V. Comments and Response to the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 15.18

The criteria pollutant emisson forecasts provided in the Draft EIR reflect a specific st of
conservaive assumptions based on a hypothetica congtruction scenario wherein a rdatively large
amount of condruction is occurring in a rdaivdy intendve manner. To estimate the worst-case
dally emissons presented in the Draft EIR, it was assumed that al sx Project areas would be in the
condruction phase associated with the highest emissions a the same time. These hypothetica
emission totas were compared to SCAQMD sgnificance thresholds and sgnificant impacts were
identified for CO, ROC, NOX, and PM10. However, it is imperdaive to recognize that actua
emissons of individua congtruction activities would be less than those forecasted.

In examining the congruction emisson worksheets for each individua Project area, contained in
Appendix D of the Draft EIR, it can be seen that dally emissons are bdow SCAQMD significance
thresholds for CO, ROC, PM10 and SOx. Emissions of NOx exceed the threshold for at least one
congruction phase for al of the areas, but the only other exceedance occurs for ROC in the find
congruction phase for the Figueroa Centrd property. Thus, even though the air quality andyss, in
compliance with CEQA, consdered combined worgt-case emissons and identified Sgnificant
impacts, it must be understood that the worst-case daily emissons would most likely not occur and
would not occur for a sevenyear period. Although the congtruction duration could be spread out
over a sevenyear period, that does not mean that construction would be conducted in al Project
areas throughout the sevenyear period. The wordst-case condruction phase is typicdly the
grading/excavation/site preparation phase, and this phase is projected to typicdly last severa months
for each of the Project areas. Furthermore, construction activity would be phased in throughout the
sevenyear period so that certain properties would be developed before others, and senstive
receptors would not be exposed to worst-case construction emissions over the entire 7-year period.

In looking at Project related condruction emissons it is important to note that existing concrete and
asphat would be recycled on-site to the extent possble which will help to reduce the number of haul
truck trips and associated fugitive dust and exhaust emissons. The concretefasphdt recycling
activity will require the use of a crushing unit intermittently over 2 months per Subarea. PM 10
emissions associated with crushing of concrete and asphat would be less than emissons associated
with excavation/grading activities and since these two activities would not be expected to occur
gmultaneoudy the worst-case daily emissons would not change, and therefore, would not result in
achange in the significance of the impact to air qudity.

With regard to the criteria pollutants NO2 and PM10 and their effects on human hedth and asthma,
it is important to understand the role of the NAAQS and the CAAQS. These standards are set to
provide protection for the mogt sendtive individuds of the populaion, including children with
respiratory conditions such as ashma. As shown in Table 11 in Section IV.E of the Dréft EIR, the
entire South Coast Air Basin is in compliance with the state and national standards for NO2 and is
classfied as being in “maintenance’” for NO2 since it is currently in attainment and measures are
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being taken to ensure that it does not go back into non-atainment. Table 12 denotes that the
CAAQS for NO2 is 0.25 ppm for a one-hour averaging period and the NAAQS for NO2 is
0.05 ppm for annua average concentrations. As stated in Section I1V.E.1.2.a of the EIR, the highest
concentration of NO2 recorded at the Central Los Angees Monitoring Station from 1995-1999 was
0.25 ppm, and during this time period there were no exceedance of the CAAQS or NAAQS for
NO2. Therefore, based on this data it is concluded that the levels of NO2 in the downtown Los
Angeles area do not pose a sgnificant threat to the hedth of sengtiveindividuas.

With regard to levels of PM10, Table 11 shows the Basn classfied as being in “serious’ non
attainment. Table 12 denotes that, for a 24-hour averaging period, the CAAQS for PM10 is
50 ug/m3 and the NAAQS for PM10 is 150 ug/m3. As stated in Section 1V.E.1.2.a of the EIR, the
highest concentration of PM 10 recorded at the Central Los Angeles Monitoring Station from 1995-
1999 was 141 ug/m3. During this time period, the CAAQS was exceeded between 18 and
31 percent of the time annudly and there were no exceedances of the NAAQS for PM10. Due to
the rdativdy high ambient leves of PM10 in the Project vicinity and “serious’ non-attainment
daus, the ar qudity anadyss presented in the Draft EIR focused on PM10 emissions and the
resulting impact on loca concentrations.

For areas in non-attainment, the SCAQMD has indicated that a measurable increase threshold of
2.5ug/m3 may be used for assessing PM10 impacts attributable to construction sources. Therefore,
a dgnificant PM10 impact is consdered to occur if the Project causes an incrementa increase in
PM10 concentrations of 2.5 ug/m3 during Project condruction. Through disperson modding, it
was determined that congtruction activity a the Olympic North Properties has the greatest potentia
for impacts on nearby sendtive receptors with a PM10 concentration of 1.95 pg/m3 at the nearest
resdentid receptor. This concentration is below the measurable increase threshold of 2.5 pg/m3,
and PM10 impacts from congtruction activities on other sengtive receptors, further from the Project
gte, would be less due to pollutant disperson. Since the congruction activity area with the greatest
potentiad for impacts would fdl below the threshold, it can be concluded that congtruction within
any given ectivity area throughout the Project Ste would smilaly fal beow the threshold.
Therefore, Project impacts relative to loca PM10 concentrations would be less than  Sgnificant and
it is concluded that Project emissons of PM10 do not have the potentid to Sgnificantly affect
ambient concentrations.  Thus, the Project will not pose a threat to the hedth of sengtive
individuds.

With regard to the proposed mitigation measures contained in this comment:

1) Replacement of air filters a nearby schools is not warranted since air filters are intended only to
protect against particulates and as dStated above, PM10 concentrations attributable to
congruction activities are below the SCAQMD measurable increase threshold.  Therefore, this
suggested measure does not mitigete a significant impact.

LosAngedes Sportsand Entertainment District City of Los Angeles Planning Department
SCH No. 2000091046/EIR No.2000-3577 April 2001
Page 226



V. Comments and Response to the Draft EIR

2)

3)

4)

5

6)

7)

Replacement of ar filters & nearby day care centers is not warranted since ar filters are
intended only to protect againgt particulates and as stated above, PM10 concentrations during
condruction activities are bdow AQMD concentration. Therefore, this measure does not
mitigate a Sgnificant impact.

As discussed above, the levels of NO2 in the Basin are in compliance with the CAAQS and
NAAQS. As demondrated in the ar qudity andyss the maximum potentid Project
contribution to locd PM10 concentrations is bdow the SCAQMD measurable increase
threshold of 25 pg/m3. Therefore, the proposed mitigation measure does not mitigate a
sgnificant impact.

