. Consequently, the current treatment 
capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. Therefore, there 
would be no impacts to utilities and service systems related to the construction or expansion of 
new water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental effects. The LAAFP 
currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project’s net 
increase of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available capacity, 
and would be accommodated within the LAAFP’s existing treatment capacity. The project’s 
water demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected demands. Therefore, the current 
treatment plant capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. 
The Project would not require the construction or expansion of new water treatment facilities that 
could cause a significant environmental effect.

On page 4.M.2-18, the existing paragraph is to revised as follows:

The remaining daily capacity of the LAAFP is 125 mgd of water. The total cumulative water 
demand (all related projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent 
approximately 1.1 percent of the total remaining daily capacity.25 Each of the cumulative projects 
is required to be consistent with the SCAG RTP projections in order to be accounted for in
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LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan’s (UWMP) current and projected available 
water demand. Should the related projects be accounted for in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, no 
significant cumulative water supply impact is anticipated from development of the Project and the 
cumulative projects, and LAAFP would have adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by 
the Project and related projects.

On page 4.M.2-20, the ordinance number is to be revised as follows:

“City Ordinance No. 1818,99

On page 4.M.2-26, the existing sentence is to be revised as follows:

Central and West Coast Basins are within the jurisdiction of the Water Replacement District of 
Southern California (WRD) State Department of Water Resources.

On page 4.M.2-9, the existing sentence is to be revised as follows:

LADWP works with the California State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking 
Water (SWRCB/DDW) California Department of Public Health (CDPH) to perform water quality 
testing.

Section 4.M.3. Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste

On page 4.M.3-19, the following paragraph is to be revised as follows:

In order to provide a conservative estimate, it has been assumed that all solid waste generated by 
the related projects would be delivered to the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. The Sunshine Canyon 
Landfill can accept 12,100 tpd (and currently accepts 9,000 tpd on weekdays and 3,000 tpd on 
Saturday), and could therefore accommodate the additional approximately 46,178 46.178 tons per 
day increase in solid waste resulting from the cumulative projects.

Section 6. Alternatives

On page 6-71, the first paragraph is to be revised as follows:

Alternative 4 is the Reduced Height Alternative. Like the Project, this Alternative would involve 
the demolition of all existing buildings on the Project Site. Under this Alternative, the Project Site 
would be developed with the same uses as the Project (1,218 multi-family residential units,
200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store, 30,000 square feet of 
grocery store general retail, and 20,000 square feet of restaurant uses), but with a reduced height. 
Like the Project, this Alternative would have an FAR of 3.9:1. However, the maximum height
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would be limited to 110 feet. Parking would be provided in accordance with Code requirements,
at grade and in subterranean levels.

On page 6-79, the first paragraph is to be revised as follows:

Alternative 5 is the Project Reconfigured Alternative. Like the Project, this Alternative would 
involve the demolition of all existing buildings on the Project Site. Under this Alternative, the 
Project Site would be developed with the same uses as the Project (1,218 multi-family residential 
units, 200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store, 30,000 square feet 
of grocery store general retail, and 20,000 square feet of restaurant uses), and an FAR of 3.9:1. 
While the Project proposes a tower in the northeast corner of the Project Site, this Alternative 
examines the placement of the tower in the other three corners of the Project Site (northwest, 
southwest, and southeast). The placement of the tower in a different location on the Site would 
not affect other aspects of the Project, including access points, inclusion of a park and plaza 
space, etc. Like the Project, the maximum height of the tower would be 320 feet (including 20 
feet for mechanical equipment), and the maximum height of the podium would be 110 feet 
(including 10 feet for mechanical equipment). Parking would be provided in accordance with 
Code requirements, at grade and in subterranean levels.

Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Jefferson and La Cienega Project

Case Number: ENV-2014-4755-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2015031047

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to 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” (Mitigation Monitoring Program, 
Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on mitigation monitoring or 
reporting). This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been prepared in compliance with the 
requirements of CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, and Section 15097 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for this project.

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to address the potential environmental impacts 
of the Project. Where appropriate, this environmental document identified Project design features, 
regulatory compliance measures, or recommended mitigation measures to avoid or to reduce potentially 
significant environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. This Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) 
is designed to monitor implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the Project.

The MMP is subject to review and approval by the City of Los Angeles as the Lead Agency as part of the 
approval process of the project, and adoption of project conditions. The required mitigation measures are 
listed and categorized by impact area, as identified in the EIR.

The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures, unless otherwise 
noted, and shall be obligated to provide documentation concerning implementation of the listed mitigation 
measures to the appropriate monitoring agency and the appropriate enforcement agency as provided for 
herein. All departments listed below are within the City of Los Angeles unless otherwise noted. The 
entity responsible for the implementation of all mitigation measures shall be the Project Applicant unless 
otherwise noted.

As shown on the following pages, each required mitigation measure for the proposed Project is listed and 
categorized by impact area, with accompanying discussion of:

Enforcement Agency - the agency with the power to enforce the Mitigation Measure.

Monitoring Agency
implementation and development are made, or whom physically monitors the project for 
compliance with mitigation measures.

the agency to which reports involving feasibility, compliance,

Monitoring Phase 
monitored.

the phase of the Project during which the Mitigation Measure shall be

Pre-Construction, including the design phase
Construction
Pre-Operation
Operation (Post-construction)

Monitoring Frequency - the frequency of which the Mitigation Measure shall be monitored.
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Action Indicating Compliance 
indicates that compliance with the required Mitigation Measure has been implemented.

the action of which the Enforcement or Monitoring Agency

The MMP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the measures 
implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming year.

It is the intent of this MMP to:

Verify compliance of the required mitigation measures of the EIR;

Provide a methodology to document implementation of required mitigation;

Provide a record and status of mitigation requirements;

Identify monitoring and enforcement agencies;

Establish and clarify administrative procedures for the clearance of mitigation measures;

Establish the frequency and duration of monitoring and reporting; and

Utilize the existing agency review processes’ wherever feasible.

This MMP shall be in place throughout all phases of the proposed Project. The entity responsible 
for implementing each mitigation measure is set forth within the text of the mitigation measure. 
The entity responsible for implementing the mitigation shall also be obligated to provide 
certification, as identified below, to the appropriate monitoring agency and the appropriate 
enforcement agency that compliance with the required mitigation measure has been implemented.

After review and approval of the final MMP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and modifications to the 
MMP are permitted, but can only be made by the Applicant or its successor subject to the approval by the 
City of Los Angeles through a public hearing. The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any appropriate 
agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed change or modification. The 
flexibility is necessary in light of the proto-typical nature of the MMP, and the need to protect the 
environment with a workable program. No changes will be permitted unless the MMP continues to satisfy 
the requirements of CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency.
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Mitigation Measures
Cultural Resources

A-1 to A-3 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Aesthetics

See Project Design FeaturesB-1to B-7

Air Quality

C-1 All diesel-powered off-road construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall meet 
USEPA Tier 3 or higher emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be 
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by the 
contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what could be achieved by a 
CARB-defined Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined 
by CARB regulations.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; SCAQMD

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and 
soil import/export) and if the Lead Agency determines that 2010 model year or newer 
diesel trucks cannot be obtained, the Lead Agency shall require trucks that meet U.S. 
EPA 2007 model year NOx emissions requirements.

C-2

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; SCAQMD

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

At the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment, a copy of each unit’s 
certified tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or SCAQMD operating 
permit shall be provided.

C-3
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Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; SCAQMD

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

Encourage construction contractors to apply for SCAQMD “SOON” funds. Incentives 
could be provided for those construction contractors who apply for SCAQMD “SOON” 
funds. The “SOON” program provides funds to accelerate clean up of off-road diesel 
vehicles, such as heavy duty construction equipment. More information on this program 
can be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/programs/business/business-detail?title=off- 
road-diesel-engines&parent=vehicle-engine-upgrades.

C-4

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; SCAQMD

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

Hearths and fireplaces shall be excluded from residential units.C-5

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

C-6 to C-10 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Geology and Soils

See Regulatory Compliance MeasuresD-1

See Project Design FeaturesD-2

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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See Regulatory Compliance MeasuresE-1

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Soil ContaminationF-1

• Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall prepare a Soil Management 
Plan (SMP) for the Project. The SMP should address the delineation of the vertical and lateral 
extent of identified TPH and metals impacts in Project Site soil. Soil management procedures 
shall be described so that hazardous soil can be separated from non-hazardous soil during 
excavation tasks.

• Soil management procedures outlined in the SMP shall be followed during the Project’s 
excavation and development phases to properly manage the various classes of soil and to 
minimize risk to workers and the public during construction.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Grading and excavation

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic, during grading

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of grading permit

The soils is the areas on Parcels A and B with the potential for elevated concentrations of lead 
will be excavated prior to the start of construction and the excavated material will be stockpiled 
and characterized for disposal prior to shipment off-site. Soil samples will be collected from the 
bottom and sidewalls of the excavation to confirm the lead impacted soil has been removed.

F-2

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Grading and excavation

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic, during grading

Action Indicating Compliance: Soil samples indicating that lead impacted soil has been 
removed.

See Regulatory Compliance MeasuresF-3 to F-6

Hydrology and Water Quality
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G-1 to G-6 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Land Use and Planning

None required.

Noise

The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance No. 
178048, which requires a construction site notice to be provided that includes the following 
information: job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and 
owner or owner’s agent, hours of construction allowed by code or any discretionary approval for 
the site, and City telephone numbers where violations can be reported. The notice shall be posted 
and maintained at the construction site prior to the start of construction and displayed in a 
location that is readily visible to the public.

I-1

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Two weeks prior to commencement of construction, notification shall be provided to the off-site 
residential and studio uses within 500 feet of the Project site that discloses the construction 
schedule, including the types of activities and equipment that would be used throughout the 
duration of the construction period.

I-2

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Two weeks prior to construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at notification

Action Indicating Compliance: Contractor sign-off

A combination of temporary sound barriers that are capable of achieving a sound attenuation of 
up to 20 dBA as outlined in the EIR (including Appendix B to this Final EIR) and as determined 
by the Department of Building and Safety ), and capable of blocking the line-of-sight from 
ground level construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines to the adjacent 
studios and other commercial properties to the immediate north of the Proposed Project site shall 
be installed as feasible.

I-3

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Temporary sound barriers that are capable of achieving a sound attenuation of up to 5 dBA as 
determined by the Department of Building and Safety , and capable of blocking the line-of-sight 
from ground level construction equipment powered by internal combustion engines to the 
residences east of La Cienega Boulevard shall be installed as feasible.

I-4

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

All powered construction equipment shall be equipped with exhaust mufflers or other suitable 
noise reduction devices.

I-5

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

All construction areas for staging and warming-up equipment shall be located as far as feasibly 
possible from adjacent recording studios to the north of the Project site.

I-6

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off
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Portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy equipment, such as air compressors, dewatering pumps, 
and generators shall be provided.

I-7

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, during field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Population and Housing

None required.

Public Services - Fire Protection

K.1-1 to K.1-4 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

K.1-5 to K.1-8 See Project Design Features

Public Services - Police Protection

K.2-1 Temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the periphery of the active construction 
areas to screen as much of the construction activity from view at the local street level and to keep 
unpermitted persons from entering the construction area.

The perimeter fence shall have gates installed to facilitate the ingress and egress of equipment 
and the work force. The bottom of the fence, where necessary, shall have filter fabric to prevent 
silt run off. Straw hay bales shall be utilized around catch basins when located within the 
construction zone. The perimeter and silt fence shall be maintained while in place. Where 
applicable, the construction fence shall be incorporated with a pedestrian walkway. Temporary 
lighting shall be installed and maintained at the pedestrian walkway. Should sections of the site 
fence have to be removed to facilitate work in progress, barriers and or K - rail shall be utilized to 
isolate and protect the public from unsafe conditions.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off
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K.2-2 The Project Applicant shall provide for the deployment of a private security guard to monitor and 
patrol the Sites, appropriate to the phase of construction throughout the construction period. The 
patrol shall be deployed at times that are typical within the local-area construction industry for a 
Project of this size.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspections during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

K.2-3 The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and private 
spaces, which may include but not be limited to access control to building, secured parking 
facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and semi-public space designed 
with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of concealment, location of toilet facilities or 
building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, and provision of security guard patrol throughout the 
project site if needed. Please refer to "Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design", published by the Los Angeles Police Department. Contact the 
Community Relations Division, located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles, CA 90012; 
(213) 486-6000. These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the issuance 
of building permits.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Police Department

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

K.2-4 The Project Applicant shall provide the LAPD with a diagram of each portion of the Project Site, 
showing access routes and additional access information as requested by the LAPD, to facilitate 
police response.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Police Department confirmation of receiving diagram
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Public Services - Schools

K.3-1 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Public Services - Parks

K.4-1 to K.4-2 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Public Services - Libraries

None required.

Transportation/Traffic

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)L-1

Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall prepare and 
implement a TDM Plan to the satisfaction of LADOT with a cumulative target goal of 10 percent 
reduction in Project traffic. A determination of the types of strategies that would most reduce the 
Project’s dependency on the automobile would be developed in coordination with LADOT. The 
final plan could be enforced by LADOT through an annual monitoring to ensure that traffic levels 
are consistent with the TDM target of 10 percent. As noted in Table 4.L-5, the AM and PM net 
total number of trips was projected to be 737 and 849, respectively. Therefore, the trip cap 
threshold for both the AM and PM peak hours shall be 663 and 764 trips, respectively.

The TDM Plan should include a variety of measures to reduce single occupant vehicles trips by 
increasing the number of walking, bicycling, carpool, vanpool, and transit trips. The Project shall 
also comply with Section 12.26-J (Ordinance 168,700) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (City 
of Los Angeles, March 2015), which requires specific TDM and trip reduction measures before 
the issuance of any building permit. The TDM program could include, but is not limited to, the 
following strategies:

Provide an Internal Transportation Management Coordination Program with on-site 
transportation coordinator;

Implement enhanced pedestrian connections (e.g., improve sidewalks, widen crosswalks 
adjacent to the Project, install wayfinding signage and pedestrian level lighting, etc.);

Design the Project to ensure a bicycle, pedestrian, and transit friendly environment;

Provide parking as an option only for all residential unit leases (i.e., unbundle the 
parking);

Include a provision in all leases requiring compliance with the state parking cash-out law;

Coupled with the unbundled parking, provide on-site car share amenities;
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Provide rideshare program and support for Project employees and tenants;

Allow for subsidized transit passes for eligible Project employees and tenants;

Coordinate with LADOT to determine if the site would be eligible for one or more of the 
services to be provided by the future Mobility Hubs program (secure bike parking, bike 
share kiosks, and car-share parking spaces);

Provide on-site transit routing and schedule information;

Provide a program to discount transit passes for residents/employees possibly through 
negotiated bulk purchasing of passes with transit providers;

Contribute a one-time fixed fee into the City’s Bicycle Plan Trust Fund to implement 
bicycle improvements within the area of the Project (amount of fee to be determined in 
consultation with LADOT and Council District 10 staff); and

Guaranteed Ride Home Program.

A Draft TDM Plan should be prepared by a registered traffic engineer and submitted to LADOT 
prior to the issuance of the first building permit for the Project. The TDM Plan must be approved 
by LADOT prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy.

The TDM Plan must include a Monitoring Program, which should include the following 
considerations:

• The measurement of actual trips and monitoring will be conducted using an automated 
detection and surveillance monitoring system. In addition to providing hourly vehicular 
count tabulations, the monitoring system must also be designed in a manner that will 
permit direct data access to LADOT staff. The installation and maintenance of the 
monitoring system will be at the Project’s expenses. The monitoring system will continue 
until such time that the Project has shown, for five consecutive years, at a minimum of 85 
percent occupancy, achievement of the peak hour trip volume requirements as listed.

• Should the review show that the peak hour trip cap threshold has been exceeded, the 
Project will be subject to the following penalty program:

• A grace period of one year will be provided to correct a reporting of non-compliance. 
If on the subsequent year of reporting, the reported trips continue to exceed the 
established trip cap, then financial penalties will be assessed.

• Financial penalties for two consecutive reporting periods of non-compliance will pay 
the equivalent cost of providing a Metro transit pass for one year for each vehicle trip 
over the cap.
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Financial penalties for three consecutive reporting periods of non-compliance will 
pay twice the equivalent cost of providing a Metro transit pass for one year for each 
vehicle trip over the cap.

Financial penalties for four consecutive reporting periods of non-compliance will pay 
three times the equivalent cost of providing a Metro transit pass for one year for each 
vehicle trip over the cap.

LADOT may determine that the financial penalty (or portion thereof) may be better 
used by the applicant/developer to fund improvements or enhancements to one or 
more of the ongoing TDM Plan components to increase the effectiveness in meeting 
the trip reduction performance goals.

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval

Transportation Systems Management (TSM)L-2

Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, the Project Applicant shall prepare and 
implement a TSM Plan to the satisfaction of LADOT. TSM strategies include modifications to 
traffic signals and improvements to circulation flow without construction of additional 
automobile travel lanes. Typical TSM strategies include improved signal controllers, advanced 
detection systems, left-turn restrictions, peak hour parking restrictions, one-way couplets, 
scramble crosswalks, etc.

