V. Comments and Response to the Draft EIR

% Cities Are Heat Islands, The Zuins Foundation, 1998; see also EPA Region 111 Geen Cities: Urban Heat Island

website at http://www.epa.gov/greenkit/pavement.htm

8 w.c. aullivan and SE. Kuo, “ Do Trees Strengthen Community, Reduce Domestic Violence?,” Technology Bulletin,

R8-FR56: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Department, Southern Region, Southern Station and Northeastern
Area (1996).

81 The Benefits of Urban Trees, EPA Region |11 Green Cities, supra.

RESPONSE 15.31

The proposed Project Ste covers 27.1 acres, much of which is currently being used as surface
parking lots which are largely void of any sgnificant vegetation. The proposed Project would not
change exigting open or green space, but would sgnificantly increase landscaping cregting aitractive
open areas that would enhance the aesthetic qudity of the loca neighborhood. The objectives of the
Project’s landscape concept include the following: establishing a hierarchy of open spaces that is
distinguished by design and function to creste an open, connective pededtrian redm, as wdl as
adding interest and diversity to the Project; providing well-defined open spaces that are comfortable
for a vaigy of active and passve humaen activities, including dtting, conversing, dining, and
shopping; and, providing a rich palet of bndscape eements that enhances the Project as a specid
place and provides scale, shade, smdl, seasond color, and beauty to the Project area. The
landscaping elements will be primarily composed of shrubbery, trees, and flower beds. The Project
would sgnificantly increase landscaping in the area and would reduce the current acreage of asphalt
in the locd vicinity, which absorbs heet during the day and releases it a night, heating the night sky.
Congdering the sze of the Project area, it is not feasble that landscaping dements could be
designed for the purposes of counteracting the “urban heat idand” effect, nor could they provide
significant reductions of CO?, SO?, or NOy. It is aso not practicable for the Project’s landscape
dedgn to incude enough trees s0 as to dgnificantly reduce noise levels or impact winter and
summer temperatures with the intent of lowering smog production.

The Project would incorporate tree planting as described in the Draft EIR, Section Il, Project
Description.

COMMENT 15.32

3. Recommendations

The lack of sufficient green and open space in the Project area is darming, and exacerbating the
problem cannot smply be dismissed as an unfortunate by-product of Project development. The
need for green and open space in the Project Ste area is undisputed. What is less clear is how the
Project Applicant will mitigate this problem, which will only be exacerbated by the addition of
thousands of new residents and multiple thousands of Project vistors over time.
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In mitigation, we propose the following:

The Project Applicant should not clam credit for required fees by providing limited
open space a the ste, which will only be “accessible to the public on a limited basis.”®?
Rather the Project Applicant should pay al applicable fees.

Provide shade on a least 30% of nortroof impervious surface on the Project Ste,
including parking lots, walkways, plazas, etc.

Provide shade usng ndtive or climate tolerant trees and large shrubs, vegetated trellises
or other exterior structures supporting vegetation.

In the Project design, substitute vegetated surfaces for hard surfaces, and explore
elimination of blacktop and the use of new coatings and integra colorants for agphdt to
achieve light colored surfaces.

82 DEIR, p.393, emphasis added.

RESPONSE 15.32

See Response to Comment 15.30 for discussions regarding open space. As stated in Response to
Comment 15.30, Mitigation Measure 2 that was included in the Draft EIR, Section I1V.1.4. Parks and
Recreation on page 394 has been revised.

As was discussed in the Draft EIR in Section 1V.B.3 Shade/Shadow and as shown on Figures 28
through 33 on pages 173 through 178, asubstantia amount of shade would be provided by the
Project. Figure 26 and Figure 27 on pages 170 and 171, respectively, identify the maximum extent
of winter and summer shadows that could be cast by the Project built to the maximum potentia
development envdope.  Winter shadows cast by the maximum supplementd building height from
the proposed Project could potentidly shade 26 off-ste shadow-sendtive uses induding the
Convention Center Hal entry pavilion, Gilbert Lindsay Plaza, 15 multi-family resdentia structures,
gx hotds, three Sdvation Army buildings, United Methodist Church, and Our Lady Chepe. The
Project would generate shade on parking lots, walkways, plazas, etc. and would result in more shade
than the exigting condition which is surface asphdt parking lots at the Project Site.

As was dated in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.B.1. Visud Qudity on pages 134, the Project shdl rely
upon trees, canopies, arcades, and smilar features to regulate the opportunity for sun and shade
adong public dreets and within other important public/common spaces.  In addition, as stated in the
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Draft EIR on page 136, the Project shal provide landscape improvements such as Street trees, street
furniture, street lighting, and paving; street trees should be the primary landscape component.

The lagt bulleted item in the comment has been added to this Find EIR as a mitigation mesasure to
Section 1V.B.1. Visud Qudity. Refer to Item IV.B.1ain Section Il, Corrections and Additions to
the Draft EIR, of thisFind EIR.

COMMENT 15.33

J The Solid Waste Section of the DEIR Fals to Provide Sufficient Information about the
Project’ s Solid Waste Management Plan.