The following mitigation messure has been incorporated into the Find EIR:  The Applicant
dhdl use low emisson vehides to the extent technologically and economicdly feasble. This
may indude vehides udng dterndive fuds, low sulfur diesd, diesdl with particulate traps,
methanol, or dectricity. Please see Item IV.E.b in Section I1, Corrections and Additions to the
Draft EIR, of thisFind EIR.

Please refer to Mitigation Measure No. 8 in Section IV .E of the Draft EIR, which prohibits on
dte diesd fud generators during congtruction.  Also, the following mitigation measure has been
incorporated into the Find EIR: The Applicant shdl implement the use of low emisson
technology to the extent technologicdly and economicaly feasble. Please see Item IV.E.cin
Section [1, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of thisFina EIR.

The following mitigation messure has been incorporated into the Find EIR:  The Applicant
shdl comply with applicable Proposition 65 notice requirements in the event that congtruction
activities utilize toxic materids, or cause toxic materias to be rdeased into the air, including if
toxics are identified in the fugitive dust. Please see Item IV.E.d in Section II, Corrections and
Additionsto the Draft EIR, of thisFind EIR.

The Project Applicant will comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) which requires
the implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures during active congtruction
operations cgpable of generating fugitive dust. A detaled ligting of best available control
measures are contained in the most recent Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, January 1999
and applicable measures were incorporated into Mitigation Measures No. 1 through No. 13 in
Section IV.E of the Draft EIR (pages 229 and 230). Mitigation Measure No. 3 requires that the
type of soil trestment suggested in the comment will be per manufecturer Specifications as
gated in the SCAQMD’s recommended mesasures. Adequate control efficiency is redized
through compliance with manufacturer’s specifications and application beyond those levels
would not result in an gppreciable decrease. In addition, Mitigation Measure No. 4 requires al
other active dtes to be watered at least twice daily, which is dso stated in the SCAQMD’s
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8)

9)

10)

11)

recommended measures. As presented in Section IV.E of the Draft EIR (pages 220 and 221),
Project construction-related PM;o emissons would be below the measurable increase threshold
of 2.5 pg/n?, and therefore, the suggested change to the mitigation measure is not warranted.

Mitigation Measure No. 7 in Section IV.E of the Draft EIR specifies tha a congtruction
relations officer shdl be gppointed by the Applicant to act as a community liaison concerning
ondte congtruction activity. Also, the proposed mitigation measure has been incorporated into
the CMP.

The Metro Blue Line siops directly across from or within 5 blocks of each of the Project
subareas and connects with the Metro Redline. Exiging DASH shuttle service connects the
Project with Union Station. Since public trangt options adequately serve the Ste, additiond
shuttle lines are not required to provide the public transportation referred to in the comment.

Many of the options included in the Commuter Choice program are provided as compliance
options under SCAQMD Rule 2202. The Project sl comply with Rule 2202 and will
incorporate transportation demand management Strategies to reduce emissons associated with
employee commutes.  SCAQMD Rule 2202 provides a menu of options to help employers
meet ther emisson reduction target by reducing mobile source emissons generated from
employee commutes. Employers may generate emission reduction credits by reducing work-
related trips and vehicle miles traveled, as well as many other emisson reduction drategies.

See Section IV.F.1 of the Draft EIR for the Project’'s overal mitigation Strategy regarding
traffic impacts.

There are severd dectric vehicle recharging saions in the vicinity of the Project dte. Stations
are located at STAPLES Center, Dodger Stadium, MTA Headquarters, Union Station, the New
Otani Hotd, Los Angdles City Hall, Los Angdes City Hdl Eas, the Music Center, and the Los
Angees Department of Water and Power Generd Office Building. A compressed natural gas
refueling station is located a Pickens Fud Corporation in downtown Los Angeles. In addition
the following mitigation measure has been incorporated into the Find EIR: the Applicant shdl
provide dterndive fud refuding sations within the Project at a ratio of one per 1,000 parking
spaces didtributed throughout the Project as the parking is developed. Refer to Item IV.E.ein
Section 11, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.

COMMENT 15.19

E. The Trangportation/Circulation Section of the DEIR Is Incomplete and Not Reflective of
Community Resident Experiences.
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Between July 2000 and January 2001, FCCEJ conducted one-on-one interviews, surveys, and
smal group meetings regarding traffic with gpproximately 200 residents in the affected area in
order to ascertain concerns, experiences, and hardships caused by the substantia increase in
traffic associated with events of the existing Staples Center.  These findings have been shared
with Staples Center executives and the Los Angeles Department of Trangportation (“DOT”), yet
no mitigating activity has yet occurred.

Resdents have noted subgtantial, dangerous increases in traffic and congestion adong the
following corridors, particularly during Staples Center events.

Olympic Blvd. From Western Avenue to Figueroa

11th Street from Alvarado Street to Figueroa

12th Street from Alvarado Street to Figueroa

Pico Boulevard from Hoover Street to Figueroa

Union Avenue from Wilshire Blvd to Venice Blvd.

Bixel Street from 3rd Street to the 110 Freeway entrance south 8th Street
Lucas Street from 6th Street to 7th Street

Hope Street from Venice Blvd. to 3rd Street

Flower Street from Venice Blvd. to 3rd Street

Grand Avenue from Venice Blvd to 3rd Street

Olive Street from Venice Blvd to 3rd Street

It is of great concern to our members who live near the proposed Project Ste that even more
traffic is anticipated and will not be mitigaed a the same time that they fed tha current
conditions are untenable for a resdentid community. We find that the current experience makes
the need to mitigate traffic impacts for the proposed Project al the more important, and it is of
particular concern that these impacts have been and will be born disproportionatdy by low-
income people of color.
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RESPONSE 15.19

This comment does not state a concern regarding the adequacy of the andyss in the Draft EIR. It is
important to note that athough the STAPLES Center is owned by the Project Applicant, it is
separate and distinct from the proposed Project, consstent with CEQA Guiddines Section 15378(c)
which dates, “[t]he term project refers to the activity which is being gpproved and which may be
subject to severd discretionary approvas by governmentd agencies” STAPLES Center underwent
its own environmenta review process and the Find EIR for that project was certified by the City in
1997. Many of the referenced street locations were addressed in Section IV.F.1, Traffic, of the
Project’s Draft EIR. Refer to the mitigation measures provided on pages 270 to 276 of the Draft
EIR.