Some of the signalized intersections in the area surrounding the Project require an upgrade to the 
traffic signal equipment and hardware. Many of the traffic signals at these intersections currently 
operate using a Type 170 traffic signal controller. Newer controllers (Type 2070) provide for 
enhanced and real-time operation of the traffic signal timing. Also, when supplemented by 
additional roadway system loops and closed circuit television cameras, LADOT can identify the 
causes of delay and implement instant signal timing remedies to improve the flow of vehicles and 
buses.

Additionally, the ATSAC communications center (Hub) at Fire Station No. 68 (5023 Washington 
Boulevard) is in need of upgrades and repairs. All traffic signals within the West Adams ATSAC 
system are connected to the hub through communication fiber. The repairs are needed to ensure 
that the West Adams system continues to operate remotely and that signal timing is adjusted in 
real-time to allow maximum efficiency. Collectively, these traffic signal upgrades provide a 
system-wide benefit by reducing delays experienced by motorists at the study intersections.
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The applicant should meet with LADOT staff to define the signal system upgrade package that 
will serve as a measure to increase the efficiency of the areawide signal system. The ultimate 
TSM plan will require coordination and approval by LADOT.

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval

La Cienega Boulevard, north of Jefferson Boulevard (Project Driveway) - Prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy, a traffic signal shall be installed at the Project driveway on La Cienega 
Boulevard, north of Jefferson Boulevard. All signal design and construction work shall be 
performed in accordance with LADOT’s Signal Design standards and shall include all conduits 
for interconnects, traffic signal hardware and software, and other applicable work deemed 
necessary. The location of the signal will be determined by LADOT. Pavement shall be restriped 
as needed.

L-3

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval

Fairfax Avenue & Pico Boulevard (Int. #2) - During the Project’s operational phase, peak hour 
parking restrictions shall be implemented along Pico Boulevard to provide an additional through 
lane westbound in the morning peak period and eastbound in the afternoon peak period. 
Pavement striping shall be modified as needed. If the parking cannot be prohibited during the 
peak periods, a significant impact would remain at this location.

L-4

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off
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Prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, a westbound dual left-turn operation shall be designed and implemented. The 
pavement shall be restriped and the traffic signal equipment shall be modified as needed. Because 
Venice Boulevard is a designated State Highway, the Project Applicant shall be responsible for 
securing final design approval from Caltrans.

La Cienega Boulevard & Venice Boulevard (Int. #10)L-5

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval

Fairfax Avenue & I-10/Electric Drive (Int. #13) - Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, 
a northbound dual left-turn operation shall be designed and implemented. The pavement shall be 
restriped and the traffic signal equipment shall be modified as needed. The feasibility of this 
proposal is contingent upon Caltrans approval to remove the carpool designation from the lane 
that this second left-turn operation would need to feed into.

L-6

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, a westbound dual left-turn and one left-turn/through/right-turn lane operation shall be 
designed and implemented. The pavement shall be restriped and the traffic signal equipment shall 
be modified as needed.

La Cienega Boulevard & Fairfax Avenue (Int. #21)L-7

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off
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Washington Boulevard & National Boulevard (Int. #22) Prior to issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, the northbound right-turn lane shall be converted to a through/right-turn lane. The 
pavement shall be restriped and the traffic signal equipment shall be modified as needed.

L-8

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

La Brea Avenue & Jefferson Boulevard (Int. #28)
Occupancy, an exclusive southbound right-turn lane shall be designed and implemented. This 
could require the purchase of additional right-of-way to provide sufficient pavement width to 
accommodate the right-turn lane. If this right-of-way cannot be purchased, a significant impact 
would remain at this location.

Prior to issuance of a Certificate ofL-9

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once; prior issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

LADOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to LADOT’s 
Hollywood District Office for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. 
The plan should show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul 
routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs, and access to abutting properties. 
LADOT also recommends that construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours. 
LADOT shall consult with Culver City regarding the review of the construction work site traffic 
control plan.

L-10

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan submittal

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval
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A detailed Construction Management Plan, including street closure information, detour plans, 
haul routes, and staging plans would be prepared and submitted to the City for review and 
approval. The Construction Management Plan would formalize how construction would be 
carried out and identify specific actions that would be required to reduce effects on the 
surrounding community. The Construction Management plan shall be based on the nature and 
timing of the specific construction activities and other projects in the vicinity of the Project Site, 
and should include the following elements as appropriate:

L-11

Prohibition of construction worker parking on adjacent residential streets

Provisions to prohibit construction equipment or material deliveries within the public right- 
of-way

Provisions for temporary traffic control during all construction activities adjacent to public 
right-of-way to improve traffic flow on public roadways (e.g., flag men)

Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on surrounding 
arterial streets

Rerouting construction trucks to reduce travel on congested streets to the extent feasible

Construction-related vehicles shall not park on surrounding public streets

Provisions of safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as 
alternate routing and protection barriers

Provisions to accommodate the equipment

Scheduling of construction-related deliveries to reduce travel during commuter peak hours as 
identified in this study

Obtaining the required permits for truck haul routes from the City prior to issuance of any 
permit for the Project

LADOT shall consult with Culver City regarding the review of the Construction Management 
Plan.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off
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L-12 to L-13 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

See Project Design FeaturesL-14

Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater

M.1-1 to M.1-2 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

M.1-3 See Project Design Features

Utilities and Service Systems - Water

M.2-1 to M.1-5 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

M.2-6 See Project Design Features

Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste

M.3-1 to M.3-3 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

M.3-4 See Project Design Features

Utilities and Service Systems - Energy Conservation

M.4-1 to M.4-3 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

M.4-4 See Project Design Features
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Project Design Features
In addition to the required mitigation measures, the project also includes project design features that 
prevent any significant impacts from occurring through design. These project design features are included 
below, and are conditions of the project that must be monitored and enforced as if they were mitigation 
measures. While these project design features are not required by the code, the City of Los Angeles has 
required them of the project, and they may not be deleted except by public hearing. These project design 
features are listed below:

Cultural Resources

A-1 to A-3 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Aesthetics

All mechanical and electrical equipment that is located on the rooftops would be screened from 
public view.

B-1

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

The maximum height of any building constructed as part of the Project would be 320 feet.B-2

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

The maximum square footage of the proposed tower would be 480,000 square feet.B-3

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check
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Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

The Project shall conform to the general layout shown on the site plan (included as Figure 2-9 of 
this Draft EIR.

B-4

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

Utility equipment would be placed underground, screened from public view, or incorporated into 
the design of the Project.

B-5

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

All exterior lighting would be designed with internal and/or external glare control and would be 
designed, arranged, directed, or shielded to contain direct illumination on-site.

B-6

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

The exterior of the proposed structures shall be constructed of materials such as, but not limited 
to, high-performance and/or non-reflective tinted glass (no mirror-like tints or films) and pre-cast 
concrete or fabricated wall surfaces to minimize glare and reflected heat.

B-7

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

Air Quality

C-1to C-5 See Mitigation Measures

C-6 to C-10 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Geology and Soils

See Regulatory Compliance MeasuresD-1

Geological Engineering InvestigationD-2

All structures and buildings shall be constructed to industry standards and agency regulations for 
all geotechnical considerations, including seismic, soil excavation, de-watering requirements, 
grading, foundation design, settlement, pavement recommendations, retaining walls, drainage, 
shoring, and any other relevant recommendations within the Geotechnical Investigation.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

See Regulatory Compliance MeasuresE-1

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

See Mitigation MeasuresF-1 to F-2

See Regulatory Compliance MeasuresF-3 to F-6

Hydrology and Water Quality

G-1 to G-6 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Land Use and Planning
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See PDF B-4

Noise

See Mitigation MeasuresI-1 to I-7

Population and Housing

None required.

Public Services - Fire Protection

K.1-1 to K.1-4 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

K.1-5 The construction contractors and work crews shall properly maintain the mechanical equipment 
according to best practices and the manufacturers’ procedures, ensure proper storage of 
flammable materials, and cleanup of spills of flammable liquid.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

K.1-6 If there are partial closures to streets surrounding the Project Site, flagmen shall be used to 
facilitate the traffic flow until the street closure around the construction is complete.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Demolition and construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

K.1-7 During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways shall remain clear and 
unobstructed.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Demolition and construction
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Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

K.1-8 The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for LAFD equipment and personnel 
to the structure.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

Public Services - Police Protection

K.2-1 to K.2-4 See Mitigation Measures

Emergency access shall be maintained to the Project Site during construction through marked 
emergency access points approved by the LAPD.

K.2-5

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Police Department

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

The Project shall provide for on-site security measures and controlled access systems for 
residents and tenants to minimize the demand for police protection services. These 
measures include, but are not limited to, the following:

K.2-6

• Perimeter lighting to supplement the street lighting and to provide increased visibility 
and security;

• On-Site security personnel, commensurate to similar/comparable residential and 
retail projects of its size, as needed.

• Parking Structure Access Control; and

• Residential Units Access Control.
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Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

Public Services - Schools

K.3-1 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Public Services - Parks

K.4-1 to K.4-2 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Public Services - Libraries

None required.

Transportation/Traffic

See Mitigation MeasuresL-1 to L-11

L-12 to L-13 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

Vehicle access for the Project shall be accommodated via four driveways. One driveway, which is 
proposed to include a traffic signal, would be located on La Cienega Boulevard, north of 
Jefferson Boulevard. On Jefferson Boulevard, there would be two driveways for public access as 
well as a third driveway for loading purposes.

L-14

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval

Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater

M.1-1 to M.1-2 See Regulatory Compliance Measures
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M.1-3 In the event of full or partial public street closures, such as during the construction of new 
wastewater lines, the Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be in implemented.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Utilities and Service Systems - Water

M.2-1 to M.1-5 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

M.2-6 In the event of full or partial public street closures, such as during the construction of new water 
lines, the Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be in implemented.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety; LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste

M.3-1 to M.3-3 See Regulatory Compliance Measures

M.3-4 To the maximum extent feasible, demolition and construction debris including concrete, asphalt, 
wood, drywall, metals, and other miscellaneous and composite materials shall be recycled and 
salvaged.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Phase: Demolition and construction

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Utilities and Service Systems - Energy Conservation

M.4-1 to M.4-3 See Regulatory Compliance Measures
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M.4-4 The Project shall use Energy Star appliances where available.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits
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Regulatory Compliance Measures
In addition to the Mitigation Measures required of the project, and any proposed Project Design Features, 
the applicant shall also adhere to any applicable Regulatory Compliance Measures required by law. Listed 
below are the Regulatory Compliance Measures listed in the EIR. Please note that requirements are 
determined on a case by case basis, and these are an example of the most often required Regulatory 
Compliance Measures.

Cultural Resources

A-1 If any archaeological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 
further development activity shall be halted in the area of the discovery and:

The services of an archaeologist shall then be secured by contacting the South Central 
Coastal Information Center located at California State University Fullerton, or a member of 
the Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA), or a SOPA-qualified archaeologist, who 
shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study, or report evaluating the 
impact.

a.

b. The archaeologist’s survey, study, or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, 
for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource.

The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating archaeologist, as 
contained in the survey, study, or report.

c.

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the archaeological survey, study, 
or report are submitted to the South Central Coastal Information Center at California State 
University Fullerton.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 
indicating what, if any, archaeological reports have been submitted, or a statement indicating 
that no material was discovered.

e.

f. A covenant and agreement binding the applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior to 
issuance of a grading permit.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: If materials are encountered

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

A-2 If any paleontological materials are encountered during the course of Project development, all 
further development activities shall be halted in the area of the discovery and:
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The services of a paleontologist shall then be secured by contacting the Center for Public 
Paleontology - USC, UCLA, California State University Los Angeles, California State 
University Long Beach, or the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum - who shall 
assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study, or report evaluating the impact.

a.

b. The paleontologist’s survey, study, or report shall contain a recommendation(s), if necessary, 
for the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the resource.

The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, as 
contained in the survey, study, or report.

c.

d. Project development activities may resume once copies of the paleontological survey, study, 
or report are submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum.

Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall submit a letter to the case file 
indicating what, if any, paleontological reports have been submitted, or a statement indicating 
that no material was discovered.

e.

f. A covenant and agreement binding the applicant to this condition shall be recorded prior to 
the issuance of a grading permit.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: If materials are encountered

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

A-3 In the event that human remains are discovered during excavation activities, the following 
procedure shall be observed:

Stop immediately and contact the County Coroner.a.

b. The coroner has two working days to examine human remains after being notified by the 
responsible person. If the remains are Native American, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission.

The Native American Heritage Commission will immediately notify the person it believes to 
be the most likely descendant of the deceased Native American.

c.

d. The most likely descendant has 48 hours to make recommendations to the owner, or 
representative, for the treatment or disposition, with proper dignity, of the human remains and 
grave gods.

If the descendant does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the owner shall reinter 
the remains in an area of the property secure from further disturbance.

e.
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f. If the owner does not accept the descendant’s recommendations, the owner or the descendant 
may request mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, Los Angeles County 
Coroner

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: If human remains are encountered

Action Indicating Compliance: Coroner or Native American Heritage Commission sign-off

Aesthetics

See Project Design FeaturesB-1to B-7

Air Quality

C-1to C-5 See Mitigation Measures

C-6 Construction activities shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, including the following 
measures:

Apply water to disturbed areas of the site three times a dayo

Require the use of a gravel apron or other equivalent methods to reduce mud and dirt 
trackout onto truck exit routes

o

Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site 
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM generation.

o

Limit soil disturbance to the amounts analyzed in the Final MND.o

All materials transported off-site shall be securely covered. □o

Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).

o

Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to be reduced to 15 mph or less.o

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection
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Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

C-7 All diesel-fueled commercial heavy- and medium-duty vehicles shall comply with CARB’s 
regulations limiting idling (Title 13 Section 2485). This includes no idling of primary diesel 
engines for more than five minutes and not using diesel-fueled auxiliary power systems to power 
cab functions (e.g., heating, air conditions) for more than five minutes when within 100 feet of 
restricted areas.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

C-8 Architectural coatings and solvents applied during construction activities shall comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 1113, which governs the VOC content of architectural coatings.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

C-9 Any stationary sources of emissions shall comply with SCAQMD rules and regulations, including 
Regulation XIII, which governs New Source Review for major stationary sources.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

C-10 Any restaurants that include chain-driven charbroilers shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 1138, 
which requires use of catalytic oxidizer controls.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign off

Geology and Soils

The Project shall comply with the conditions contained within the Department of Building and 
Safety’s Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter for the proposed project, and as it may be 
subsequently amended or modified.

D-1

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits

Monitoring Frequency: Ongoing during construction

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

See Project Design FeaturesD-2

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

To encourage carpooling and the use of electric vehicles by Project residents and visitors, the 
Applicant shall provide panel capacity and conduit for future installation of electrical outlets, 
designed to accommodate the future installation, and simultaneous charging, of a minimum 
number of 208/240 V amp, grounded AC outlets, that is equal to 20 percent of the total number of 
parking spaces. The conduit shall terminate within the parking area. When the application of the 
20 percent results in a fractional space, round up to the next whole number.

E-1

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Field inspection

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

See Mitigation MeasuresF-1 to F-2

If an underground storage tank on Parcel D is encountered during grading and excavation for the 
proposed subterranean parking structure, it shall be removed under permit and in accordance with 
LAFD regulations.

F-3
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Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department.

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department.

Monitoring Phase: During grading and excavation

Monitoring Frequency: Periodic during grading and excavation

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of underground storage tank removal approval letter

AsbestosF-4

• Prior to the issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the existing structures, 
the Applicant shall provide a letter to the Department of Building and Safety from a qualified 
asbestos abatement consultant indicating that no Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM) are 
present in the building. If ACMs are found to be present, it will need to be abated in 
compliance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District's Rule 1403 as well as all 
other applicable State and Federal rules and regulations.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitoring Phase: Prior to demolition activities

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of a building permit

Lead-Based PaintF-5

• Prior to issuance of any permit for the demolition or alteration of the existing structures, a 
lead-based paint survey shall be performed to the written satisfaction of the Department of 
Building and Safety. Should lead-based paint materials be identified, standard handling and 
disposal practices shall be implemented pursuant to OSHA regulations.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitoring Phase: Prior to demolition activities

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of a building permit

Emergency Evacuation PlanF-6

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall develop an emergency response 
plan in consultation with the Fire Department. The emergency response plan shall include but not
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be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and
pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire departments.

Enforcement Agency: LAFD; Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: LAFD; Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-operation; Operation

Monitoring Frequency: Once, for Plan approval prior to operation

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval prior to operation (Pre-operation)

Hydrology and Water Quality

G-1 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall obtain coverage under the State Water 
Resources Control Board National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order 
No. 2009-0009-DWQ, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System No. CAS000002) 
(Construction General Permit) for Phase 1 of the proposed Modified Project. The Applicant shall 
provide the Waste Discharge Identification Number to the City of Los Angeles to demonstrate 
proof of coverage under the Construction General Permit. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan shall be prepared and implemented for the proposed Modified Project in compliance with the 
requirements of the Construction General Permit. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
shall identify construction Best Management Practices to be implemented to ensure that the 
potential for soil erosion and sedimentation is minimized and to control the discharge of 
pollutants in stormwater runoff as a result of construction activities.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-grading

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at permit application submittal

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of grading permit

G-2 Dewatering

If required, any dewatering activities during construction shall comply with the requirements of 
the Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and Project 
Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties 
(Order No. R4-2008-0032, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System No. CAG994004) or 
subsequent permit. This will include submission of a Notice of Intent for coverage under the 
permit to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board at least 45 days prior to the start
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of dewatering and compliance with all applicable provisions in the permit, including water 
sampling, analysis, and reporting of dewatering-related discharges.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: 45 days prior to dewatering, if required

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at permit application submittal

Action Indicating Compliance: Submittal of Notice of Intent

G-3 Low Impact Development Plan

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the Applicant shall submit a Low Impact Development Plan 
and/or Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan to the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation Watershed Protection Division for review and approval. The Low Impact Development 
Plan and/or Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan shall be prepared consistent with the 
requirements of the Development Best Management Practices Handbook.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Phase: Pre-grading

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at LID Plan submittal

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of grading permit

G-4 Development Best Management Practices

The Best Management Practices shall be designed to retain or treat the runoff from a storm event 
producing 0.75 inch of rainfall in a 24-hour period, in accordance with the Development Best 
Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate from a licensed 
civil engineer or licensed architect confirming that the proposed Best Management Practices meet 
this numerical threshold standard shall be provided.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Phase: Pre-grading

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at submittal of Best Management Practices certificate

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of grading permit
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G-5 The Project Applicant shall comply with all mandatory storm water 
(including, but not limited to NPDES, SWPPP and SUSMP, and LID 
Federal, State and local level.

permit requirements 
requirements) at the

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

Monitoring Phase: Prior to construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of a building permit

Land Use and Planning

None

Noise

See Mitigation MeasuresI-1 to I-7

Population and Housing

None required.

Public Services - Fire Protection

K.1-1 The Project shall comply with the 2014 Fire Code and any subsequent codes at the time of 
building permits, including the requirements for automatic fire sprinkler systems and any other 
fire protection devices deemed necessary by the Fire Chief (e.g., fire signaling systems, fire 
extinguishers, smoke removal systems, etc.).

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

K.1-2 The following recommendations of the LAFD relative to fire safety shall be incorporated into the 
building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by the LAFD either prior 
to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a building permit. The plot plan shall include 
the following minimum design features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet 
in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any 
dwelling unit or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from 
the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.
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Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-Construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of building permits

K.1-3 The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the Project, for 
review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site. 
Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project.

Enforcement Agency: LAFD

Monitoring Agency: LAFD

Monitoring Phase: Pre-operation

Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to operation

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval prior to operation (Pre-operation)

K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall submit an emergency response plan to Los Angeles Fire Department 
prior to occupancy of the Project for review and approval. The emergency response plan would 
include but not be limited to the following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for 
vehicles and pedestrians, location of nearest hospitals, and fire stations. Any required 
modifications shall be identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the Project.

Enforcement Agency: LAFD; Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: LAFD; Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-operation; Operation

Monitoring Frequency: Once, for Plan approval prior to operation

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval prior to operation (Pre-operation)

Public Services - Police Protection

K.2-1 to K.2-4 See Mitigation Measures

K.2-5 to K.2-5 See Project Design Features

Public Services - Schools

K.3-1 Payment of School Development Fee
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Prior to issuance of a building permit, the General Manager of the City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Building and Safety, or designee, shall ensure that the Applicant has paid all 
applicable school facility development fees in accordance with California Government Code 
Section 65995.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Unified School

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at payment

Action Indicating Compliance: Receipt of payment; issuance of certificate of occupancy

Public Services - Parks

K.4-1 Increased Demand For Parks Or Recreational Facilities

• (Subdivision) Pursuant to Section 17.12-A or 17.58 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the 
applicant shall pay the applicable Quimby fees for the construction of dwelling units.

• (Apartments) Pursuant to Section 21.10 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the applicant 
shall pay the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax for construction of apartment buildings.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at payment

Action Indicating Compliance: Receipt of payment; issuance of certificate of occupancy

K.4-2 Increase Demand For Parks Or Recreational Facilities - Zone Change

Pursuant to Section 12.33 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the applicant shall pay the 
applicable fees for the construction of dwelling units.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at payment

Action Indicating Compliance: Receipt of payment; issuance of certificate of occupancy
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Public Services - Libraries

None required.

Transportation/Traffic

See Mitigation MeasuresL-1to L-11

Pedestrian ConnectivityL-12

The Project Applicant shall consult with the Department of City Planning for any additional 
requirements pertaining to pedestrian walkability and connectivity, as described in the 
Walkability Checklist.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Planning Department sign-off

Site Access and Internal CirculationL-13

LADOT’s determination letter does not include approval of the Project’s driveways, internal 
circulation, and parking scheme. In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design 
changes, the Project Applicant shall contact LADOT early in the design process for access and 
circulation requirements so that such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated 
early in the building and parking layout plans. Final LADOT approval shall be obtained prior to 
issuance of any building permits. This should be accomplished by submitting detailed 
site/driveway plans, at a scale of at least 1 
Development Review Section at 7166 West Manchester Avenue, Los Angeles 90045, as soon as 
possible but prior to submittal of building plans for plan check to the Department of Building and 
Safety.

40’, separately to LADOT’s WLA. Coastal

Enforcement Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Agency: LADOT

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at submittal of site/driveway plans to LADOT, prior to plan 
check

Action Indicating Compliance: LADOT approval

See Project Design FeaturesL-14
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Utilities and Service Systems - Wastewater

M.1-1 The Project shall comply with City Ordinance No. 179,820 (Green Building Ordinance), which 
establishes a requirement to incorporate green building practices into projects that meet certain 
threshold criteria.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.1-2 As part of the normal construction/building permit process, the Project Applicant shall confirm 
with the City that the capacity of the local and trunk lines are sufficient to accommodate the 
Project’s wastewater flows during the construction and operation phases. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant shall be required to build sewer lines to a point in 
the sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection 
permit shall be made at that time. The construction phase of the Project shall need a sewer 
connection permit and Sewer Capacity Availability Review (SCAR) application. The Project 
shall also pay any required sewer connection fees.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.1-3 See Project Design Features

Utilities and Service Systems - Water

M.2-1 Fire Water Flow

The Project Applicant shall consult with the LADBS and LAFD to determine fire flow 
requirements for the Proposed Project, and will contact a Water Service Representative at the 
LADWP to order a SAR. This system hydraulic analysis will determine if existing LADWP water 
supply facilities can provide the proposed fire flow requirements of the Project. If water main or 
infrastructure upgrades are required, the Applicant would pay for such upgrades, which would be 
constructed by either the Applicant or LADWP.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.2-2 Green Building Code

The Project shall implement all applicable mandatory measures within the LA Green Building 
Code that would have the effect of reducing the Project’s water use.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.2-3 Landscape

The project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management Ordinance), which 
imposes numerous water conservation measures in landscape, installation, and maintenance (e.g., 
use drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the amount of water lost to 
evaporation and overspray, set automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate during the early morning or 
evening hours to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and water less in the cooler months and 
during the rainy season).

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.2-4 LID Ordinance and Stormwater BMPs

The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development Ordinance 
(City Ordinance No. 1818,99) and to implement Best Management Practices that have stormwater 
recharge or reuse benefits for the Project (as applicable and feasible).

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.2-5 As part of the normal construction/building permit process, the Project Applicant shall confirm 
with the City that the capacity of the existing water infrastructure can supply the domestic needs 
of the Project during the construction and operation phases. The Project Applicant shall 
implement any upgrade to the water infrastructure serving the Project Site that is needed to 
accommodate the Project’s water consumption needs. If a deficiency or service problem is 
discovered during the permitting process that prevents the Project from an adequate level of 
service, the Project Applicant shall fund the required upgrades to adequately serve the Project.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.2-6 See Project Design Features

Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste

M.3-1 Designated Recycling Area

In compliance with Los Angeles Municipal Code, the Project shall provide readily accessible 
areas that serve the entire building and are identified for the depositing, storage, and collection of 
nonhazardous materials for recycling, including (at a minimum) paper, corrugated cardboard, 
glass, plastics, and metals.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.3-2 Construction Waste Recycling
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In order to meet the diversion goals of the California Integrated Waste Management Act and the 
City of Los Angeles, which was 70 percent in 2013, the Applicant shall salvage and recycle 
construction and demolition materials to ensure that a minimum of 70 percent of construction- 
related solid waste that can be recycled is diverted from the waste stream to be landfilled. Solid 
waste diversion would be accomplished though the on-site separation of materials and/or by 
contracting with a solid waste disposal facility that can guarantee a minimum diversion rate of 70 
percent. In compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the General Contractor shall utilize 
solid waste haulers, contractors, and recyclers who have obtained an Assembly Bill (AB) 939 
Compliance Permit from the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to construction

Action Indicating Compliance: AB 939 Compliance Permit issuance

M.3-3 Commercial/Multifamily Mandatory Recycling

In compliance with AB341, recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote 
recycling of paper, metal, glass and other recyclable material. These bins shall be emptied and 
recycled accordingly as a part of the Project’s regular solid waste disposal program. The Project 
Applicant shall only contract for waste disposal services with a company that recycles solid waste 
in compliance with AB341.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Prior to occupancy

Monitoring Frequency: Once, prior to occupancy

Action Indicating Compliance: Issuance of Certificate of Occupancy

M.3-4 See Project Design Features

Utilities and Service Systems - Energy Conservation

M.4-1 The Project shall comply with City Ordinance No. 179,820 (Green Building Ordinance), which 
establishes a requirement to incorporate green building practices into projects that meet certain 
threshold criteria.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety
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Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.4-2 The Project shall implement all applicable mandatory measures within the LA Green Building 
Code that would have the effect of reducing the Project’s energy use.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.4-3 The Project shall comply with the lighting power requirements in the California Energy Code, 
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6.

Enforcement Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Monitoring Phase: Pre-construction

Monitoring Frequency: Once, at plan check

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval

M.4-4 See Project Design Features
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planning@culvercity.orgMM PLANNING DIVISION

Thomas Gorham

Deputy Community 
Development Director/ 

Planning Manager

9770 CULVER BOULEVARD, CULVER CITY, CALIFORNIA 90232-0507

September 6, 2015

Sergio Ibarra
Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Comments on the Draft EIR for the Jefferson and La Cieneqa Project 
Transit Oriented/Mixed Use Project Environmental Impact Report (ENV- 
2014-4755-EIR) Located in the City of Los Angeles.

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Transit Oriented/Mixed Use Project located at the corner of Jefferson Boulevard and La 
Cienega Boulevard, in the City of Los Angles.

In reviewing the Draft EIR, Culver City believes many of the comments we provided at the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) stage were not adequately addressed or addressed at all. 
Although we understand you are not required to provide written response to comments at 
the NOP stage, it would have been helpful as it was difficult to ascertain if any of the issues 
we have identified previously were analyzed or incorporated in the Draft EIR. Therefore 
many of our NOP comments are repeated and our concerns related to Culver City traffic, 
transit and public safety remains. Our specific comments are attached.

Please contact me at (310) 253-5755 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Susan Yun 
Senior Planner

Attachments: 1. Detailed list of Comments Draft EIR

mailto:planning@culvercity.org
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Copy: John Nachbar, City Manager
Sol Blumenfeld, Community Developer Director
Charles Herbertson, Public Works Director and City Engineer
Art Ida, Transportation Director
Scott Bixby, Police Chief
David White, Fire Chief
Daniel Hernandez, Parks and Recreation Director
Thomas Gorham, Deputy Community Development Director and Planning Manager
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City of Culver City
Comments on the 2015 Draft EIR Transit Oriented/Mixed Use Project Environmental

Impact Report (ENV-2014-4755-EIR)
Located in the City of Los Angeles.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. We request that a Final EIR and Response to Comments review period of at least 60 
days be granted to enable us to conduct a careful review and the opportunity to work 
cooperatively with your project team to resolve any issues that may arise.

2. Please include within the notification of the Draft EIR - Culver City Neighborhoods such 
as the Blair Hills, East Culver City Neighborhood Alliance, Rancho Higuera 
Neighborhood, Blackwielder/Smiley area and the Hayden Tract area. (This comment 
was not addressed in the Draft EIR. It was not made known to Culver City if these 
neighborhoods were notified, therefore this comment is repeated.)

3. Since traffic, is such a critical issue, we would continue to also ask that our City traffic 
engineer be offered the opportunity to work with your staff and consultant in the 
preparation and review of the traffic studies prior to FINAL EIR publication. The contact 
person at the City for traffic issues is Barry Kurtz (310-253-5613). Planning staff would 
like to also request that an Administrative version of the Final EIR be available to us to 
review. This early collaboration would help to streamline Culver City’s review of the 
Final EIR by allowing issues to be fully explored before the Final EIR is published, 
thereby reducing the likelihood of additional analysis and delays during the response to 
comments phase.

4. Based on the Draft EIR, Culver City’s initial environmental areas of focus are impacts to 
our community as it relates to Traffic, Construction, Transit (City Bus), Parks/Recreation 
services, and Fire and Police services. Upon reviewing the Draft EIR, we continue 
request that adequate analysis and mitigations are included in the Draft and Final EIR 
related to these topics. Some of our standards and rules vary from the City of Los 
Angeles’s standards (i.e. Traffic standards, Construction hours, haul routes, etc.) 
Therefore, we ask you consult with us as you prepare the Draft EIR regarding our 
standards and thresholds. (This comment was not adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR.)

5. In order to fully understand the project’s scope, we need an up to date project 
description. At the community meeting held on March 25, 2015, the conceptual plans 
did not show any office uses on the plans. However the NOP indicates that there will be 
about 200,000 sf of office space. Please provide us with a copy of the most current 
Entitlement level plans that include a site plan, elevations, floor plans, parking plan, 
circulation plan, and landscaping/open space plans. Please provide a summary of total
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square footages by use type and parking totals and areas. (Culver City Staff has yet 
to receive the plans as requested in this comment.)

TRAFFIC

6. Traffic Study Fees in the amount of $24,000 must be paid to the City of Culver City for 
its review of the project’s traffic study.

Page 7, Site Plan:
7. Figure 1: The report shall include a site plan.

Page 69, Trip Generation in Table 7:
8. Since there is no ITE trip generation rate for Specialty Retail in the AM, the traffic study 

must use the SANDAG trip generation rate, which is widely accepted and used by all 
traffic studies in Culver City. The traffic study used an AM trip rate based on the 
proportionate ITE trip rate of a Shopping Center. The ITE proportionate trip rate used is 
less conservative and results in 58 percent less traffic generated in the AM by the 
Specialty Retail component.

9. For internal capture (IC), the traffic study may use a maximum credit of 10%, after the 
25% reduction for transit/walk-in. The nChrP method used in the traffic study resulted 
in an IC discount of 33%, which is excessive. County of Los Angeles and Culver City 
allow up to 10% credit for IC. LADOT informed us that this project is the first time 
LADOT allowed a higher IC reduction based on NCHRP.

Page 87, TDM Plan:
10. The report recommends a TDM discount of 10% in order to mitigate the project’s 

impacts. City ordinances of Los Angeles and Culver City require certain TDM measures. 
The report should state which of their recommended TDM measures exceed the TDM 
ordinances. A strong TDM program can work for single employer development, such as 
UCLA, Sony, or Semantic, but it is not as effective for a mixed-use development such 
as this. An automated detection and surveillance monitoring, system, paid by the 
project, is necessary to ensure that traffic levels generated by the project after 
occupancy are consistent with the TDM target of 10%. However, the report’s 
recommended penalty program, in which the project pays for Metro passes, for not 
achieving the 10% target, is inadequate. There is no assurance the bus passes would 
be used by the development’s businesses and residents. Based on Culver City’s 
practice, significant financial penalties shall be imposed on the project for not achieving 
the TDM target of 10%. Culver City requires a financial penalty for each excess trip and 
a letter of credit from the applicant covering the 10 % TDM credit. The funds would pay 
for mitigation measures at locations impacted by the project.

11. The report indicates the project will make a one-time contribution to the City of Los 
Angeles’ Bicycle Plan. Because of the close proximity to the City of Culver City, the
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project shall make a similar contribution to Culver City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master 
Plan.

Pages 89-91, Intersection Mitigation Measures:
12. National Boulevard and Venice Boulevard (Intersection 9, Los Angeles): Rather than 

the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, provide dual westbound left turns via widening, restriping and signal 
modifications.

13. Fairfax Avenue and Adams Boulevard (Intersection 18, Shared Los Angeles/Culver 
City): Rather than the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of
overriding considerations, provide an eastbound left turn lane via restriping and red 
curb.

14.Duquesne Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard (Intersection 37, Culver City): Rather than 
the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, restripe the southbound approach and modify traffic signals by widening 
Duquesne Avenue by 8-10’ on the west side from the Ballona Creek Bridge to Jefferson 
Boulevard. The resultant striping would have one lane northbound, southbound right- 
turn only, thru-Left and left lanes and northbound and southbound bike lanes.