COMMENT 15.20

The primary focus of the traffic andyss in the DEIR has been regarding traffic flow for a regiond
event center. Ve little attention has been paid to the impact that increased traffic will have on the
lives of resdents living in the areas surrounding the proposed Project.

1. Recommendations

It is our podtion that until discussons with Steples Center and DOT regarding the community
impects of traffic produce tangible results, the Project should not move forward, since it will only
exacerbate what is dready widdy viewed as an untenable negative environmenta and public safety
impact.

In the meantime, we recommend the following mitigation messures:

Completion of a focused traffic study evduating the impact of the Project on the
resdentia neighborhoods.

Addition of speed bumps on impacted residential streets to dow traffic related to Staples
Center and proposed Project traffic, and discourage commercid and construction traffic.

Provide suitable facilities for securing bicycles, for both Project occupants and visitors.

We look forward to an ongoing didogue with the Project Applicant and DOT to determine
gppropriate solutions to the problems identified by community residents.

RESPONSE 15.20

The Draft EIR directly addressed the potentia for traffic impacts in the resdentiad neighborhood to
the west of the Harbor Freeway (pages 260 to 261), as well as an extensve anayss of pedestrian
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circulation conditions on sdewaks in the area of the Project (pages 298 to 305). This andyss
concluded it was unlikely there would be dgnificant traffic or parking impacts in resdentid
neighborhoods. It aso identified that the potential could exist for occasona sgnificant impacts and
recommended as a mitigation measure funding up to $100,000 for <udies, evauations and
implementation of the Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan (NTMP), if unanticipated impacts
do occur (page 273 to 274 in the Draft EIR). This Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan could
include those items identified as recommendations in the Comments regarding focused
neighborhood traffic studies and ingdlation of speed bumps. Any measure included in a Find
NTMP would need approva of LADOT. The Project Applicant shdl provide bicycle racks on the
Project Site for both Project employees and visitors. The Project Applicant continues to have an on
going didogue with community organizations to discuss community concerns.

COMMENT 15.21
F. The Parking Section of the DEIR Is Inadequate.

According to the DEIR, on a pesk day, “The on-ste visitor need of 7,363 spaces would exceed
the on-site supply of 5,310 spaces® -- a shortfal of 2,053 spaces. The DEIR clams that this
shortfdl will be solved by the exigence of off-gte parking lots, and that many vidtors dready
seem to prefer off-gte parking to avoid high parking fees.

We find this to be a temporary solution a best. If the economic recovery of downtown
materidizes, as purported by the Project Applicant, there is no guarantee that locad parking lot
owners will not build out or develop their surface and other parking lots to higher and best uses.
This is, in fact, what the Project Applicant is doing. They are building out exising surface
parking lots to a higher and better use.®®

%2 DEIR, p.291.

8 The Project Applicant makes much of the fact that it is building almost entirely upon existing surface parking lots.
(DEIR, p.52-53.) However, asdiscussed above, and noted briefly in the DEIR, those parking lots were mixed use
buildingsand “ residential areas’ only four yearsago. (DEIR, p.43.) Although the applicant is building on parking
lots now, those lots used to be affordable housing units, occupied by almost 200 | ow-ncomeLatinofamilieswhowere
displaced by the Community Redevel opment Agency to accommodate construction of the Staples Center.

RESPONSE 15.21

As stated on page 290 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project will provide sufficient parking to meet
City code requirements. To the extent vidtor parking demand will be met off-dte, the Draft EIR,
Section 1V.F.2, Parking, page 292, identifies that much of the off-dte pesk evening parking will
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probably occur in existing garages atached to office and commercid uses. These could include the
TransAmerica office building, the TCW office building, and the 7th Street Marketplace retall
project. Therefore, the parking strategy does not rely on surface parking lots in the area.  Even if
aurface lots are ultimately developed in the future, it is more likely that the overdl parking supply
would increase rather than decrease as a typicd development would replace a surface lot with
numerous levels of off-sreet parking (as will occur with the proposed Project). The Project plan to
satisfy a portion of anticipated parking demand off-dte is intended to support the effective use of
exiging parking resources in the generd area and to integrate the Project into the South Park and
downtown areas by encouraging some Project vigtors to park off-ste, walk to the Project, and vist
other land uses in the general area, thereby creating a pededtrian-oriented environment and
contributing to the economic benefit of the areain generd.

In response to footnote 63, it is important to note that athough the STAPLES Center is owned by
the Project Applicant, it is separate and distinct from the proposed Project, consistent with CEQA
Guiddines Section 15378(c) which dates, “[t]he term project refers to the activity which is being
gpproved and which may be subject to several discretionary approvals by governmenta agencies.”
STAPLES Center underwent its own environmenta review process and the Find EIR for tha
project was certified by the City in 1997.

COMMENT 15.22

FCCEJ conducted an intensve outreach campaign between June 2000 and January 2001 to
determine community concerns, experiences, and hardships caused by the substantial increase in
traffic associated with events of the exising Staples Center.  That invedtigation reveded that a
number of loca residents live in older buildings in the area and depend on dreet parking. These
resdents are no longer abile to park on the following streets due to recently imposed parking
restrictions since the beginning of Staples Center operations, which cause greet hardship:

Georgia Street from Olympic Blvd to James M. Wood
Francisco Street from Olympic Blvd to James M. Wood

Olympic Blvd from Figueroa Street to Georgia Street

Discussons with the Staples Center development team have resulted in their cooperation in
developing preferentid parking dternatives for these impacted tenants, dthough this process has
not yet yielded results. It is extremely important that visitors to the area do not displace residents
who presently have to park blocks from their buildings with smal children, groceries, and
elderly or disabled rdativesin tow.
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RESPONSE 15.22

It is important to note that athough the STAPLES Center is owned by the Project Applicart, it is
separate and distinct from the proposed Project, consistent with CEQA Guiddines Section 15378(c)
which gates, “[t]he term project refers to the activity which is being approved and which may be
subject to severd discretionary gpprovals by governmenta agencies” STAPLES Center underwent
its own environmenta review process and the Final EIR for that project was certified by the City in
1997. On-dreet parking throughout the City is for the generd use of the public on a firs come —
first serve basis and is not provided for the exclusive use of private developments, be they residentiad
or commercid. The Project Applicant is currently working with the community and LADOT to try
to establish a pilot Permit Parking Program for the dreets identified in the comment. The Applicant
has committed to fund such a program up to $25,000 per year over a three year period. Refer to
Response to Comment 3.21 regarding parking demand.