15. Jefferson Boulevard and Overland Avenue (Intersection 38, Culver City): Rather than 
the report’s recommendation of TDM and writing a statement of overriding 
considerations, restripe the southbound approach and modify traffic signals by removing 
the raise median northerly of Jefferson Boulevard. The resultant striping would provide 
dual southbound left turns.

16. La Cienega Boulevard and Venice Boulevard (Intersection 10, Los Angeles): We 
recommend widening the south side of Venice Boulevard by 14’ within existing right of 
way between the I-10 eastbound on ramp to a point 300’ westerly of La Cienega 
Boulevard. This would provide an eastbound right turn lane to La Cienega Boulevard 
and an eastbound right turn lane to the I-10 eastbound on ramp.

17. Fairfax Avenue and La Cienega Boulevard (Intersection 21, Culver City): We concur 
with the report’s recommendation to restripe and sign for triple left turns.

18. National Boulevard and Washington Boulevard (Intersection 22, Culver City). The 
report’s recommendation to convert an existing right-turn lane to a through-right lane is 
not feasible. The proposed right turn lane was constructed as part of the Greystar 
project that is under construction. It is not feasible to make it a through-right lane since 
there is no third departure lane to receive it. We recommend transportation 
management (TSM) measures as an alternative.
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19. La Cienega/Washington (Intersection 16 Culver City): TSM measures are
recommended rather than TDM and overriding considerations.

20. Fairfax/Washington (Intersection 17 Culver City): TSM measures are recommended 
rather than TDM and overriding considerations.

21. Sepulveda/Jefferson/Playa (Intersection 42 Culver City): Triple left turns were 
recommended for the lAx Northside project. TSM measures are recommended rather 
than TDM.

22. TSM measures consist of improvements such as improved traffic signal controllers, 
improved traffic signal interconnection, cameras, etc. TSM measures are recommended 
instead of transportation demand management (TDM) measures, and writing a 
statement of overriding considerations as indicated in the traffic study. Culver City is 
agreeable to implementing a TSM program as a means to mitigate the project’s impacts 
at intersections in Culver City.

23. If a significant number of intersections in the cities of Los Angeles and Culver City 
cannot be mitigated by physical improvements and TSM measures, we recommend the 
project be downsized to levels that would not cause unmitigated traffic impacts.

TRANSIT (CULVERCITY BUS)

1. Culver CityBus Lines 1, 4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed 
that will eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver 
CityBus Line 3 will potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of 
Jefferson/Overland intersection. The transit residual capacity analysis should look at 
specific lines/corridor rather than overall transit residual capacity in the project area, 
as there may be more impacts to specific transit lines/corridors than others. There is 
potential transit capacity issue on the Culver CityBus system that have not been 
analyzed in any detail in the EIR or traffic study. The EIR/traffic study should 
examine capacity and travel time delay impacts specifically on Culver CityBus Lines 
1, 3, 4, and 7.

2. The EIR/traffic study should acknowledge that Culver CityBus Line 4 services the 
Project Site, not just the project area. In addition Line 4 not only travels on Jefferson 
Boulevard, it also travels on La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and 
Washington Boulevard and a large portion of Line 4's route will be subject to 
significant unmitigated impacts. Six of the significantly-impacted and unmitigatable 
intersections are located along this Line. There should be specific discussions on the 
impacts of the project will have on this particular bus line and what can be done to 
mitigate impacts beyond the limited proposed mitigation measuresMM-L-1 and MM- 
L-2.3.
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3. The West LA Transit center will be significantly impacted by the project and these 
impacts need to be mitigated to minimize impacts to bus operations during 
construction and after project is built. If no mitigations can be identified in the 
immediate area of the Transit Center, then the Project should be required to provide 
mitigations elsewhere on the impacted lines in order to reduce or eliminate travel 
time delays cause by the Project.

4. The 25 percent trip reduction credit being taken due to proximity to the rail station is 
very high and no supporting detail discussion has been provided in the EIR. 
Justification for having such high trip reduction credit should be provided and clearly 
explained. In addition, there should be some mechanism to provide for future 
mitigation measures if the anticipated rail ridership from the project is not generated.

5. The 10 percent TDM credit proposed needs to be justified and explained on how it 
will ensure10 percent trip reduction. Given the proximity of the Project and its 
significant and unmitigated impacts to Culver City, the City of LA should revised 
Mitigation Measure MM-L-1 to state that LADOT will work with the City of Culver City 
to come up with penalty and other mitigation measures if the Project's TDM program 
does not achieve 10 percent TDM trip reduction.6.

6. Impacts to transit during construction were not mentioned and need to analyzed and 
addressed. The construction impacts to bus operations should be fully analyzed in 
the EIR and traffic study.

7. MM-L-10 (construction traffic control plans) states that the construction traffic control 
plans are to be submitted and approved by LADOT, but there is no provision for 
them to be coordinated with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver City 
Bus. It is highly probable that construction traffic, haul routes, detours will impact 
Culver City. In additional Culver City Bus operations would also be impacted. 
Coordination with Culver City should be required before approval and 
implementation of the construction traffic control plans.

8. MM-L-11 (development of the construction management plan) - There is no mention 
in hereof coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver City 
Bus on the development and approval of the construction management plan. 
Construction of the Project will impact Culver City and the mitigation should be 
revised to require coordination with Culver City on the development and approval of 
the construction management plan.

9. Implementation of any construction activities impacting bus operations and the West 
LA Transit Center should require coordination with the affected transit operators at 
least 21 calendar days before implementation.
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10.MM-L-1 requires adoption of a TDM plan but does not require coordination with and 
approval from any of the bus operators that might be impacted and/or provide direct 
connection to the project site. The project should coordinate with all transit operators 
impacted on the development of the TDM plan.

11.MM-L-2 Transportation System Management only requires coordination with 
LADOT. This should also require coordination with Culver City Public Works 
Department and, as needed Culver CityBus (because six of the intersections with 
significant unavoidable impacts that are can't be mitigated will directly impact Culver 
CityBus routes 1,4 and 7 and possibly 3).

12. Due to the project's impacts to Culver CityBus and its high transit and TDM trip 
credit, the project should: 1). Work with Culver CityBus to look at how to mitigate 
impacts to Culver CityBus operations (impacts to travel time) and, potentially, transit 
capacity and 2). Look at opportunities to partner with Culver CityBus to enhance bus 
service to the project to increase transit mode share and reduce auto trips the 
Project will generate.

13. Under EIR Section 4.1 - Existing Transit System, corrections need to be made on 
the description of Culver CityBus transit service:

Rapid 6 and Line 6 does not provide direct service to Playa Vista. Line 6 has 
approximately20 minute headway during the weekday peak hours. Rapid 6 has 
15-20 minute headway.

Line 3 weekend operates at a headway of 30 minutes throughout the day. Also, 
the route does not travel along Jefferson Boulevard at any point in its route.

Throughout the EIR, there is reference to "Westfield Culver City Transit Center” 
and "CulverCity Transit center". There is only one transit center in Culver City, 
and it is the "Westfield-Culver City Transit Center."

Culver CityBus line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels on 
La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard. Line 4 will 
also be providing Saturday service starting December 2015.

Line 5 afternoon headway is approximately 60 minutes, not 45 minutes.

Line 7 travels from Marina Del Rey through downtown Culver City to the Expo 
Culver City Station and Hayden Tract business district located just southwest of 
Jefferson/National intersection. Its morning and afternoon peak hour headway is 
approximately 30 minutes.
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FIRE PROTECTION
(These comments from Culver City Fire was not adequately addressed in the Draft 
EIR).

The Culver City Fire department requests that the EIR to consider:

8. Traffic increases in and through Culver City and adjacent freeways - flow patterns 
impacting routine traffic and emergency response times and transport times.

9. Increased fire and EMS call volume due to increased people coming into and through 
Culver City, as well as increases in mutual aid/border response calls.

10. Impacts to area hospital emergency rooms and corresponding wait times at Los 
Angeles area hospitals including Southern California, Cedars, UCLA, etc.

11. Impacts from increased water demand and water availability for needed fire-flow 
(firefighting purposes) in the surrounding area.

12. Addition of a potential high value terrorism target in our area - target hardening 
considerations.

Park and Recreation

13. There is potentially significant impact on Culver City community resources such as 
Parks and Recreation facilities due to the large amount of residential units proposed 
and close proximity of the proposed project location to the City’s borders. There are 
several facilities nearby that might be affected including Syd Kroenthal Park, Culver City 
Park, and Baldwin Hills Scenic Overlook. The Draft EIR shall analyze and demonstrate 
how a project of this size and nature will not negatively affect Culver City resources 
such as our Park and Recreational facilities. Based on the NOP and the Draft EIR, it is 
not clear if there will be a park proposed on site with recreational features (i.e. baseball 
fields, etc.) proposed. There does not appear to be adequate active open space areas 
for the population proposed. (This comment was not adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR. For a project of this size, it is unreasonable to expect Culver City’s 
parks to handle the demand for active sports such as baseball or other sporting 
facilities).

During Construction

14.The construction duration is very lengthy - 35 months. There are sensitive receptors in 
the City of Culver City that were not considered in the Draft EIR in regard to noise and 
construction related impacts. There are residential uses and Syd Kronenthal Park at 
675 feet from the proposed project.

15.The traffic study and Draft EIR must identify potential impacts on traffic in City of LA as 
well as Culver City during construction and identify related mitigation measures (This 
comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).
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16. Indicate any staging plans or routes that trucks will take during construction. 
Specifically, any routes in Culver City which could potentially have significant impacts to 
Culver City community if not mitigated such as parking, noise, vibration, and traffic.
(This comment was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

17.The traffic study and Draft EIR should include a construction management plan, 
including the haul route, the number of construction vehicles and where construction 
workers will park and the construction staging location. The traffic study and Draft EIR 
must indicate that the Project Owner shall be responsible to repair any damage to 
streets in Culver City caused by construction vehicles or activities. (This comment was 
not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR).

18. Construction Hours: In addition to the Culver City City’s hours of construction for 
developments in the City, Culver City further prohibits dirt hauling and construction 
material delivery or removal during the morning (7:00am to 9:00am) and afternoon 
(4:00pm to 6:00pm). In order to minimize potential impacts to the Culver City areas, 
adjacent to the Project site, Culver City insists incorporating the City’s construction 
hours and restrictions on delivery and removal as mitigation measures in the EIR and/or 
conditions of Project approval when it impacts the streets and areas of Culver City. 
Also, a point person or ombudsman should be appointed by the City to deal with 
construction related complaints. (This comment was not adequately addressed in 
the Draft EIR).



CUMULUS PROJECT DEIR COMMENTS - Culver City Transportation Department

1. Culver CityBus Lines 1,4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed that will 
eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver CityBus Line 3 
will potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of Jefferson/Overland intersection. The 
transit residual capacity analysis should look at specific lines/corridor rather than overall 
transit residual capacity in the project area, as there may be more impacts to specific transit 
lines/corridors than others. There is potential transit capacity issue on the Culver CityBus 
system that have not been analyzed in any detail in the EIR or traffic study. The EIR/traffic 
study should examine capacity and travel time delay impacts specifically on Culver CityBus 
Lines 1, 3, 4, and 7.

2. The EIR/traffic study should acknowledge that Culver CityBus Line 4 services the Project 
Site, not just the project area. In addition Line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it 
also travels on La Cienega Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard and a 
large portion of Line 4's route will be subject to significant unmitigated impacts . Six of the 
significantly-impacted and unmitigatable intersections are located along this Line. There 
should be specific discussions on the impacts of the project will have on this particular bus 
line and what can be done to mitigate impacts beyond the limited proposed mitigation mea
sures MM-L-1 and MM-L-2.

3. The West LA Transit center will be significantly impacted by the project and these impacts 
need to be mitigated to minimize impacts to bus operations during construction and after 
project is built. If no mitigations can be identified in the immediate area of the Transit Center, 
then the Project should be required to provide mitigations elsewhere on the impacted lines 
in order to reduce or eliminate travel time delays cause by the Project.

4. The 25 percent trip reduction credit being taken due to proximity to the rail station is very 
high and no supporting detail discussion has been provided in the EIR. Justification for hav
ing such high trip reduction credit should be provided and clearly explained. In addition, 
there should be some mechanism to provide for future mitigation measures if the anticipat
ed rail ridership from the project is not generated.

5. The 10 percent TDM credit proposed needs to be justified and explained on how it will en
sure 10 percent trip reduction. Given the proximity of the Project and its significant and un
mitigated impacts to Culver City, the City of LA should revised Mitigation Measure MM-L-1 to 
state that LADOT will work with the City of Culver City to come up with penalty and other 
mitigation measures if the Project's TDM program does not achieve 10 percent TDM trip re
duction.

6. Impacts to transit during construction were not mentioned and need to analyzed and ad
dressed. The construction impacts to bus operations should be fully analyzed in the EIR and 
traffic study.

7. MM-L-10 (construction traffic control plans) states that the construction traffic control plans 
are to be submitted and approved by LADOT, but there is no provision for them to be coor
dinated with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver CityBus. It is highly probable 
that construction traffic, haul routes, detours will impact Culver City. In additional Culver 
CityBus operations would also be impacted. Coordination with Culver City should be re
quired before approval and implementation of the construction traffic control plans.

8. MM-L-11 (development of the construction management plan) - There is no mention in here 
of coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and Culver CityBus on the devel
opment and approval of the construction management plan. Construction of the Project will 
impact Culver City and the mitigation should be revised to require coordination with Culver 
City on the development and approval of the construction management plan.



9. Implementation of any construction activities impacting bus operations and the West LA 
Transit Center should require coordination with the affected transit operators at least 21 cal
endar days before implementation.

10. MM-L-1 requires adoption of a TDM plan but does not require coordination with and ap
proval from any of the bus operators that might be impacted and/or provide direct connec
tion to the project site. The project should coordinate with all transit operators impacted on 
the development of the TDM plan.

11. MM-L-2 Transportation System Management only requires coordination with LADOT. This 
should also require coordination with Culver City Public Works Department and, as needed, 
Culver CityBus (because six of the intersections with significant unavoidable impacts that 
are can't be mitigated will directly impact Culver CityBus routes 1, 4 and 7 and possibly 3).

12. Due to the project's impacts to Culver CityBus and its high transit and TDM trip credit, the 
project should: 1). Work with Culver CityBus to look at how to mitigate impacts to Culver 
CityBus operations (impacts to travel time) and, potentially, transit capacity and 2). Look at 
opportunities to partner with Culver CityBus to enhance bus service to the project to in
crease transit mode share and reduce auto trips the Project will generate.

13. Under EIR Section 4.1 - Existing Transit System, corrections need to be made on the de
scription of Culver CityBus transit service :
• Rapid 6 and Line 6 does not provide direct service to Playa Vista. Line 6 has approximate

ly 20 minute headway during the weekday peak hours. Rapid 6 has 15-20 minute head
way.

• Line 3 weekend operates at a headway of 30 minutes throughout the day. Also, the route 
does not travel along Jefferson Boulevard at any point in its route.

• Throughout the EIR, there is reference to "Westfield Culver City Transit Center" and "Cul
ver City Transit center". There is only one transit center in Culver City, and it is the "West- 
field-Culver City Transit Center."

• Culver CityBus line 4 not only travels on Jefferson Boulevard, it also travels on La Cienega 
Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Washington Boulevard. Line 4 will also be providing Sat
urday service starting December 2015.

• Line 5 afternoon headway is approximately 60 minutes, not 45 minutes.
• Line 7 travels from Marina Del Rey through downtown Culver City to the Expo Culver City 

Station and Hayden Tract business district located just southwest of Jefferson/National 
intersection. Its morning and afternoon peak hour headway is approximately 30 minutes.
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Matthew Dubiel <MDUBIEL@dpw.lacounty.gov>
To: "sergio.ibarra@lacity.org" <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>
Cc: Ruben Cruz <RCRUZ@dpw.lacounty.gov>, Andrew Ngumba <ANGUMBA@dpw.lacounty.gov>, Jeff Pletyak 
<JPLETY@dpw.lacounty.gov>, Suen Fei Lau <SFLAU@dpw.lacounty.gov>

Mr. Sergio Ibarra
Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Thu, Sep 3, 2015 at 5:16 PM

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project located at 3321, 3351 South La Cienega Boulevard 
and 5707, 5717, 5727, 5733, and 5735 West Jefferson Boulevard . The project consists of the 
demolition of an existing office building, accessory structures, and four light industrial structures 
(approximately 63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower structures, and the development of an 
approximately 1,900,000-square-foot transit-oriented, mixed-use development.

The following are our comments which relate to the environmental document only:

Traffic/Transportation:

1. It was noted that the project applied a trip reduction of around 33% for internally 
captured trips resulting from the mixed-use nature of the development. The County 
allows a maximum of 10% for internal capture. Therefore, the project shall recalculate 
the level of service (at the County intersections below at a minimum) utilizing a 
maximum internal capture trip reduction of 10%. If significant impacts are identified, 
feasible physical improvements for mitigation shall be identified and submitted to the 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for review and approval. If no 
feasible physical improvements are available, the project shall recommend 
appropriate TSM strategies to improve operations at impacted intersections.

We believe that the County intersections below have the potential to be significantly 
impacted if the internal capture trip reduction is applied appropriately.

Potentially impacted County intersections:

a. La Cienega Boulevard at Stocker Street
b. La Cienega Southbound Ramps at Slauson Avenue
c. La Cienega Northbound Ramps at Slauson Avenue

If you have any questions on the Traffic/Transportation comment above, please contact Mr. 
Andrew Ngumba of Public Works’ Traffic and Lighting Division at (626) 300-4851 or 
angumba@.dpw.lacountv.gov.
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If you have any other questions or require additional information please contact Mr. Ruben 
Cruz of Public Works’ Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or 
rcruz@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Thank you.

Matthew Dubiel, P.E.
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Land Development Division, Project Entitlement & CEQA Section

W (626) 458-4921

* @LACoDevServices @LAPublicWorks
* http://dpw.lacountv.aov/

Green. Secure. Convenient.
Please click here to take our customer service survey
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Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

213.922.2000 Tel 
metro.net

Metro
September 8, 2015

Sergio Ibarra 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Jefferson and La Cienga Blvd. Project -DEIR

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

RE:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed mixed-use project located at 3351 S. La 
Cienga Blvd and 5735 W. Jefferson Blvd. This letter conveys recommendations from the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) concerning issues that are germane to our 
agency’s statutory responsibility in relation to our facilities and services that may be affected by the 
proposed project.

The comments below are comments specific to our Rail Operations department, regarding the Traffic 
Study appendix of the DEIR:

- Please include the LADWP Link transit line within your discussion of existing transit. This 
is the line that provides service to the Baldwin Hills Parkland.

- Please include discussion of Metro Line 607 in your discussion of existing transit.
- In your discussion of the Expo Light Rail line, please identify headways to be consistent 

with discussion of bus operations.
- Please confirm the headways listed in Table 2 of the Traffic Study, and update where 

applicable. Several are not accurate. If these headways were collected at a prior time, 
please list the date the sources were collected.

If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Elizabeth Carvajal at 213-922-3084 or 
by email at DevReview@metro.net. LACMTA looks forward to reviewing the Final EIR. Please send it to 
the following address:

LACMTA Development Review 
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-18-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Sino

Elizabeth Carvajgi-^^ 
J0eyelopm€ntReview Manager

mailto:DevReview@metro.net
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Moosbrugger, Earl <Earl.Moosbrugger@ladwp.com>
To: "Holloway, Chuck" <Charles.Holloway@ladwp.com>
Cc: "Parker, Nadia" <Nadia.Parker@ladwp.com>, "Eatinger, Stephanie" <Stephanie.Eatinger@ladwp.com>, Sergio 
Ibarra <sergio.ibarra@lacity.org>, "Nikolajevs, Val" <Val.Nikolajevs@ladwp.com>, "Kwan, Delon" 
<Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com>

Wed, Sep 2, 2015 at 9:47 AM

Hello Mr. Holloway,

Water Resources Development is submitting to you the following comments to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the Jefferson and La Cienega Project (City Case No. ENV-2014-4755-EIR; State 
Clearinghouse No. 2015031047). These comments reflect our review of the Water Supply section only for 
matters related to water resources for the project; you may receive additional comments from other divisions at 
LADWP, separately, for other respective areas in the DEIR, such as water infrastructure capacity, etc. Our 
understanding is that Environmental will compile all comments and submit to the City Planning Department by 
the due date (9/6/15).

Here are our comments:

The second paragraph on p.4.M.2-4 - see excerpt below - states that the population increased by over one 
million persons over a forty year time period (1970-2010?). However, no time period or source is shown. Please 
change “over” to “approximate,” in the excerpt reproduced below with edits noted in bold.

1.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-4:

“In addition to State regulations, LADWP has instituted its own water conservation measures. As discussed in 
LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles is currently less than water use 40 years ago, 
despite an over 1 million-person increase in population during this period. This stability in water use is 
largely attributed to the City’s public education campaigns and water conservation programs over the past 15 
years. LADWP continues to develop cost-effective programs to achieve its multiple goals of demand reduction, 
customer service, and environmental responsibility. The conservation program falls under five categories: 
awareness/support, residential, commercial/industrial/institutional, landscape, and system maintenance 
measures, as described below:”

2. The second bullet point at the top of p.4.M.2-5 - see excerpt below - is included in a list defined as the five 
categories of conservation programs, described on the last non-bulleted paragraph on the previous page, and 
this bullet point represents a sixth item on the list. Please “un-bullet” this item as it is not included as one of the 
conservation programs according to the 2010 UWMP and the list should contain only five items.
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Excerpt from p.4.M.2-5:

• “Conservation Pricing Structure - A tiered rate structure, first implemented in 1993, applies a lower tier 
block rate for responsible water use within a specified water amount, and a higher rate for every billing unit 
above this block. To further encourage water conservation, water charges are based solely on water used 
and do not include fixed charges.”

3. The numbered list [(1) through (4)] in the middle of p.4.M.2-5 includes percentages for various supply 
sources, such as Los Angeles Aqueduct (37 percent), Groundwater (11 percent), Metropolitan Water District (51 
percent) and Recycled Water (one percent). However, it is not clear if Footnote 4 at the bottom of the page and 
reproduced below applies to all the percentages or only the last of these percentages. If it does apply to all, 
please add a reference for Footnote 4 to each of items (1) through (3). Otherwise, note that according to the 
same source, referenced on September 1, 2015, the updated values are: Los Angeles Aqueduct (34%), 
Groundwater (12%), Metropolitan Water District (53%) and Recycled Water (1%), and make changes 
accordingly.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-5:

”The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is responsible for ensuring that water demand within 
the City is met and that State and Federal water quality standards are achieved. City water supplies are derived 
from the following sources:

(1) the Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA), approximately 37 percent;

(2) groundwater, approximately 11 percent;

(3) purchases from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD), approximately 51 percent; and

4(4) recycled water (for industrial and irrigation purposes), approximately one percent.

Footnote 4 from p.4.M.2-5:

“ 4Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, website: https://www. ladwp. com/ladwp/ 
faces/ladwp/aboutus/a water/

a-w-factandfigures?_adf.ctrl-state=j27f6ybei_4&_afrLoop=68339646098000, April 13, 2015.

4. The last complete sentence of the last paragraph of p. 4.M.2-6 - see first excerpt below - indicates a five- 
year average annual flow value in percent and acre-feet for MWD supply. Footnote 10, on the same page of the
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DEIR - see second excerpt below - refers to p.191 of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan as a source for 
the five-year average annual flow value in both percent and acre-feet. However, p. 191 does not contain this 
value in acre-feet, and the value presented, 318,000 acre-feet, is not consistent with Exhibit ES-Q on p.19 of the 
2010 UWMP. Please refer to Exhibit ES-Q on p.19 of the 2010 UWMP, and revise the excerpt and footnote 
accordingly.

City of Los Angeles Mail - FW: Draft Comments for DEIR for Jefferson and La Cienega Project

Excerpt from DEIR, p.4.M.2-6

“The MWD supplied approximately 52 percent or approximately 318,000 acre-feet per year of the City’s water 
supplies between 2005 and 2010. 10'

Replace the sentence above from DEIR, p.4.M.2-6 with the following:

“On average, from FYEs 2006 to 2010, the MWD supplied approximately 52 percent, or approximately 326,012 
acre-feet, per year of the City’s water supplies. 10

Footnote 10 from p.4.M.2-6 of DEIR:

LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 191.

Replace Footnote 10 from P.4.M.2-6 of DEIR with the following:

LADWP, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. P. 19.

5. The second-to-last paragraph on p.4.M.2-7 - see excerpt below - indicates that LADWP provides “over 
700,000 water service connections.” However, there are currently about 674,000 active connections. Please 
change “over” to “approximately.”

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-7:

In accordance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1984, all urban water suppliers that

provide municipal and industrial water to more than 3,000 customers, or supply more than 3,000 acre-feet per 
year of water, are required to prepare and adopt an urban water management plan every five years (UWMP). 
LADWP, which provides over 700,000 water service connections, most recently updated its UWMP in April 
2011, covering 2010 to 2015 (2010 UWMP). 12'

6. The last paragraph on p.4.M.2-7 - see excerpt below - states a “decrease of approximately 100,000 acre- 
feet as compared to water use 40 years ago in 1970.” However, the demand in 1970 was approximately 600,000
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acre-feet. Therefore, please change “100,000” to “50,000.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-7:

‘According to the 2010 UWMP, water use in the City of Los Angeles in 2010 was approximately 550,000

acre-feet, which represents a decrease of approximately 100,000 acre-feet as compared to water use 40 
years ago in 1970, although the City’s population has increased by approximately one million people during 
this” - paragraph continues on next page.

The first paragraph on p.4.M.2-8 - see excerpt below - states that water demand is projected to reach 
approximately 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming dry weather. A superscript at the end of the statement 
refers to p.10 of the 2010 UWMP as a source. Assuming a five percent increase in water demand due to dry 
weather variability applied to the average weather condition value of 650,000 acre-feet for 2030, the result would 
be 682,500 acre-feet, or approximately 680,000 acre-feet. Please change “690,000” to “680,000.”

7.

Excerpt from p.4.M.2-8:

Continued from previous page - “period.13 LADWP projects water demand within its service area to reach 
approximately 650,000 acre-feet with active and passive conservation (or 700,000 AF with just passive 
conservation) by 2030, assuming an average year, and approximately 690,000 acre-feet by 2030, assuming 
dry weather.14 Based on existing and potential water supplies from local groundwater basins, the LAA system, 
water purchased from the MWD, and other planned sources, as well as existing and planned conservation and 
recycled water efforts, LADWP expects to be able to provide approximately 710,800 acre-feet of water in 2035 
assuming an average year. 15:

The second-to-last sentence of the first paragraph of p. 4.M.2-9 - see highlighted text of excerpt below - 
indicates an additional treatment capacity of 125 million gallons per day (mgd) for the Los Angeles Aqueduct 
Filtration Plant (LAAFP). However, in the same paragraph, the maximum LAAFP treatment capacity is indicated 
as 600 mgd, and the current annual average LAAFP flow (average for CY 2013) is shown as 362 mgd. However, 
the value for LAAFP annual average flow is now 324 mgd, or approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 
2014. Based on this information, the additional treatment capacity would equate to 276 mgd (difference of 600 
mgd and 324 mgd) for CY 2014. Please revise the value for additional treatment capacity accordingly and note 
that average flow through LAAFP varies in any given year.

8.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.2-9

“The maximum treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately 672,000 acre- 
fee per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA and purchases from MWD. The current average 
annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 362 million gallons per day, or 405,000 AFY (averaged over CY 
2013). Therefore, the LAAFP has the ability to treat an additional 125 mgd of water. LADWP’s 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) exhibit 11E shows that the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD 
between years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY.”

Replace the sentence in bold from the excerpt above with the following:
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‘Therefore, in CY 2014, the LAAFP had the ability to treat an additional 276 mgd of water.

9. The first paragraph of p.4.M.2-13 - see except below - appears to imply that the current LAAFP treatment 
capacity is adequate to accommodate the Project’s water demand because the Project’s projected net increase 
of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available capacity of 125 mgd and the 
Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s projected water demand.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.2-13:

“The LAAFP currently has the capacity to treat and convey an additional 125 mgd of water. The Project’s net 
increase of 0.227 mgd represents approximately 0.18 percent of the LAAFP available capacity, and would be 
accommodated within the LAAFP’s existing treatment capacity. The project’s water demand is accounted for 
in the City’s future projected demands. Therefore, the current treatment plant capacity of LAAFP is 
estimated to be adequate to accommodate future demands. The Project would not require the construction or 
expansion of new water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental effect.”

However, this is not the methodology used to determine adequate treatment capacity for a project or to 
determine whether a project’s projected demand is accounted for in projected City demand forecasts. Instead, 
determination of whether a project’s demand is accounted for in City demand forecasts is based on the proposed 
project’s consistency with the demographic projections included in the Regional Transportation Plan by the 
Southern California Association of Governments. Additionally, LAAFP treatment capacity for any project is 
generally sufficient if the project water demand is accounted for in LADWP’s total City demand projections. 
Therefore, please replace the paragraph in the excerpt above with the following:

“Proposed Project is consistent with growth projections anticipated by the SCAG. Consistency with the 
demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed Project. City’s water demand 
projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
demographic projection by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. 
Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for the City was based on the 2010 U.S. Census, 
and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. The region’s economic growth is usually a major factor 
behind net migration and the consequent population growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a 
negative impact on the region’s population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census 
to 2010 Census. Our preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand projection to year 2035, based on 
demographic projection from 2012 RTP using population, housing and employment, as well as water 
conservation and weather, will be lower than the City’s water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, 
the City’s water supply projections in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City’s water demand projections 
based on the 2012 RTP. Therefore, the Project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s future projected 
demands.

The maximum water treatment capacity at the LAAFP is 600 million gallons per day, or approximately 672,000 
acre-fee per year (AFY). LAAFP typically treats water from LAA (Los Angeles Aqueduct) and purchases from 
MWD (Metropolitan Water District). The current average annual flow through LAAFP is approximately 324 million 
gallons per day, or approximately 360,000 AFY, averaged over CY 2014. Exhibit 11E, of LADWP’s 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP), shows that the total annual water supplies from LAA and MWD between 
years 2020 through 2035 are less than 470,000 AFY. The project’s water demand is accounted for in the City’s 
future projected demands. Consequently, the current treatment capacity of LAAFP is estimated to be adequate 
to accommodate future demands. Therefore, there would be no impacts to utilities and service systems related 
to the construction or expansion of new water treatment facilities that could cause a significant environmental
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effect.

10. The fourth paragraph of p.4.M.2-18 - see excerpt below - appears to imply that the current LAAFP treatment 
capacity is adequate to accommodate the future projected cumulative projects’ water demand because it would 
be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent approximately 1.1 percent of the total remaining capacity at LAAFP.

Excerpt from DEIR, p. 4.M.2-18

“The remaining daily capacity of the LAAFP is 125 mgd of water. The total cumulative water demand (all related 
projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd and represent approximately 1.1 percent of the total 
remaining daily capacity.25 Therefore, the LAAFP would have adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by 
the Project and related projects.”

However, LADWP is not able to verify if the projected cumulative projects’ water demand is accounted for in the 
City’s future demand projections. Accordingly, the paragraph in the excerpt above seems to incorrectly justify 
that the LAAFP would have adequate capacity. LAAFP treatment capacity for any project is generally sufficient 
if the project water demand is accounted for in DWP’s total City demand projections. Therefore, please replace 
the paragraph in the excerpt above with the following:

“ The total cumulative water demand (all related projects + Project) would be approximately 1.39 mgd. Each of 
the cumulative projects is required to be consistent with the SCAG RTP projections in order to be accounted for 
in LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan’s (UWMP) current and projected available water demand. 
Should the related projects be accounted for in LADWP’s 2010 UWMP, no significant cumulative water supply 

impact is anticipated from development of the Project and the cumulative projects, and LAAFP would have 
adequate capacity to treat the water demanded by the Project and related projects.”

11. The first paragraph of p.4.M.2-20 contains a typographical error by referring to the Los Angeles Low Impact 
Development Ordinance as “City Ordinance No. 1818,99.” Please remove the comma and change the ordinance 
number to “181899.”

If you have any questions, please let me know,

Thank you!

Earl Moosbrugger, PE

Resources Development and Supply Assessment Group

Water System Executive Office / Water Resources Section

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
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111 N. Hope Street, Room 1450

Los Angeles, CA 90012

(213) 367-2527

------------------------- Confidentiality Notice---------------------------

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be confidential. 

If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited. 

If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original message and any attachment 

without reading or saving in any manner.
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JEFFERSON AND LA CIENEGA PROJECT: NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION- ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SUBJECT:

This is in response to your July 23, 2015 letter requesting a review of your proposed mixed-use 
project located at 3351 S. La Cienega Blvd and 5707 W. Jefferson Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 
90016. LA Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the 
wastewater and stormwater systems for the proposed project.

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT

LA Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the task of 
evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater capacity exists for 
future developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide the 
planning process for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide future capacity 
as the City grows and develops.

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project:

Average Daily Flow per Type 
_Description (G PD/UN IT)

Proposed No. 
of Units

Average Daily 
Flow (GPP)

Type Description

Existing
Office 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 63,313 SQ.FT (633)

_________ Proposed
Residential: 1-BDRM 110/ DU 609 DU 66,990

Residential: 2-BDRMS 150/DU 487 DU 73,050
190/DUResidential: 3-BDRMS 122 DU 23,180

120 GPD/1000 SQ.FTOffice 200,000 SQ.FT 24,000
Retail 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 80,000 SQ.FT 4,Q00

300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 20,000 SQ.FT 6,000Restaurant
196,587Total

SEWER AVAILABILITY

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 8-inch line 
on La Cienega Blvd. The sewage from the 8-inch line feeds into a 93-inch line on Jefferson Blvd 
before discharging into a 126-inch sewer line on Vista Del Mar. Figure 1 shows the details of the
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sewer system within the vicinity of the project. The current flow level (d/D) in the 126-inch line 
cannot be determined at this time without additional gauging.