COMMENT 15.23

1. Recommendations
Parking

For the short term, the Lead Agency should make no approvas for this project until the existing
unmitigated parking problems with the Staples Center are resolved.

For the long-term, and with respect to the issues raised in the DEIR, a more specific parking plan
must be developed to fulfill the long term parking needs of the Project. The plan should address,
a minimum, the following questions:

What is the specific plan for the replacement parking while the surface parking is being
converted?

What specific parking spots will be made available to Staples Center season/premier
ticket holders and the genera public while the surface parking currently used is re-
configured as the Project?

What will the traffic plan be for the replacement parking Situation during construction?
What streets and areas will be affected during that time?

Where are the 16 separate of f- street lots the Project Applicant controls?*
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% DEIR, p.292.
RESPONSE 15.23

There is currently no evidence of sgnificant parking problems associated with the STAPLES
Center. As part of that project entitlement process, a fund was set aside to address parking problems
if they arose, which is dill avalladble  This fund has not yet been dlocated, as there has been no
formd action from the neighborhoods to initiate their use. It is the intent of the Project to identify
and provide replacement parking for surface lots undergoing development throughout the Project
development process. This will take advantage of the current surplus and more than sufficent
supply of parking in the area. The firgt key part of this plan is to condruct a parking structure on the
Olympic West Property to replace dl of the surface parking currently provided on the Olympic
West and Olympic East Properties. In addition, as further parking lots are redeveloped, the Project
Applicant will enter into lease agreements with additiond parking lots in the immediate area to
replace the mgority of parking currently provided on the surface lots.  This process, discussed on
page 292 of Section IV.F.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, will be gmilar to that initidly implemented
for STAPLES Center. The sufficiency of available supply is underscored by the fact tha initidly
STAPLES Center had agreements with 26 parking lots in the area to provide for exclusive off-street
parking, which were subsequently reduced to 16 off-street lots due to the lack of demand for ther
use. As identified in Section IV.F.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR, there is thus substantid parking to
meet the demand of both the Project and STAPLES Center even at peak times. The exact locations
of these lots cannot be determined at this time, but are expected to be within 2 to 3 blocks of
STAPLES Center and to the north and/or esst of STAPLES Center. It is unlikdy that traffic
paiterns will be dgnificantly affected as treffic is dready in this area utilizing parking facilities The
Project Applicant will revise and modify directiond signage to parking lots as necessary. The 16
separate off-street lots that Project Applicant currently controls are shown on Figure 1 on on page
235.

COMMENT 15.24

It is evident that the issues of parking, parking access, and ingress and egress will have magor
impacts on loca traffic and community. Like the pedestrian safety section (discussed below),
the parking section of the DEIR includes vague reference to a Condruction Management Plan
that will be developed at a later date and without public participaion.®® As we have stated
edsawhere in our comments, we need to have more information and gspecifics about this
Congruction Management Plan 0 that we can adequately andyze potentid community impacts
and determine what appropriate mitigation proposds. We hope the find EIR will answer the
questions identified above, and include the more specific information we are seeking.

% DEIR, p.294.
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RESPONSE 15.24

The Draft EIR, Section IV.F.2, Parking, (pages 288 to 294) concludes there would be no significant
parking impacts as a result of the Project. It also articulates in detall a parking strategy that meets
the City code requirement and avoids an oversupply of parking in the area, while permitting an
efficient utilization of existing parking resources.

The Congruction Management Plan (CMP), which will be developed in coordination with LADQOT,
could include, but not be limited to: specification of haul routes that are limited to arterid roadways
and that avoid resdentid streets and neighborhoods and streets west of the Harbor Freeway; a
Condruction Project office with a Condruction Hotline and liaison officer to facilitate the
digribution of condruction information and handling of condruction issues, provison of
condruction schedule and activity information.

COMMENT 15.25

Commuter Choice

Changes in the 1998 Federd Tax Code makes Commuter Choice incentive drategies universaly
avalable as potentid Trangportation Control Measures to meet Clean Air Act requirements in
arees that fal to meet the Nationd Ambient Air Qudity Standards to protect public hedth. As
documented in the DEIR, “The City of Los Angees is included in the South Coast Air Basin,
which has been designated as a non-attainment area for certain pollutants that are regulated under
the [Clean Air Act].”®® As a result, we beieve the Commuter Choice incentive program is
uniquely suited for implementation a the Project dte, to both improve ar qudity and rdieve
some of the parking congestion projected to occur at the Project Site.

The 1998 Federd Transportation Equity Act for the 21t Century (TEA-21) gives new incentives
to rewad employees and employers who hep reduce traffic and pollution problems. The
Commuter Choice provisons in TEA-2-1, Section 9010, modify the Internd Revenue Code and
enable employers to offer employees options for quaified transportation fringe benefits. There
are three principd Commuter Choice options. (1) Employees can purchase up to $65 dollars per
month in trangt bendfits usng pre-tax income (an amount that increases to $100 in 2002) which
dashes the effective cost of trandt. (2) Employers can offer tax-free subgdies for ther
employees trangt cods, with the same limits. And (3) employers can now offer cash in lieu of
parking -- “cashing-out” old, inflexible parking subsidies.

Utilizing Commuter Choice would be a win-win propostion for dl involved employers get a tax
break, employees get an additional pre-tax benefit, and the region benefits with cleaner ar. In
correspondence with gaff of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee in 1999, the
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EPA Office of Mobile Sources estimated that a national commuter choice program assuming a 5
10% employee participation rate would generate:

A reduction in commute vehicle milestraveled (*VMT”) of 1.6 to 3.2%
Reductionsin VMT of 10,000,000,000 to 20,000,000,000 miles
Emisson Reductions of:

HC: 27,000-54, 000 short tons

CO: 240,000-480, 000 short tons
NOx: 16,800-33,600 short tons

CO2: 1,180,000-2,360,000 metric tons

In other areas, Commuter Choice prograns have been shown to unite the diverse interests of
environmentdists, business, labor, and trangt and highway advocaiess Mogt redize that
Commuter Choice is good for busness and for communitiess. Commuter Choice is a voluntary
incentive that boosts travel options and supports more efficient use of the roads and transt we
dready have. It can provide quick rdief to traffic-sraned communities and will expand market
opportunities for new forms of access to suburban jobs. Low- and moderate-income workers
benefit particularly, snce commuting cods represent a larger relative burden on them, and they
tend to be more reliant on ride-sharing and trangit.