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer 
system are as follows: ,

50% Design CapacityPipe Diameter Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D
M (%)

La Cienega Blvd. 229,323 GPD8 45
La Cienega Blvd.99 45 84.03 MGD Ii
Jefferson Blvd.93 8 112.46 MGD
Vista Del Mar126 113.03 MGD

* No gauging available

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate the 
total flow for your proposed project. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer connection point. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the 
sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit 
will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project.

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562,

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of 
ensuring the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of 
Los Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project.

POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are 
based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently adopted 
Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to SUSMP/LID are 
required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. The requirements 
are outlined in the guidance manual titled “Development Best Management Practices Handbook 
- Part B: Planning Activities”. Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then 
biofiltration as the preferred stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found 
at: www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received 
in the early phases of the project from WPD’s plan-checking staff.

GREEN STREETS
The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green 
Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of- 
away to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater 
runoff and other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review'.FINAL CEQA Response LTRsUefferson and La Cienega Project-NOC EIR.doc

http://www.lastormwater.org
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improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve 
air duality, reduce the heat island effect of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of 
sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation. The Green Street elements may 
include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater 
can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways and can be implemented in 
conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements.

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase. 
All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater 
pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is 
between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. 
Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject to the California General 
Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a Notice of Intent (NOI) needs to 
be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of 
construction.

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 
485-0586, or WPD’s plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD’s plan-checking counter can 
also be visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd FI, Station 18

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four 
or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other 
development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments 
must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this 
requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project Division at (213)485-3684.

KB/AP:as

Attachment: Figure 1 - Sewer Map

Kosta Kaporis, LASAN 
Daniel Hackney, LASAN 
Eduardo Perez, LASAN

c:

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FlNAL CEQA Response LTRsUefferson and La Cienega Projcct-NOC EIR.doc
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CALLANAN, ROGERS & DZIDA
A LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP JOSEPH S. DZIDA

800 SOUTH FIGUEROA STREET

SUITE 1 1 00
Simplifying the Complex

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017-2521

TELEPHONE (21 3) 599-7595 

TOLL FREE (800) 31 7-1759 

FACSIMILE (213) 599-7596

AUTHOR'S EMAIL ADDRESS 

jdzida@crdattorneys .com

September 6, 2015

By Email—Sergio .Ibarra@lacity. org

Mr. Sergio Ibarra 
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Public Comment - Schultz Enterprises, Inc.; 3249 S. La Cienega, Los 
Angeles, CA 90016 (APN 4205-035-001)
Case No.: ENV-2014-4755-EIR 
State Clearing House No. 2015031047 
Project Name: Jefferson and La Cienega Project
Project Location/Address: 3321, 3351 S. La Cienega Boulevard.; 5707, 
5717, 5727, 5733, 5735 W. Jefferson Boulevard., Los Angeles, CA 90016 
Due Date for Public Comments: September 6, 2015.

Re:

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

This public comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") 
described above is submitted on behalf of Schultz Enterprises, Inc. ("Schultz"). Schultz 
owns the property located at 3249 S. La Cienega, Los Angeles, CA 90016 (APN 4205
035-001). This property is adjacent to the project described above, at its northwest 
corner.

The proposed project is a huge development that will greatly impact my client's 
property and vastly change the entire neighborhood.

mailto:Email%E2%80%94Sergio.Ibarra@lacity.org
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As described in the "Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Report and Public 
Scoping Meeting," for the project dated March 12, 2015:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed Project consists 
of the demolition of an existing office building, accessory 
structures and four light industrial structures (approximately 
63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower structures, and 
the development of an approximately 1,900,000-square foot 
transit-oriented, mixed-use development, consisting of 
podium style buildings, that vary in number of stories and 
height up to approximately 300 feet.

The project will replace 63,313 square feet of existing short structures with a huge
1,900,000 square foot development that will be 300 feet tall and will loom over the 
surrounding area, including my client's property. This is a tremendous change to the 
entire area that cannot help but impact the area as a whole and my client's property.

By letter dated April 13, 2015, my client's president Mr. Robert Schultz and I 
submitted comments for the initial study on issues that we believed the DEIR should 
address. Our letter (the "Initial Letter") appears in the DEIR at Appendix C, beginning at 
Adobe PDF page 52. This letter will reference some of those comments in the Initial 
Letter, as well as other areas where the DEIR is inadequate.

Traffic Flow and Congestion

The Initial Letter stated:

Traffic Flow and Congestion. Generally, the area is already 
heavily congested with traffic and the environmental impact report needs to 
address the cumulative impact of this new project on an already heavily 
congested area, as the law requires. The current flow of traffic is at times 
quite heavy and slow moving, particularly in the afternoon to early evening 
time. The rush hour traffic greatly impedes the ingress and egress to my 
client's property at 3249 S. La Cienega, both to La Cienega Boulevard and 
Jefferson Boulevard. The “cut through” traffic originating on Jefferson at 
Holdredge and Rodeo Road at Lenawee Avenue, impacts a residential 
neighborhood known as Blair Hills with counts on Lenawee at Ivy of nearly 
2000 in several hours on a daily basis. My client's other property at 3814 
Lenawee Ave. is also squarely in the impact zone.

1.
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The DEIR admits that "No feasible mitigation measures are available" and that the 
mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR "do not fully mitigate the Project's impact. 
(DEIR Page 4.L-120). This admission highlights the gravity and credibility of my client's 
concerns as expressed in the Initial Letter. However, even with this admission, the traffic 
impact analysis in the DEIR is fatally defective, because:

The DEIR improperly defers the analysis to a later date. As 
only a few examples, numerous purported mitigation measures call for future plans or 
designs to be prepared to address the admitted traffic impact. It also calls for this future 
analysis to be approved at a later date. For example MM-L-1 calls for future preparation 
of a TDM Plan and, while it describes generally some of what should be included, the 
specifics are not included. MM-L-2 calls for future preparation and approval of a TSM 
Plan. It also calls for a future meeting between the applicant and LADOT staff "to 
define" the signal system upgrade package. MM-L-5, MM-L-6, MM-L-7, MM-L-9, 
MM-L-10 and MM-L-11 ALL call for FUTURE preparation of plans and designs that are 
NOT included in the DEIR's analysis. These are only a few such examples. No specific 
performance standards are given and there is no demonstration of how the impact will be 
mitigated by the measures described. However, under governing California law:

(a)

“Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred 
until some future time. However, measures may specify 
performance standards which would mitigate the significant 
effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more 
than one specified way.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd.
(a)(1)(B).)

Impermissible deferral of mitigation measures occurs when 
an EIR puts off analysis or orders a report without either 
setting standards or demonstrating how the impact can be 
mitigated in the manner described in the EIR.

cc t

5 »»

(Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 
240.)

The Initial Letter also stated:

The accessLa Cienega Boulevard Access.
for my client's property is via a private street #733. This 
private street is the North boundary for the proposed project

2.
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and not a part of the project. Vehicles exiting this private 
street onto La Cienega Boulevard face challenges in joining 
northbound La Cienega Boulevard traffic. In considering the 
project some mitigation to alleviate this concern is necessary.

Private Street # 733 Access. Furthermore, the 
south side of the private street #733 is a designated fire lane, 
but the signs have been removed and partial blockage of the 
street occurs daily. Any further pressure on parking on this 
private street #733 is of concern and would involve danger to 
the safety of everyone in the area in the event of a fire. The 
private street #733 appears to be the available emergency 
access for the proposed high rise buildings of the project and 
needs to be part of the emergency planning for the project.

La Cienega Place Access. The alternate access 
to my client's property is via La Cienega Place south to 
Jefferson. Entering Jefferson from La Cienega Place at rush 
hour requires an indeterminate, lengthy time and delay while 
waiting for a break in traffic. East bound access onto 
Jefferson is nearly impossible. An exit westbound is easier 
but will result in a “cut through” turn at Jefferson and 
Holdredge if Southbound La Cienega is a traveler's goal.

As discussed above, the DEIR contains an inadequate GENERAL discussion of the 
traffic at major intersections in the area of the proposed project. However, it does not 
SPECIFICALLY address the OBVIOUS traffic and access issues IN THE IMMEDIATE 
AREA of the project, such as those described above. In fact, once again, specific 
analysis of this admitted impact is improperly deferred to a later date. RCM-L-12 states:

3.

4.

Site Access and Internal Circulation

LADOT's determination does not include approval of the 
Project's driveways, internal circulation, and parking scheme. 
In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design 
changes, the Project Applicant shall contact LADOT early in 
the design process for access and circulation requirements so 
that such traffic flow considerations are designed and 
incorporated early in the building and parking layout
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plans. Final LADOT approval shall be obtained prior to 
issuance of any building permits. . . . (Emphasis added.)

Again, this is improper deferral of analysis in violation of the law. The access issues and 
concerns are specific, comparatively localized impacts that could EASILY be analyzed in 
the DEIR. However, that analysis was improperly deferred without performance 
standards (which are to be determined later). There is no evidence in the DEIR that 
anyone even COUNTED the traffic currently coming into and out of the driveways and 
accessways to the site, or projected the future count if the project was built. This is 
especially egregious where it is admitted that there are no feasible mitigation measures 
that can mitigate the GENERAL traffic impacts, let alone the SPECIFIC ones of the type 
described above. There could be gridlock on the driveways and access ways into and out 
of the site, even IF there is no gridlock on the adjacent streets outside of the site. We do 
not know, because analysis has been improperly deferred.

Noise, Vibration, Dust

The Initial Letter further stated:

The project also 
impacts my client’s tenants with noise, vibration and dust 
during the construction phase. The film production and 
editing operations of these tenants cannot be burdened with 
limitless disturbances. Appropriate mitigation measures, 
specific to these tenants, are absolutely necessary. 
Furthermore, the time line for construction needs to be 
studied, adjusted and mitigated so that construction activities 
are scheduled in such a way that these impacts are mitigated.

Construction.5.

There is no evidence in the DEIR that anyone visited these tenants in order to design 
specific mitigation measures for their situations. Only GENERAL measures are 
described. For example, MM-I-6 states: "All construction areas for staging and
warming-up equipment shall be located as far as possible from adjacent recording studios 
to the north of the Project." There is no evidence of planning or testing to determine how 
far away is "possible" and whether the studios will be adversely impacted at that distance, 
nonetheless. There is no provision for monitoring after construction begins to see if the 
measures are working, and there is no requirement even for payment of damages if they 
do not work. Likewise, RCM-C-6 states that the applicant must "Apply water to 
disturbed areas of the site three times a day" without ANY analysis or testing to see if
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that will in fact mitigate the tenants' situations, and with no requirement of follow up to 
see if actual experience shows that more is needed.

Wind

The Initial Letter stated:

Wind Pattern. As has happened in other cases 
of taller buildings, the wind flow pattern will change with 
unknown result to my client's property. The project may 
obstruct airflow causing stagnant air and odors due to the 
close proximity to Ballona Creek, traffic exhaust, sewer spills 
and manufacturing pollution. Wind flow, odor potential off 
Ballona Creek, and other unspecified consequences of the tall 
buildings needs to be considered and must be addressed and 
mitigated.

6.

While the DEIR GENERALLY discusses how wind patterns affect and disburse 
pollutants and particulates, it does not appear to contain ANY SPECIFIC DISCUSSION 
OF HOW THE IMMENSE BUILDINGS TO BE CONSTRUCTED FOR THIS 
PROJECT will impact wind patterns. We all know that the construction of walls and 
fences can channel the wind and increase its force. Yet this common everyday 
experience is NOT addressed in the DEIR

Solar

Likewise, while the DEIR GENERALLY discusses HOW THE PROJECT might 
make use of solar power (e.g. DEIR Page 4.M.4-16 ["Alternate Energy Discussion”]), it 
fails to analyze the SPECIFIC issue of how the height and dimensions of the project may 
impact the ability of neighbors like my client and its tenants to power their own buildings 
or operations with solar. The Initial Letter stated:.

Solar Energy and Other Energy Change. As 
discussed above, the project when constructed will loom over 
the surrounding buildings and block sunlight during 
substantial portions of the day. My client will receive less 
sunlight for solar energy purposes. The project will obstruct

7.
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sunlight causing the area to remain dark some of the day. 
This impacts the desirability of my client's building and also 
filming by my client's movie studio tenants. The impact on 
solar energy and the impact on energy needs to be addressed 
and mitigated.

This SPECIFIC concern does NOT appear to be addressed AT ALL in the DEIR. There 
is GENERAL discussion of "shading" beginning at DEIR Page 4.B.2-3; but no 
SPECIFIC discussion of how this will impact the neighbors' use of solar power. There is 
also the added concern of added heating costs due to the complete block of southern sun 
exposure.

Sewer

The Initial Letter stated:

Sewer Line. A sewer main runs East to West 
on my client's southern property line. The impact of the 
project on this sewer line, and sewage generally in the area, 
needs to be addressed and must be mitigated. Will the 
additional loads from the project result in greater danger of 
sewer line failure or overburdening the sewage system?

Once again the DEIR fails to address the SPECIFIC issue described above. It discusses 
GENERALLY whether regional treatment plants have the capacity to handle the 
expected sewage from the project, but contains no evidence of any analysis or testing 
concerning the capacity of the sewer lines ON THE PROJECT SITE or immediately near 
it. There does not appear to be any projection of peak sewage volume from the project 
which would show the volume that the local lines need to handle. The DEIR defers 
analysis by stating:

8.

Further detailed gauging and evaluation would be needed as 
part of the permit process to identify a specific sewer 
connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient 
capacity, then the Applicant shall be required to build 
sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with sufficient 
capacity. (Emphasis added.)
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Security

The Initial Letter stated:

The Need For Increased Security. The 
increased and high density of population will create more 
opportunity for mischief and crime, resulting in more expense 
for local property owners and tenants. My client will incur 
additional cost for perpetual increased security during 
construction and after, due to over 1200 residential units as 
well as shopping in close proximity. This danger and cost 
needs to be addressed and must be mitigated if possible.

The DEIR again defers analysis to the future. For example, PDF-K.2-6 states that "The 
Project shall provide for on-site security measures and controlled access systems for 
residents and tenants to minimize the demand for police protection services." Nothing is 
said about the safety of the neighbors in light of the IMMENSE project to be built 
looming over them. Nothing is said about specifics and performance standards. Nothing 
is said about follow up to see if the system works after it is put in place.

9.

Even with respect to security on the project site itself, there is ambiguity. Mitigation 
measures on Page 1-38 states: “The patrol shall be deployed at times that are typical 
within the local-area construction industry for a Project of this size.”

Diminished Privacy

The Initial Letter stated:

Privacy Of Occupants Is Diminished. The
additional population and the tall buildings will negatively 
affect my client's tenants with loss of privacy due to the 
towering structures with clear view of the activities below. 
The tenants are mainly film industry executives who require 
privacy for their business.

The DEIR does not appear to address this specific and obvious issue AT ALL.

10.

Loss of Income and Property Value

The Initial Letter stated:
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11. Loss of Income and Property Value. My
client has owned this property for many years and it is the 
primary source of income for my client and the Schultz 
family which owns it. Furthermore, the value of the property 
is a major family asset. The subject project is a colossal 
change. The combined result of all the impacts discussed 
above may result in a lower property value for my client's 
property and the other properties in the area. Tenants may be 
less willing to stay, renew, or commit to long term leases.
My client's building may lose some of its appeal to its movie 
studio tenants. There could be tenant demand for reduced 
rents rate or for other monetary concessions. There could be 
increased tenant turnover and extended vacancy. These 
impacts and losses need to be addressed and must be 
mitigated.

The DEIR of course should address the human factors as well as the technical, scientific 
factors. If the rest of the block is gutted in value by the project that is an environmental 
impact arising from human factors. The DEIR simply does not address the FACT that 
the proposed project is the gorilla sitting in the middle of the block; and that nobody may 
want to buy or rent near to that gorilla.

Future Unpredicted Impacts

The Initial Letter further stated:

Future Unpredicted Impacts. Furthermore, it 
is beyond my client's capabilities to predict what all the 
changes might be. But it should not be my client's burden to 
do so. The unpredictable impacts of this gigantic project 
should be anticipated and project conditions should be 
imposed requiring future mitigation if unanticipated impacts 
arise. Furthermore, if the operating experience demonstrates 
loss of income or property value for my client as a result of 
this project, that impact should be addressed and mitigated at 
the time of the EIR, and as a condition requiring future 
mitigation after the project is up and operating.

12.



Page 10

As discussed above, the DEIR improperly defers analysis of KNOWN impacts; let alone 
ones that cannot be predicted at this time.

Alternatives Analysis

As required by law, the DEIR attempts to analyze alternatives to the project as 
proposed by the applicant. The DEIR identifies the "No Project" alternative as the 
environmentally superior one. Do NOT build this immense monstrosity in the middle of 
a functioning, settled, working neighborhood. My client concurs. The DEIR also 
identifies Alternative No. 2, a vastly scaled down project, as environmentally superior. 
My client would prefer No Project; but if one needs to be built it should fit in with what 
is already there not grotesquely loom over it.

Regards,

JOSEPH S. DZIDA
CALLANAN, ROGERS & DZIDA, LLP

JSD/JSD

cc: Robert Schultz, president of 
Schultz Enterprises, Inc.
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September 5, 2015 
Sergio Ibarra
Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
E-mail: sergio.ibarra@lacitv.org

Re: Comments on Jefferson and La Cienega Project (ENV-2014-4755-EIR)

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

Alcion Ventures (Alcion) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft 
environmental impact report (DEIR) for Carmel Partners’ proposed mixed-use residential and 
commercial development project (the Project) at the northwest comer of the intersection of La Cienega 
Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles. Alcion, on behalf of its investors, owns 
the adjacent 6.4-acre bLAckwelder creative office campus located on 3101 La Cienega Boulevard. The 
campus consists of 21 former industrial buildings thoughtfully repurposed by Alcion to accommodate 
creative office and media production tenants. Over 300 employees currently work at bLAckwelder.

Given the campus’ adjacency to the Project, bLAckwelder will be uniquely impacted by the 
Project. Alcion supports the responsible development of the Project site. However, we urge the City to 
carefully consider all of the Projects’ potential environmental impacts and adopt all feasible mitigation 
measures and/or alternatives to reduce or eliminate these impacts.

The following are our preliminary concerns. Given the sheer length and complexity of the 
document, we have not had the opportunity to complete our review in the short time allotted during the 
peak summer holiday period. We reserve the right to provide additional comments.

A. Construction Noise and Vibration. The Project is proposed to be constructed over nearly 
three years. Project construction will generate very high construction noise levels that will significantly 
impact bLAckwelder’s multiple media production tenants, which are appropriately considered sensitive 
receptors for noise.

The DEIR identifies bLAckwelder’s sensitive receptors, including The Mill studio, and states 
that this portion of the campus would experience construction noise levels of 83 dBA (a noise level 
equivalent to a freight train traveling at 45 miles per hour at a distance of 100 feet). This constitutes a 
significant environmental impact. However, the DEIR fails to require any substantive mitigation to 
address this impact, and merely suggests the use of temporary sound barriers capable of reducing 
construction noise by at least 20 dBA if feasible. In addition, the DEIR states that construction 
equipment should be staged “as far as possible” from bLAckwelder’s studio uses, and that portable noise 
sheds for smaller, noisy construction equipment should be provided “where feasible.” This qualifying 
language makes the mitigation essentially meaningless. As required under CEQA, the DEIR should be 
revised to provide more concrete, unqualified, and enforceable noise mitigation measures.

One Post Office Square, Suite 3150 Boston, MA 02109 P 617.603.1000 F 617.603.1001
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Moreover, to be effective, the noise curtain would need to completely block the line of site 

between the noise source and the receptor. We are concerned that this will not be possible, since the 
Project will include elements ranging from 110 to 320 feet tall in close proximity to the campus. Unless 
the noise curtains are of similar height, they will not be effective in reducing noise impacts.

The DEIR incorrectly states that:
In the event temporary sound barriers are not capable of achieving a 20 dBA reduction at 50 feet 
of distance, the LAMC would not consider this a noise violation. Specifically, the noise 
ordinance allows these increases when it is demonstrated that compliance is not possible “despite 
the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction device or techniques 
during the operation of the equipment...”

In fact, the LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains no such qualifying language. If construction 
activities lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed existing ambient exterior 
noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use, the impact would be significant. The language 
cited in the DEIR is from LAMC Section 112.05, which regulates noise from powered or hand held 
equipment in or within 500 feet of a residential zone. Section 112.05 may be a regulatory requirement, 
but it is not a CEQA threshold. In any event, because the bLAckwelder noise sensitive uses are not 
located in or close to a residential zone, LAMC Section 112.05 is inapplicable. Thus, the impact will be 
significant if the uncertain mitigation measures in the DEIR turn out to be infeasible or ineffective.

We are also very concerned about vibration impacts during construction. The DEIR focuses 
solely on building damage from vibration. However, vibration sensitive uses can be disrupted by 
vibration levels far below the high threshold for building damage. The bLAckwelder campus includes 
vibration sensitive media and production uses such as The Mill studio. The DEIR must, like most City 
EIRs, consider the human annoyance impacts of vibration. The FTA guidance manual, which the DEIR 
cites for its vibration building damage threshold, also includes a human annoyance threshold. The FTA 
manual states that for Category 1 (applicable to buildings like The Mill where vibration would interfere 
with interior operations), impacts would be significant if vibration levels exceed 65 VdB. As set forth in 
DEIR Table 4.1-8, vibration levels at The Mill will reach 81 VdB, which far exceeds the significance 
threshold. Effective and enforceable mitigation is required.

B. Traffic. The streets and intersections in the area surrounding the Site are already heavily 
congested; both La Cienega and Jefferson are heavily traveled. According to the DEIR, 18 of the 58 
study intersections (including La Cienega and Fairfax, which is closest to bLAckwelder’s campus) 
already operate at a level of service (LOS) of E or F during one or both peak traffic hours. The DEIR 
discloses that the Project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts - even after implementing all 
feasible mitigation - at eight of the study intersections. We are concerned that the additional 10,136 net 
new daily traffic trips that the DEIR states that the Project would generate will severely impede access 
to bLAckwelder.

The DEIR’s estimate of the Project’s generated trips relies on an aggressive assumption that the 
proximity of the Expo Line to the Project site will result in an across-
the-board 25 percent reduction in vehicular trips to the site (even for trips generated by the Project’s 
supermarket and retail uses). In addition, the DEIR also assumes that the number of trips will be further
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reduced through the concept of “internal capture” (e.g., that supermarket visitors will also visit the 
Project’s restaurants, thereby reducing overall trips). If any of these aggressive assumptions prove to be 
overly optimistic, the Project’s traffic impacts will be far worse. The DEIR needs to include effective 
and enforceable mitigation measures, such as a trip cap with regular monitoring and progressive 
financial penalties, to assure that the Project at least achieves the trip reduction assumed in the DEIR’s 
traffic analysis. The City should require even greater trip reductions.

We are also concerned about construction traffic. The DEIR states that 250 one-way truck trips 
will occur each day during the Project’s 6-month grading phase. As these trucks will be large and slow- 
moving trucks, they will have an even greater impact. (The DEIR uses a passenger car equivalence 
(PCE) factor of 2.0, which understates impacts if the Project will use double bottom dump trucks.) 
Following the completion of grading, the DEIR states that 300 construction workers and 50 vendors will 
enter and leave the Site each day during the 28-month construction phase. These grading- and 
construction-related trips will occur during both the A.M. and P.M. peak traffic hours, thereby creating 
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at three nearby intersections. The DEIR states that, because 
these three intersections would experience significant traffic impacts during Project operations, these 
“temporary” 34-month-long construction-related impacts should not be considered new impacts. 
However, this does not provide any relief to the employees of and visitors to the bLAckwelder campus, 
who will be subject to substantial traffic delays, queuing, and access issues starting from the date that 
the Project commences construction, and continuing for the life of the Project. Nor does it obviate the 
need for mitigation. The DEIR should include additional mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate 
construction impacts, such as requiring all workers to travel to and from the Project site via shuttle bus. 
In addition, the DEIR should include specific measures to assure that access to and from the 
bLAckwelder campus is not impaired during construction.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We look forward to working 
with the City and Carmel Partners to ensure that the above^
Project moves forward. /

concerns are addressed as the

Sincen

Mark Potter 
Founding Partner 
Alcion Ventures

Councilmember Herb Wesson (councilmember.wesson@lacitv.org)cc:
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La Cienega at Jefferson project (former ABC Radio Station and Tower)
Traffic Study

Circulated by the City of Los Angeles Planning Department
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Submit written comment
by September 6, 2015 no later than 4:00 P.M.

Send Comments To:
Sergio Ibarra

Department of City Planning, Environmental Analysis Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Project Description

The Project consists of the demolition of an existing office building, accessory structures, and 
four light industrial structures (approximately 63,313 square feet), two existing radio tower 
structures, and the development of an approximately 1,900-000-square-foot transit-oriented, 
mixed-use development. The Project includes approximately 1,218 multi-family residential units 
(1,600,000 square feet of residential floor area) and 300,000 square feet of commercial floor 
area on the lower ground floors, and a total FAR of 3.9:1. The commercial space would include
200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store, 20,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 30,000 square feet of general retail. The height would be 320 feet for the 
tower portion of the Project (480,000 square feet), and 110 feet for the podium buildings. 
Parking would be provided within a combination of above ground and subterranean levels and 
would comply with LAMC requirements.

Comments

We are the commercial property owner of the Helms Bakery, an eleven acre campus (“Campus”) 
that fronts Venice Boulevard on the north and Washington Boulevard on the south. Our campus 
is approximately 1.4 miles from the subject site.

1.

The traffic impacts as depicted on the Level of Service Worksheets, the Change in volume 
capacity and the resulting Significant Impact are all unacceptable to us.

2.

From those worksheets, Level of Service results in F grades with mitigations in place at all 
intersections in and around our Campus. Moreover the change in volumes of traffic resulting 
from the proposed project generate numbers which will create permanent grid lock even 
with means of mitigation, but no alternatives proposed. The significant impacts as reported in 
the reports inflict permanent damage to the existing businesses, such as our Campus, which will 
impose irreversible consequence, lower property values and loss of income for all, private 
business and public agencies.

3.

The proposed project is too large, 1,218 multi-family residential units, too tall 320 feet which is 
completely out of scale and out of touch with the surrounding neighborhood. This

4.

4. helmsbakery.docx 1
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oversized scheme must be reduced in scale and mix of uses. The resulting damage to existing 
businesses is unacceptable, even to our Campus which is 1.4 miles away.

The existing traffic flow along La Cienega Boulevard, in both directions, even with the proposed 
widening, will only create a future bottleneck further down the street when street width is 
reduced to existing conditions.

5.

The proposed mitigation around our Campus, which entails removing off-street parking on 
Venice and Washington Boulevards during peak hours, is unfair of a burden for our patrons to 
suffer so this new owner of the proposed project can achieve maximum development rights. See 
the Appendix K, below.

6.

Nowhere in the report did I read about the other new developments in construction in and 
around our Campus, namely, Platform, Access and the future Lowe Site at the Expo 
Light Rail Station. These traffic numbers do not appear to have been included in this study. 
Thus, my conclusion is that the traffic study is flawed and does not present nor reflect actual 
numbers and the realistic future implications and thus the true impacts.

Appendix K - Mitigation Concepts

7.

Intersection 9 - Venice and National; proposed no parking on south side of the Venice 
Monday through Friday from 7am-9am and then from 4pm-6pm;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.
Intersection 17 - Washington and Fairfax; proposed no parking on south side of the 
Washington Monday through Friday from 7am-9am and then from 4pm-6pm;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.
Intersection 22 - Washington and National; proposed no parking on south side of the 
Washington Monday through Friday;

o It is unacceptable to remove existing street parking during peak hour which has served 
our facility for decades.

o This off-site parking is vital for our continued success.

Submitted by

Wally Marks
WALTER N. MARKS, INC. (Helms Bakery Campus) 
8758 Venice Boulevard, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90034 
310-204-1865 
wally@wnmrealty.com
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----------Forwarded message-----------
From: Jose Escobar <jose.escobar.220@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jul 28, 2015 at 9:20 PM 
Subject: La Cienega/Jefferson TOD DEIR 
To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Dear Mr. Ibarra,
I recently learned about this upcoming major development near my home. After looking at the specs and details, I am glad to 
see such a major mixed-use development next to the Metro Expo station. My only concerns are the following: the open areas 
within this development are enclosed within the residential units; it would be better if it were more open to the general public 
(ie a paseo that cut through the development and allowed people to walk and explore the area better). The development also 
sits too close to the street, I would prefer wider sidewalks and for the development to be a little further away from the street. 
It would open up the space for pedestrians and bicyclists. I applaud the amount of bike spaces (1500) planned for this site. 
Also, on the Jefferson side, that street is already very narrow and heavily trafficked. Cyclists may use one lane but it does 
create an unsafe atmosphere to ride your bike. I think it would be best to push the development a bit further in to create a 
bike lane that would connect directly with the Expo Bike Path at National/Jefferson.
Sincerely,
Jose
Resident of West Adams

1
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On Sun, Aug 2, 2015 at 2:46 PM, Vicky Hadley <vlynn02@icloud.com> wrote:

Hurray ! I can't wait until it's finished. Please include some low income and affordable and handicap access to 
the shopping and the living spaces with parking. Let me know when there is a wait list for affordable housing.

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:vlynn02@icloud.com
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Jefferson and La Cienega Projgect ENV-2014-4755-EIR
1 message

Roman Chiu <romanchiu@gmail.com> 
To: sergio.ibarra@lacity.org

Wed, Sep 2, 2015 at 11:25 AM

Mr. Ibarra

I'm writing to express my concerns regarding this project, Jefferson and La Cienega ENV- 
2014-4755-EIR. I live in the neighborhood and of course my main concern is the 300’ Tower 
that is incongruent with not only the neighborhood but greater area South/ West Los 
Angeles. Within this specific neighborhood, I’m sure as you know, are buildings that at 
highest 5-6 floors and the majority at 2 floors. The tower needs to be scaled down to the 
size of the neighborhood that it doesn’t impede several things, sunlight, nighttime light 
pollution, and views.

The second is that of traffic and the project doesn’t address traffic and progressive uses of a 
multimodal design by only addressing cars. Yes it is adjacent to bus lines and Metro, but 
there no mention of reducing cars and promoting other modes. I’m sure they're working with 
Metro on the frequency of trains, which increases noise pollution, and buslines as well.

Thank you for your concern and let me know if you have any questions. 

Roman Chiu
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SEP 17 2015
September 9, 2015

environmental
Mr. Sergio Ibarra
City of Los Angeles, Dept, of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

UNIT

Re: Jefferson and La Cienega Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, ENV-2014-4755-EIR 
SCH#2015031047, IGR#150755/EA 
Vic: LA/10/7.218-10.119

Dear Mr. Ibarra:

We have reviewed the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) prepared for the proposed Jefferson and La Cienega project. The proposed project includes 
demolition of all existing structures and construction of an approximately 1.9 million square feet mixed- 
used transit oriented development structure. The project consists of 1,218 multi-family residential units,
200,000 square feet of office space, 50,000 square feet of grocery store space, 20,000 square feet of 
restaurant space, and 30,000 square feet of general retail. Approximately 2,370 parking spaces will be 
provided in a subterranean and above ground parking structure.

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as the State agency with jurisdiction over 
maintenance and operations of State highway facilities reviewed the DEIR with interest to potential 
impacts to freeways 1-10, and 1-405, and Venice Boulevard which is State Route 187 in the vicinity of the 
project site. Based on the information included in the DEIR, we have the following comments:

According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), the proposed project is estimated to generate 
approximately 10,136 net new vehicle trips with 737 (319 inbound, 419 outbound) occurring during the 
AM peak hour, 849 (467 inbound, 382 outbound) during the PM peak hour. We note that vehicle trips 
associated with all planned uses including the grocery and restaurant are reduced by 25% due to the 
proximity to public transit facilities. The project-related vehicle trips assigned to the I-10 during peak 
hours do not constitute a significant impact according to the TIA and no mitigation measures are proposed. 
Caltrans is concerned that cumulative traffic impacts of the project along with that from the numerous 
other development projects will continue to degrade freeway operations if no mitigation measures are 
proposed.

In the freeway analysis, we note tables F5, F6 and F7 show that the 1-10 currently operates over capacity 
during both AM and PM peak hours from National Boulevard to La Brea Boulevard and it is forecast to 
continue to operate over capacity with and without the project. Please make corrections in Appendix D, 
Caltrans Intersection Analysis summary where some V/C values do not match the level of service.

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability''
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Caltrans requests the City of Los Angeles as the lead agency during the environmental process 
coordinate with Caltrans, Metro, and the other regional agencies to study the I-10 corridor in more detail 
to identify feasible improvements. Once improvements are identified, the various development projects 
could contribute to their funding in a fair share basis. A process similar to the Westside Mobility Plan 
and Westside Traffic Improvement and Mitigation Plan (TIMP) is recommended.

Caltrans is planning to improve the ramp metering system at I-10 and La Cienega Boulevard Ramps and 
at 1-10 and Fairfax Avenue Ramps. Caltrans requests the proposed project contribute to the funding of 
these improvements on a fair share basis.

We acknowledge mitigation measures are proposed for the intersections at La Cienega Boulevard and 
Venice Boulevard (MM-L-5) and at Fairfax Avenue and I-10/Electric Drive (MM-L-6) which will need 
approval and a permit from Caltrans. Please coordinate all proposed improvements on state right-of- 
way with our Office of Permits.