The Alliance for Clean Air and Trangportation, a new nationd group representing a diverse array
of sectors, including the road builders, automobile indusry, environmentdist and hedth groups,
the American Asociaion of State Highway and Trangportation Officids, Highway User
Federation, American Automobile Association, the National Association of Regionad Councils
the United States Depatment of Trangportation, and the Environmental Protection Agency, in
February 2000 adopted a consensus god of making Commuter Choice benefit programs a
sandard part of the American worker benefit program over the next five years.

We bedieve implementing Commuter Choice a the Project ste would relieve concern regarding
employee parking, provide additional worker benefits, and help improve air qudity in an aready
overburdened area.

 DEIR, p.208.
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RESPONSE 15.25

It should be noted that the Draft EIR does not anticipate parking congestion to occur a the Project
gte, as it concludes that there will be o sgnificant parking impacts as a result of the Project. As
discussed under Item No. 10 in Response to Comment 15.18, many of the options included in the
Commuter Choice program are provided as compliance options under SCAQMD Rule 2202, with
which the Project shdl comply. The proposed Project clearly supports the use of trandt and
Trangportation Demand Management (TDM) measures.  In addition, many of the mitigation
measures identified in the Section 1V.F.1, Treffic, of the Draft EIR, pages 274 to 275, are related to
serving and encouraging trangt use and ride share.  For example, Mitigation No. 13 identifies the
initiation and maintenance of aTDM Program that will actively promote the use of transt and ride
share.

COMMENT 15.26
We propose the following mitigation measures to offset what impacts we have dready identified:

The Project Applicant and the City should guarantee that street parking be set aside for a
locd resdent permit program and should formdly agree to ensure that the resident
permit program ®ntinues through the congtruction period and well into the operation of
the Project.

The Project Applicant should provide carpool incentives for both employees and visitors
to the Project to reduce traffic congestion and parking demand.

Provide preferred parking for carpools and vanpools for both employees and vistors.
Reduce parking rates for more than two people in acar coming to the Project Site.

Beyond the congtruction period, and during the proposed operations stage of the Project,
we request that clean fud shuttles be provided by the applicant or appropriate city
agencies from blue and red line Metro dtaions and Union Station to the Project sSite,
Such a sarvice will ease ar qudity impacts as well as rieve traffic and parking
congestion.

Through coordination of Project Applicant with Los Angees Metropolitan Trangt
Authority, provide better bus service from mgor arteridsto the Project Site.

Provide cleen fud shuttles from other congregation stes including employee sadlite
lots and shared use parking lots.
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Implement Commuter Choice Programs,. including parking cash out, tax credit and
other incentives for employer subsdies of trangt fares, and tax incentives for employee
purchase of trangt and van benefits.

Provide discounted pre-paid trandt fare instruments designed for effective Commuter
Choice promotion (e.g. $65/month regiond passes) and reduced trangit fares.

We look forward to the mitigation measures outlined above being appropriately addressed in the
find EIR.

RESPONSE 15.26

In response to the recommendation provided in the first bullet, a resdentid permit parking
program is included as a potentid component of the Neghborhood Traffic Management Plan,
which is included as Mitigation Measure No. 8 in Section IV.F.1 of the Draft EIR (pages 273 and
274). The program would be implemented if requested by the neighborhood and approved by
LADOT. As discussed in Response to Comment 15.22, the Applicant is currently working with
the community and LADOT to try to establish a pilot Permit Parking Program, in accordance
with established City procedure. The Applicant has committed to fund such a program up to
$25,000 per year over a three year period, however nether the Applicant nor the City can
guarantee implementation of aloca resident permit program.

In response to the recommendation provided in the second bullet, the Applicant will provide
incentives for employee carpools. Employee carpools are the key dement of Trangportation
Demand Management (TDM) Programs, because of the repetitive nature of the trip (each day)
and the fact that trips typically occur in the pesk periods. There are standard definitions of
employee carpools (typicadly two or more personsivehicle) and edtablished procedures for
handling employee carpools. On the other hand, vistor carpools are not included in TDM
Programs for the following reesons. 1) many vidtor trips to retal/entertainment uses are already
made in vehicles with two or more occupants, 2) the vigtor trips involve different vistors each
day; and 3) the trips mainly occur outside the peak periods when there is less traffic congestion.
In summary, there are no industry standards as to what conditutes a vidtor carpool, project
vigtors are likedy to dready be carpooling, and thus there is much less potentid (if any) for
reducing vehicle trips. It is therefore consdered infeasble to provide incentives for vigtor

carpooling.

In response to the recommendations provided in the third and fourth bullets, the Applicant will
provide preferred parking and reduced parking rates for employee carpools and vanpools. This
cannot be done for vigtors for the reasons stated above.  Furthermore, it is not practicad for
vigtor parking control mechanisms to rey on the number of people in a car as it precludes
automation, does not provide for accountable or verifigble revenue controls, increases delays in
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processing vehicles and therefore potentidly leads to traffic backups on to the dreet, and is
therefore not a viable operating practice in the industry.

In response to the recommendations provided in bullets 5 to 7, the Metro Blue Line stops directly
across from or within 5 blocks of each of the Project subareas and connects with the Metro
Rediine. Exiging DASH shuttle service connects the Project with Union Station.  Since public
trangt options adequately serve the dte, additiond shuttle lines are not required to provide the
public transportation referred to in the comment. The Applicant does intend to provide shuttles,
which shdl be clean fud or dectric vehides, from employee parking lots to the Project. It is not
necessary to provide shuttles to shared use parking lots as these will be close by (within a few
blocks), and waking (which will be more convenient than taking a shuttle) should be encouraged
in the downtown environment in order to activate Sdewalks.

In response to bullets 8 and 9, refer to Response to Comment 15.25 regarding Commuter Choice.

COMMENT 15.27
G. The Pedestrian Safety Section of the DEIR Is Incomplete.