Traffic congestion at the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Venice Boulevard causes vehicle 
queues that block the I-10 eastbound off-ramp to La Cienega Boulevard. Caltrans recommends that 
traffic signals at off-ramps be synchronized with the local street signals to improve mobility in this area.

Caltrans understands that the addition of Metro’s Expo Line Phase 2 will extend light rail transit access 
from Downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Monica. The Crenshaw Light Rail Transit Line will 
provide rail access to Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). To the extent that more of the 
population shifts to transit for some of their inter-regional trips, future cumulative traffic impacts to 
freeway may be satisfactorily mitigated. The project should include incentives from future residents 
within the project to utilize public buses and the nearby Metro Expo line. The intersection of La 
Cienega Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard should be improved to enhance safety for pedestrians trying 
to walk to the rail station. Perhaps a pedestrian bridge should be considered since Jefferson Boulevard is 
difficult to cross because it is so wide. We are pleased that transit usage will be monitored as part of the 
mitigation monitoring plan. Transit usage needs to be monitored to determine whether a 25% transit 
reduction is reasonable.

Caltrans acknowledges the project’s Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM) and the 
Transportation System Management Plan (TSM). The TDM plan includes a one-time contribution into 
the City’s Bicycle Trust Fund. Another feature of the TDM plan is that it would provide vehicle parking 
as an option for residential unit leases, for example it would unbundle parking from leases. The TSM 
plan includes modifications to traffic signals and improvements to the circulation flow without 
construction of additional travel lanes. Typical TSM strategies are upgrades of signal controllers, 
advanced detection systems, left-turn restrictions, etc. We note the project would contribute to 
improvements to the West Adams ATSAC communications center.

Due to the high volume of through traffic on nearby 1-10, 1-110 and 1-405 during the peak commute 
periods, we request that construction-related truck trips be limited to off-peak hours as much as possible.

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability’’
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We remind you that the transportation of heavy construction equipment, materials, or other special 
equipment, which requires the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, would require a 
Caltrans transportation permit.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, you may contact Elmer Alvarez, project 
coordinator at (213) 897 - 6696 or electronically at elmer.al varez@dot,ca.gov or me (213) 897-9140.

Sincerely,

DIANNA WATSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
Caltrans, District 7

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability "
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DouglasKim+Associates,LLC

Stacie Henderson, CAJA Environmental Services, LLCTo:

From: Douglas Kim, AICP

Date: October 26, 2015

Construction Noise MitigationRE:

The Draft EIR for the proposed redevelopment of the Cumulus site focuses on reducing construction- 
related noise by up to 20 dB(A). That performance standard will require a blend of strategies, including 
the erection of sound barriers that should consider the following:

Location: In general, barriers should be located as feasibly close to construction equipment and break 
the line-of-sight to off-site receptors.

Height: Barriers should break the line-of-sight from ground-level noise sources (e.g., bulldozers, 
graders) to ground level studio receptors. Each additional meter in height produces up to 1.5 dB(A) in 
additional attenuation. Note that construction above the ground level (e.g., framing, buildout) would 
use smaller equipment (e.g., saws, hammers, pneumatic tools) that generate far less noise and would be 
further attenuated by the longer distance to the receptors.

Width: To ensure that noise from the construction site does not come around the ends, the sound 
barrier should be designed at the appropriate length beyond the distance fro the receptor to the barrier.

Materials: Barriers should be made of noise-resistant material sufficient to achieve a Sound 
Transmission Class (STC) rating of STC 30 or greater based on certified sound transmission loss data 
taken pursuant to ASTM Test Method E90. These barriers should be constructed of %-inch plywood 
sheeting or other material having a surface weight of four pounds per square foot or greater and be 
lined on one side with glass fiber, mineral wool, or other noise-absorbing material that is at least two 
inches thick. In general, a doubling of a barrier's massing can reduce noise transmission by 5 dB(A). 
Using exterior grade acoustical blankets to provide additional sound absorption will be needed.

These operational controls can produce up to 15 dB(A) and potentially more with an even more 
aggressive design of sound barriers. Sound barriers can be paired with engineering controls that are 
applied to noise sources and can produce up to another 5 dB(A) of reductions. Such controls include, 
but are not limited to:

• Use of mufflers on internal combustion engine exhaust and intakes
• Use rubber tired equipment in place of steel-track equipment
• Stage and warm up construction equipment away from off-site receptors
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©ibson
transportation consulting, inc.

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chris Joseph, CAJA Environmental Services, LLC 
Stacie Henderson, CAJA Environmental Services, LLC

FROM: Brian Hartshorn

DATE: November 19, 2015

Supporting Documentation for Response to Culver City Comments 
on Transit Corridor Operations 
for the Jefferson & La Cienega Project 
Los Angeles, California

RE:

Ref: J1354

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. (GTC) conducted additional analyses to address 
specific Culver City comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 
development of the Jefferson & La Cienega Project Transit Oriented/Mixed Use 
Development Project (Project).

This supplemental work is in response to the September 6, 2015 comment letter prepared 
by the Culver City Planning Division, addressed to Sergio Ibarra, Department of City 
Planning, City of Los Angeles, signed by Susan Yu, Senior Planner, City of Culver City.

The specific comment is found on Page 6 of the comment letter, under "Transit (Culver 
CityBus), Comment 1”:

“Culver CityBus Lines 1, 4, 7 will be directly impacted with no mitigation proposed that 
will eliminate the significant impacts on travel time delays. Furthermore, Culver CityBus 
Line 3 will potentially be impacted as it travels in the vicinity of Jefferson/Overland 
intersection. The transit residual capacity analysis should look at specific lines/corridor 
rather than overall transit residual capacity in the project area, as there may be more 
impacts to specific transit lines/corridors than others. There is potential transit capacity 
issue on the Culver CityBus system that have not been analyzed in any detail in the EIR 
or traffic study. The EIR/traffic study should examine capacity and travel time delay 
impacts specifically on Culver CityBus Lines 1, 3, 4, and 7.”

METHODOLOGY

The first half of this comment refers to "significant impacts on travel time delays.” Although 
there are no California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or Culver City requirements or 
thresholds to analyze or compare transit travel times, GTC prepared an additional 
intersection analysis review within each transit corridor referenced in this comment (CityBus 
Lines 1, 3, 4, 7), using values already included in the DEIR Traffic Study.
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To perform this analysis, each analyzed intersection contained in the DEIR Traffic Study 
affected by any of the aforementioned Culver City bus lines was summarized for their volume to 
capacity (V/C) results. The intersection V/C results were averaged to provide a general sense of 
the overall route experience within the study area. The corridor analysis was conducted for the 
Future condition without the Project versus the Future condition with the Project after mitigation.

ANALYSIS RESULTS

Table 1 shows the results of the analysis. As shown, all CityBus transit corridors, with the 
exception of Line 4, will have improved flow after Project mitigation (negative values reflect 
better than pre-Project conditions). Line 4 is expected to experience a slight increase in the 
morning peak hour (0.002 at level of service [LOS] D) and a larger increase in the evening peak 
hour (0.018 at LOS D).

While there is no criteria or threshold established for determining transit corridor impacts within 
Culver City, Los Angeles, or the State of California, applying the same criteria used in the DEIR 
for significant impacts at a single intersection, the increase of 0.018 at LOS D would not be 
considered significant.

RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENT

The second portion of the referenced comment suggests that the analysis in the DEIR and 
Traffic Study did not look at individual route transit capacity. This is incorrect. The Traffic Study 
(Tables 2 and 3) and the DEIR (Tables 4.L-1 and 4.L-2) clearly show that individual routes 
provided by Culver City were included in the analysis and demonstrate that no residual 
capacities on any single operating line within Culver City will experience a shortfall with the 
addition of the Project.

SUMMARY

Based on this analysis, which does not incorporate any change of assumptions, characteristics, 
or values already included in the DEIR, the Project does not have a significant impact to the 
transit corridors. Additionally, residual transit capacity was already included in the DEIR and 
Traffic Study and no deficiencies to individual route lines or overall transit system capacity as a 
result of the Project were found.



TABLE 1
PROJECT IMPACTS THROUGH CULVER CITY BUS LINE CORRIDORS

AM - Future (pre-project) 

Line 3

PM - Future (pre-project) 

Line 3

AM - Future (Project Mitigated) 

Line 4

PM - Future (Project Mitigated) 

Line 3Line 1 Line 4 Line 7 Line 1 Line 4 Line 7 Line 1 Line 3 Line 7 Line 1 Line 4 Line 7

VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIO FOR ANALYZED INTERSECTIONS ALONG EACH ROUTE FROM EIR TRAFFIC STUDY
0.589

0.602

0.981

1.315

0.873

0.589

0.982

1.187

0.669

0.590

0.998

1.214

0.755

0.669

0.968

1.005

0.583

0.611

0.975

1.206

0.840

0.583

0.975

1.183

0.680

0.595

0.998

1.088

0.782

0.680

0.962

0.999

0.952

0.917

0.953

0.865

0.917

0.852

1.153

1.195

1.071

1.043

0.862

0.899

1.043

0.892

1.097

1.164

0.959

0.935

0.970

0.881

0.935

0.874

1.166

1.142

1.115

1.073

0.881

0.921

1.073

0.925

1.111

1.123

1.195

0.830

0.848

0.734

1.135

0.989

0.830

0.687

1.164

0.978

0.701

0.759

1.462

0.867

0.978

0.488

1.142

0.834

0.865

0.742

0.994

1.030

0.834

0.687

1.123

0.982

0.716

0.769

1.464

0.912

0.982

0.493

0.687

0.599

1.022

0.912

1.064

0.730

0.488

0.639

0.782

1.110

1.064

0.539

0.687

0.604

1.031

0.918

1.118

0.734

0.493

0.643

0.795

1.113

1.131

0.548

0.920 0.950

0.889

0.934 0.897

0.692

0.915 0.940

0.896

0.933 0.897

0.701

1.222

0.953

1.119

0.862

1.222

0.970

1.128

0.881

0.865

0.848

0.899

0.701

0.881

0.865

0.921

0.716

1.022

0.518

0.782

0.513

1.031

0.528

0.795

0.526

0.912

0.734

1.110

0.759

0.918

0.742

1.113

0.769

0.766 0.823 0.768 0.824

AVERAGE VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIO ALONG EACH ROUTE
0.796 0.950 0.886 1.006 0.830 0.918 0.866 0.950 0.794 0.945 0.888 0.998 0.838 0.913 0.883 0.945

CHANGE IN V/C AVERAGE AFTER PROJECT MITIGATION -0.002 -0.005 0.002 -0.008 0.008 -0.005 0.018 -0.005
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CARMEL
■■PARTNERS

November 23, 2015

Mr. Barry Kurtz 
Transportation Engineer 
City of Culver City 
9770 Culver Boulevard 
Culver City, CA 90232

Dear Mr. Kurtz:

On November 11, 2015, our traffic consultant, Gibson Transportation Consulting, and I met with Culver City staff 
members John Fisher, Diana Chang, and yourself, to discuss the Jefferson and La Cienega Project (Case Number: 
ENV-2014-4755-EIR). The intent of the meeting was to discuss the Culver City Transportation Department 
comment letter (dated September 6, 2015) in response to the Draft EIR and associated mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR for traffic within Culver City.

The meeting focused on a number of areas where you and your staff felt that the Carmel Partners should participate 
financially in voluntary traffic improvements, in addition to discussing the outlined mitigation measures. These 
areas included:

Traffic report review fee,
Physical improvements at study intersections,
Traffic systems management (TSM) improvements,
Transportation demand management (TDM) strategies,
Monitoring of TDM performance and potential additional mitigation, 
Transit improvements,
Transit Center improvements, and 
Bicycle Plan implementation contributions

The intent of the package is to resolve Culver City’s concerns with certain affected locations discussed in the Draft 
EIR Traffic Study and identify voluntary contributions and traffic improvements that are acceptable to Culver City 
and Carmel Partners. We agreed to continue working with the you and Culver City to identify in more detail a 
reasonable program of such voluntary contributions and transportation improvements.

Carmel Partners and our team would like to again express our willingness and commitment to continue discussions 
with you and Culver City staff to develop a mutually acceptable package of voluntary transportation improvements. 
We look forward to continued discussions pertaining to transportation system improvements and to being a good 
neighbor to Culver City.

Sincerely,

Neils Cotter
Vice President, Development 
Carmel Partners, Inc.
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Memo

To: Stacie Henderson

From: Douglas Kim

CC:

Date: December 6, 2015 

Re: Cumulus GHG Business As Usual Analysis

This memo provides additional justification for using the State's AB 32 Scoping Plan's 2020 Emissions 
Targets as the basis for the project-level assessment of CO2e (carbon dioxide equivalent emissions) 
reductions beyond a "business as usual" scenario. I have provided the following language to be 
considered in any additional documentation for the Cumulus environmental analysis.

The California Environmental Protection Agency's May 2014 "First Update to the Climate Change 
Scoping Plan" forecasts that the State's CO2e emission inventory in 2020 will be approximately 509 
million metric tons. This estimate incorporates growth forecasts for population, housing, and jobs, 
along with growth in emissions from the range of industries that produce greenhouse gas emissions. 
However, it does not assume implementation of AB 32 and SB 375-related programs.

The May 2014 Plan then calls for a 15.3 percent reduction in 2020 forecast emissions from 509 to 431 
million metric tons of CO2e. These reductions are necessary to achieve the State's objective of ensuring 
that 2020 emissions meet the 1990 Statewide levels. As shown in the following table, these reductions 
are to come from a variety of sectors, including energy, transportation, high-global warming potential 
sources, waste, and the State's cap-and-trade emissions program.

Table 1
Emission Reductions Needed to Meet AB 32 Objectives in 2020

Million Metric 
Tons of CO2e 

Reduction

Percent of 
Statewide CO2e 

Inventory

Summary of Recommended ActionsSector

Reduce State's electric and energy 
utility emissions, reduce emissions 
from large industrial facilities, control 
fugitive emissions from oil and gas 
production, reduce leaks from 
industrial facilities

-4.9%Energy -25

Phase 2 heavy-duty truck GHG 
standards, ZEV action plan for trucks, 
construct High Speed rail system from 
SF to LA, coordinated land use 
planning, Sustainable Freight Strategy

Transportation -4.5%-23

DKA Planning 
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High Global Warming 
Potential

Reduce use of high-GWP compounds 
from refrigeration, air conditioning, 
aerosols

-1.0%-5

Eliminate disposal of organic materials 
at landfills, in-State infrastructure 
development, address challenges with 
composting and anaerobic digestion, 
additional methane control and 
landfills

-0.4%Waste -2

Cap and Trade 
Reductions

Statewide program that reduces 
emissions from regulated entities 
through performance-based targets

-4.5%-23

Total -15.3%-78
Source: California Environmental Protection Agency, "First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan. 
May 2014._______________________________________________________________________________

Nearly all reductions are to come from sources that are controlled at the statewide level by State 
agencies, including the Air Resources Board, Public Utilities Commission, High Speed Rail Authority, and 
California Energy Commission. The few actions that are directly or indirectly associated with local 
government control are in the Transportation sector, which is charged with reducing 4.5% of baseline 
2020 emissions. Of these actions, only one (GHG reductions through coordinated planning) specifically 
identifies local governments as the responsible agency.

This analysis asserts that its "business as usual" comparison of project impacts against the AB 32 Scoping 
Plan's cumulative statewide objectives is appropriate because the proposed project would contribute to 
the statewide goals. Specifically, the proposed project's mixed-use nature and location in an existing 
urban setting provide opportunities to reduce transportation-related emissions. First, it would capture 
vehicle travel on-site that would have normally been destined for off-site locations. This produces 
substantial reductions in the amount of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled that no longer are made. 
Second, it would eliminate many vehicle trips because travel to and from the project site could be 
captured by public transit and pedestrian travel instead. Indeed, the proposed project provides 
substantial reductions beyond those trend growth forecasts that were assumed in the State's baseline 
2020 emissions inventory.

Table 2
Daily Vehicle Travel Reductions Associated with Proposed Project

Land Use Reduction from Internal Reduction from 
Transit/Walk-In TripsCapture

General Office 26% 25%
20% 25%Apartments

General Retail 28% 25%
27% 25%Grocery

Quality Restaurant 25% 25%
High-Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant 46% 25%
Fast Food Restaurant 50% 25%
Source: Gibson Transportation Consu ting, Inc. "Traffic Study for the Jefferson & La Cienega Mixed- 
Use Development." March 2015.

As illustrated in Table 2, the proposed project's profile as an urban infill, mixed-use project with 
proximity to substantial public transit will produce substantial reductions over land uses that are located 
in a more typical community that has not coordinated its land use and transportation planning. The 
projected reductions in vehicle trips and VMT would range from 20-50% for the proposed land uses 
from internal capture rates alone, with another 25% in reductions from the substantial mode share from



public transit. These would result in concomitant reductions in CO2e emissions that far exceed the 
State's AB 32 Scoping Plan goal of a 4.5% reduction from the overall transportation sector by 2020. As 
such, this analysis concludes that the proposed project would meet and exceed its contribution to 
statewide climate change obligations that are under the control of local governments in their 
decisionmaking.