FCCEJ specificdly asked for andyss of pedestrian safety as it rdated to community resdents in
its NOP letter, which was echoed by Environmentd Defense in its comments to the NOP.
However, the DEIR included very little analysis of the pededtrian safety impacts for people who
live near Staples Center.  With one exception, the only issues discussed were pedestrian safety
impacts upon visitors to the Project site, not the impacts on people who livein the area.®’

As highlighted in the FCCEJ comments regarding the Notice of Preparation, pededtrian safety is
of serious concern to resdents living near the Staples Center.  Community resdents are dready
negaively impacted by incressed traffic congestion when Stgples hods events.  Community
members worry about the safety of their children, the ederly and others who routindy wak in
the neighborhoods during the course of ther daly lives. Ther hedth and safety is threatened by
rushing cars, crowded dreets, and insufficient lighting at night.

These concerns are well founded. A review of Los Angeles Police Department records show that
accidents involving pedestrians rose by 57% between 1998 (before Staples began operations) and
2000 (the first year of operations). Overdl traffic accidents in the area rose 34% during the same
period.

These numbers bear out in other studies as well, showing that pedestrian safety is a serious issue
localy and statewide. In October of 2000, the Surface Transportation Policy Project published a
pededtrian safety study in Cdifornia That study, “Dangerous by Design: Pededrian Safety in
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Cdifornia” is provided in Appendix 10 and found that pedestrians throughout Cdifornia are in
serious danger navigating dregts and intersections that are increasingly built for speed and
traffic. According to the report, state hospitalization records show that Latinos and African
Americans, especidly children, ae a the highest risk from pedestrian-vehide callisons A
disproportionate number of pedestrians who are hospitdized are aso low-income. Los Angeles
County was by far the most dangerous area for pedestrians, accounting for the grestest number of
pededtrian fatdities and injuries in the state in 1999 -- 203 pedestrian deaths and 5,377 injuries.

The DEIR dates, rather darkly, “It is anticipated that congructionrelated traffic would be
largely freeway-oriented and would use the shortest routes from the Project Ste to minimize
traved time and maximize esse of ingress and egress for the trucks  The movement of
condruction vehicles would have the potentid to affect pedestrians living and working near the
Project site, Staples Center and the Convention Center.”®® However, the DEIR contains no
discusson of what exact routes those trucks would teke, or how resdents living and working
near the ste will be educated or protected from the condruction vehicle movement. In fact,
impacts to resdents living near the Project Ste are not addressed at al, other than a vague
reference to a Congruction Management Plan that will be developed a some later date, without
benefit of public input or participation.®®

5 DEIR, 295-305.
% DEIR, p.300, emphasis added.
% DEIR, p.304.

RESPONSE 15.27

Section IV.F.3 of the Draft EIR incdluded a comprehensve and detalled andyss of pededtrian
conditions & amogt 40 sidewak locations as listed in Table 34 on page 298 of the Draft EIR. This
andyss addressed al pedestrians, including both vistors and resdents in the aea.  The andysis
concluded that there was sufficient sidewak capecity, and sufficient facilities, for safe passage of
pedestrians in the area. The Project is located in a downtown area of a mgor city. High traffic
volumes are therefore expected to occur in this area on the mgor arterid dreets. The proposed
Project will enhance pededtrian safety, for resdents in the area as well as for vistors, by providing
wider than standard sdewaks and crosswaks, minimizing dreet widenings, providing a new
dgndized crosswak a the intersection of Olympic Boulevard and Francisco Street, and by
providing enhanced sireet lighting adjacent to the Project. It is difficult to respond to the comment
regarding accidents because the comment does not identify the specific area or time period for
which data is referenced. Nether STAPLES Center nor LADOT are aware of any ongoing
systemic, unusud, or sgnificant ongoing traffic accident problems a STAPLES Center. A review
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of information in the STAPLES Center EIR indicates that traffic volumes a eghteen intersections
around STAPLES Center were projected to increase by 50% in the pre-event hour between the
before and after STAPLES Center conditions. This indicates that overdl traffic accidents gppear to
have risen proportionaly less than traffic growth in the area.  Refer to Response to Comment 15.24
regarding the Construction Management Plan.

COMMENT 15.28

1. Recommendations

To better evauate the pededtrian impacts on people who will be actudly living with these
impacts day-to-day over many years, rather than only periodic vistors, we request a much more
comprehensve and detailed pedestrian safety plan be developed by the Project Applicant and
induded inthefind EIR.

In mitigation, we propose;

The Project Applicant should provide a detailed construction management plan as part of
the find EIR, showing what routes condruction vehicles will be taking from the
freeways to the Project Site so that the potentia negative impacts to resdents in the area
can be properly evauated.

The congtruction management plan should dso show how residents who live and work
in the area will be protected throughout the construction period, currently scheduled to
last severd years.

Better lighting, especidly near bus sops and trangt centers, should be utilized to
increase pedestrian safety.

Pedestrian thoroughfares heavily used by both vigtors and resdents in the area should
indude blinking, lighted, and weight-senstive crosswalks such as those recently
ingtaled aong Pico, Boulevard in Santa Monica

We bok forward to the City’s response to our pedestrian safety mitigation proposds in the find
EIR.

RESPONSE 15.28

Section 1V.F.3, Pededrian Safety, of the Draft EIR included a very detailed and comprehensive
pededtrian study, which concluded there would be no Sgnificant pededtrian impacts.  The
Congruction Management Program is described in Response to Comment 15.24. The Project
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intends to provide enhanced/improved street lighting adjacent to the Project, particularly near bus
gsops. The blinking and flashing light crosswalks suggested in the comment are gppropriate only for
unsgndized crosswak locations. They are therefore not agpplicable in the area of the Project,
because dl crosswaks are at dgndized intersections where both vehicular traffic and pedestrians are
controlled by traffic light indications. However, this type of blinking and flashing light crosswak
could be investigated in the neighborhoods to the west of the Harbor Freeway, if appropriate and
goproved by LADOQT, as pat of any Neighborhood Traffic Management Program that may be
developed.

CEQA requires that mitigation measures be incorporated into a Project where impacts would be
ggnificant. As the Draft EIR found that the issue raised in the comment would not result in a
ggnificant impact, the mitigation measures recommended in the comment are not required.

COMMENT 15.29
H. The Noise Section of the DEIR Is Inadequate.

The DEIR daes that “with the recommended mitigation, noise associated with congtruction
activity would be reduced to the degree technicdly feasble. Nevertheess, impacts are likely to
occur on the sengtive receptors located nearest to the Project sSite.  Apartments located north,
ead, and south of the Project Site would occasondly experience high condruction noise levels.
This condruction-related noise would condtitute a significant unavoidable adverse impact of the
Project.” ™

Many of the sendtive receptors located nearest to the Project ste are members of FCCEJ who
ae dready suffering from adverse noise impacts from the existing Staples Center which atracts
crowds of up to 21,000 people to their neighborhood, for example, during a Lakers game. The
overwhdming mgority of these resdents are tenants who live in gpatments located very close
to the proposed construction site.

Agan, the sevenyear projected condruction period increeses the severity of the impact.
Higoricdly, in Los Angdes, the average tenure of a renter is gpproximately five years. It is
conceivable tha in the current tight housng market, this may be as long as seven years today.
This means tha mog tenants, induding young children, who live near the existing Staples
Center would experience abnorma and unacceptable noise levels for ther entire tenure in ther
unit.

Due to the length of time that condruction noise will affect the neighborhood, we find it
unacceptable that no mitigation is proposed to protect the residents who live near the Project site.
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On February 6, 200 1, the Los Angeles Board of Airport Commissioners gpproved an agreement
to soundproof 11,000 homes near Los Angdes International Airport.”*  Although we offer no
opinion as to whether such soundproofing is sufficent mitigetion for the people living near the
arport, we propose that a damilar invesment be made by the Project Applicant to protect
neighboring residents who will be impacted by projected congtruction noise levels.

1. Recommendations
We propose the following strategies for noise mitigation:

Provison of double-paned glasswindows in dl impacted apartment units.
Provigon of ar conditioning in al impacted gpartment units.

Provison of congruction schedule to community resdents within a five-mile radius of
the Project construction Site.

We look forward to the City’ s response to our mitigation proposalsin thefind EIR.

° DEIR, p.357.

L« A Inglewood Agree on Airport Noise, Traffic Issues,” Los Angeles Times, February 7, 2001. (Appendix 11)

RESPONSE 15.29

The forecasted condruction noise levels provided in the Draft EIR reflect a specific set of
consarvative assumptions based on a hypothetica condruction scenario wherein a rdatively large
amount of condruction is occurring in a relatively intensve manner. To edimae the word-case
daly noise levels presented in the Draft EIR, it was assumed that al Sx Project areas would be in
the congtruction phase associated with the highest noise levels a the same time.  This hypothetica
noise level would have the potentia to exceed the 75 dBA City standard for construction equipment.
However, it is imperative to recognize that actud noise levels from congruction activities would be
less than those forecasted.

Even though the noise andyds, in compliance with CEQA, consdered combined word-case
conditions and identified significant impacts, it must be understood that the wordt-case daly noise
levels would most likely not occur and would not occur for a sevenryear period. Although the
congtruction duration could be spread out over a sevenyear period, that does not mean that
congruction would be conducted in al Project aress throughout the seven-year period. The worst-
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case construction phase s typicaly the grading/excavation/ste preparation phase, and this phase is
projected to typicdly last for severd months for each of the Project areas.  Furthermore,
congtruction activity would be phased in throughout the sevenryear period so that certain properties
would be developed before others, and sendtive receptors would not be exposed to worst-case
congtruction noise levels over the entire Z#year period. For example, when congtruction activity is
occurring dong Olympic Boulevard, sengdtive receptors adong South Figueroa Street will not be
impacted, and vice versa

In looking & the Project-related condruction noise leve it is important to note that existing concrete
and asphalt would be recycled ontste to the extent possible which will help to reduce the number of
haul truck trips and associated noise impact. The concrete/asphdt recycling activity will require the
use of a cushing unit intermittently over 2 months per Subarea. Noise levels associated with
crushing of concrete and asphdt would be approximately 90 dBA at 50 feet from the source and is
gmilar to noise levels associated with excavaion/grading activities  Since these two activities
would not be expected to occur ssimultaneoudy and crushing activity would only be required for a
short-duration, the worgt-case noise levels presented in the Draft EIR would not change. Therefore,
the Draft EIR correctly identifies noise impacts.

It is not appropriate to compare the severity and length of time noise will affect the surrounding
neighborhood from Project related construction to conditions faced by residences in the surrounding
neighborhoods of LAX. Soundproofing measures implemented to reduce noise impacts from LAX
are gppropriate since airport operations generate continuous noise, seven days per week, for the
mgority of the day. Whereas, Project-related congtruction will be limited to the hours between 7
A.M. and 9 P.M. Monday through Friday and 8 A.M. and 6 P.M. on Saturdays. In addition, as
dated above, noise levels presented in the Draft EIR represent worst-case conditions and sensitive
receptors would not be exposed to worst-case congtruction noise levels over the entire 7-year period
as suggested by the comment.

With regard to the proposed mitigation measures contained in this comment:

1) Based on the above discussion the recommended mitigation measure to provide
double-paned glass windows for dl impacted gpartment unitsis not warranted.

2) Based on the above discusson the recommended mitigation measure to provide air
conditioning in al impacted gpartment unitsis not warranted.

3) The recommended mitigation measure to provide a condruction schedule to
community resdents within a five-mile radius of the Project congtruction Site is also
not warranted. In looking a the maximum forecasted noise levd of 90 dBA at 50
feet and usng a consarvative disance attenuation factor of 6 dB per doubling of
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distance, congruction related noise would be gpproximatey 66 dBA at 800 ft which
is bedow peak ambient noise levels. Therefore, a mitigation measure has been
induded in this Find EIR in which the Project Applicant will notify residents within
800 feet of the Project congruction ste and in aldition will post a notice in a locd
newspaper as pat of the Condruction Management Plan notifying resdents of
condruction activity. Refer to Item IV.H.a in Section 11, Corrections and Additions
to the Draft EIR. Also refer to Response to Comment 15.24 regarding the CMP.

COMMENT 15.30
|. The Parks and Recreation Section of the DEIR Are Inadequate.

1. More Open and Green Space Is Needed in the Project Site Area.

The DEIR dates, “The Project would not meet the Department of Recreation and Parks planning
standard of four acres [of open space] per 1,000 residents. Therefore, the Project would have a
sgnificant impact on paks and recredtion faciliies”’? The Project Applicant proposes to
mitigate this impact by paying “required fees to the City of Los Angees Recreation and Parks
Department for the purpose of providing future parks and open space in the Centrd City area”"
However, the Project Applicant also wants a credit for such fees for making certain open space
avalable on a limited basis to the public.”® We bdieve this is an inappropriate solution for the
neighborhood, which is by any standard considered “park-poor.”

Los Angeles has fewer acres of park per thousand residents than any other mgor city in the
country. There are dso vast disparities in access to parks and recregtion. In the Figueroa
Corridor, containing gpproximately the same number of people as a city council didtrict, only .48
acres of parks per thousand residents is avalable, whereas a Westsde City Council Didtrict
averages 1.7 acres of park space. The DEIR acknowledges that there are not enough parks and
open space in the Project Ste areq, daing: “The Generd Plan Framework EIR reveds that ... the
digribution and number of neighborhood parks are inadequate, particularly in the centrd San
Fernando Valley, South Central Los Angedles, and the Harbor Gateway.”

The Project dte is located within the South Park Area of the Centrd City Community Plan,
which has an open space deficiency edtimated at 216.4 acres.’® The Project Applicant admits it
will only increase the problem by adding over 2,000 people to an area starved for more green and
open space.”’

This dearth of parks and playgrounds throughout Los Angdes hurts al aspects of our City,
especidly in centrd city areas which are predominantly inhabited by low-income people of
color. The economic vitdity of the region, a hedthy environment, and basc farness dictate
more parks and playgrounds should be developed for Los Angeles. Parks, playgrounds and
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As was described in the Draft EIR in Section 1V.4.4. Parks and Recrestion, it is acknowledged that
the project would have a significant impact on parks and recreation in an area where there is an
exiding defidency in such uses. In the interest of pursuing dl feasble mitigation to offset the
projects impacts, Mitigation Measure 2, included in Draft EIR Section IV.l.4.4. Parks and
Recregtion on page 394 has been revised to no longer include the taking of a credit for the project’s
6.9 acres of on-dte active and passive open space, with the exception of the centrd plaza. See Item
IV.l.4.a in Section I, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, herein. In addition to full
payment of fees pursuant to City of Los Angdes Municipad Code requirements, the project will ill
include 6.9 acres of active and passive open space. Furthermore, the project is dso likely to include
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other recreationd facilities that would serve project resdents for which credits will not be pursued,
such as hedlth clubs and hotd pools.

The centrd plaza associated with the Project would be avalable to everyone. This could be a
centrd gathering place for the neighborhoods near the Project Site for residents and vigtors. Other
communities have commonly used large public plazas as a centrd unifying theme in ther
communities.

The Project Applicant shdl implement patnerships with community oriented “greening’
organizations to implement plantings in adjacent communities, particularly during condruction. In
addition, the Project Applicant shdl commit to performing activities such as church fedtivals and
farmer's markets in the 11th Street/central plaza area.  The Project Applicant shall explore a carts
and kiosks program for a “Havor of LA” program, and shdl consder partnerships with loca
organizetions. This shdl be included in the Digpogtion and Development Agreement (DDA) or
Deveopment Agreement (DA).

As was dated in the Draft EIR in Section 1V.1.4 Parks and Recreation on page 393, the Central City
Community Plan Area has an exigting open space zoned lands deficiency estimated at 216.4 acres.
This open space deficiency is anticipated to become worse in the future.

As part of the proposed project, 800 dwelling units would be developed. This would increase the
densty of the area by an estimated 2,272 people. However, the Project would satisfy the open space
requirements as dictated in the City's Municipd Code for multi-family dwelings (City of Los
Angeles Municipal Code, Sections 12.11C and 12.21G, July 2000). The open space provided by the
Project would be landscaped in accordance with a landscape plan gpproved by the City’s Planning
Department.

The Project Applicant would conduct a workshop to provide an assessment of open space needs and
opportunities within predetermined areas within the vicinity of the Project from which a project or
projects will be sdected to be undertaken for the cregtion of new or improvement of existing
fadlities. The assessment will be undertaken within sx months of Project approva. The Project
Applicant shal pay required fees to the City of Los Angeles Recreation and Parks Department for
the purpose of providing future parks and open space in the Centra City area. The Project
Applicant would pay fees for the Project’s resdential uses that will be put asde in an open space
fund. The centrd plaza as well charitable activities targeting open space such as soccer fidds and
basketball courts shal count against the proposed open space fee to the extent dlowed by City law.
The Project Applicant shdl pay fees to the extent required by City law and the Project shdl be
credited to the extent dlowed by City law.
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COMMENT 15.31
2. More Green Space and Trees Would Offset the “Urban Heat 1dand” Effect.

Asde from the community benefit of adding additiona green space in the area, increased green
goace would offset the “urban heat idand” effect, wel documented by the United States
Environmenta Protection Agency:”®

The Urban Heat Idand concept is attributed to meteorologist Luke Howard
(1818). On a summer day, the average temperaure in a typicd American city is
about 3 to 5 % hotter than the surrounding area. Up to 30% of land in cities is
covered by energy-absorbing artificid dructures.  This concrete and  asphdlt
jungle absorbs heat during the day and releases it into the amosphere a night,
heeting the night sky. Adding to the urban heat idand effect is heat rdeased into
the urban atmosphere by combudtive processes from vehicles, indudtrid activity
and the heat that escapes from commercid and domegtic ar conditioning.  Just
prior to sunrise, urban areas are on average 7 °F warmer than adjacent rurd areas
in summer and 60F. in winter.

To avoid this heat idand effect, the EPA Green Cities Program suggests adding green space,
epecidly trees, in urban environments. The benefits of adding trees to the urban environment
are more than just aesthetic”®® Studies of urban forests have shown that city trees provide
benefits worth many times the cost of ther planting and upkeep, even as they just “dt there

Tree root systems hold soil in place, preventing erosion. Trees can absorb stormwater that might
otherwise reault in flash flooding. A city’s urban forest can reduce pesk storm runoff by 10 to 20
percent, according to the United States Forest Service. Trees dso help cleanse the environment.
During photosynthesis, trees absorb, or sequester, carbon dioxide and convert it into oxygen for
us to bresthe. One acre of trees provides enough oxygen for 18 people, and absorbs as much
carbon dioxide as a car produces in 26,000 miles. Trees dso remove sulfur dioxide and nitrogen
oxide, two mgjor components of acid rain and ozone pollution, from the air.

Trees are naturd buffers to harsh weether conditions. Well-forested lands are consgtently at
least 2 D 4 degrees cooler during the summer and 1 to 2 degrees warmer during the winter than
deforested land. This temperature reduction can sgnificantly lower smog production, according
to the U.S. Depatment of Energy. Trees reduce noise pollution by acting as a buffer and
absorbing urban noise. An U.S. Department of Energy study reports that a 100 foot wide and 45
foot tall patch of trees can reduce noise levels by 50 percent.®
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