We gpplaud the Project Applicant’'s dtated intent to comply with the Cdifornia Solid Wagte
Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (AB 939) with a Recycling and Resource Recovery
Pan. However, we are concerned with management of the solid waste that will be generated
during the proposed sevenyear condruction phase. In addition, according to the DEIR,
approximatey 31,179 pounds of solid waste will be generated per day when the Project is fully
operationd or 15 tons of waste per day.®

The Project will be a mgor new source of waste, and needs to have an active plan to enable the
city to meet the AB 939 guiddines. Outstanding questions include. what guarantees are being
contemplated to assure that dl Project tenants will comply with the recycling requirements st
forth by the Project Applicant? What streets will be used to trangport the solid waste from the
Project dte to the identified landfills? Will those dreets be used both during congtruction and
during Project operations?

We request answers to these inquiries, as well as a better explanation of the Project Applicant’s
waste reduction plan, in the find EIR. We a0 request that the find EIR include a plan showing
what spaces will be provided for waste separation and dorage of waste awaiting hauling.
Because numerous different uses are being proposed for the ste (retaurants, thesters, retail,
elc), different drategies must be implemented to ensure waste minimization a those different
locations, and different waste, separation, storage plans may be required. We request a more
detailed plan for waste minimization for congtruction and diverse operations at the Project.

1. Recommendations

We propose the following mitigation measures:
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Before condruction, develop and implement a waste management plan, quantifying meaterid
diverson by weight. Recycle and/lor sdvege a least 80% of condruction, demolition and land
clearing waste.

Submit a congruction waste management plan for approva by the Solid Resources Citywide
Recycling Divison prior to completion of the permitting process.

Create a plan for setting aside space on the congtruction Ste for the different bins
required for sorting of congtruction waste, and training of workers for their use.

Increese demand for building products that are manufactured locdly, reducing the
environmental impacts resulting from transportation, and supporting the local economy.

Specify a minimum of 50% of building maeids that are manufactured regiondly
within aradius of 100 miles.

Develop and implement an on-gSite organic waste plan for composting.  Such compost
could be used later on-Ste in landscaping maintenance.

Provide easly accessble areas that serve al aspects of the Project dedicated to the
separation, collection and dorage of maerids for recyding, induding a minimum
paper, glass, plagtics and metals.

Welook forward to the City's response to our mitigation proposalsin thefina EIR.

8 DEIR, p.415.
RESPONSE 15.33

As was dated in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.J.3. Solid Waste on page 413, the City of Los Angdesis
required to meet the mandates of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, aso
known as A.B. 939. A.B. 939 requires that dl cities and counties in the State of Cdifornia divert 25
percent of al solid wastes going to landfills by 1995 and 50 percent by the year 2000. The most
recent data available from the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation shows that in 1999 (end of
year), the City of Los Angeles had achieved a 49 percent diversion rate.

During the seven year condruction phase for the Project, congruction would be intermittent and
would not occur dl the time. As was stated in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.J.3. Solid Waste on page
415, demoalition and congruction building debris wastes would be generated during construction.
These may include inert solids such as rock, concrete, brick, sand, soil, asphat and sheetrock. In
addition, wood, metd, drywall and cardboard wastes would also be generated. The Applicant shall
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minmize the amount of condruction and demoalition waste to the extent possble and shdl
implement on-Ste source separation of these materias for recycling, including the practice of on-ste
grinding of concrete and asphdt paving for use as new base materia throughout the Project Site.
Refer to Responses 15.18 and 15.29 for discussions regarding air and noise emissions from on-gte
grinding. No dgnificant impacts to solid waste landfill digposal capacity from project construction
activities are anticipated. Refer to Response to Comment 11.2 regarding the gpproved construction
haul routes for the Project. The agpproved roadways for heavy congtruction vehicles would be far
more limited than the gpproved roadways that would be utilized by curbside collection trucks that
would collect solid wastes during the operationd phase of the Project.

As was dated in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.J.3. Solid Waste, Mitigation Measure 1, a Recycling and
Resource Recovery Plan shall be prepared to coordinate resource conservation and recycling for the
Project. A recycling program shdl be designed to reduce the amount of solid waste going to
landfills, in line with the City’s goals and continued efforts.  An education/outreach program shdl be
indtituted to reduce the output of solid waste through recycling and reduction of waste at the source.
The education/outreach program is an effective method for incressing recycling rates during the
operationa phase of the Project.

The Project shdl comply with dl gpplicable City, County, and State requirements regulaing solid
wadte disposd. Project buildings shdl be designed to have sufficient outdoor space for solid waste
enclosures.  In addition, the Project would comply with the Cdifornia Solid Waste Reuse and
Recycling Access Act of 1991, which requires that adequate waste storage facilities be provided for
the collection and storage of recyclable and green waste materids.

A mitigation measure was included in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.J.3. Solid Wadgte for the recycling
of congruction and demalition solid wastes on page 417. As was dated in the Draft EIR, Section
IV.J3. Solid Waste, Mitigation Measure 1b., as part of the Project’s Recycling and Resource
Recovery Plan, measures for maximizing the recycling of demolition and congruction debris,
including a proposed layout for source separation of materias and recycling bins a the Project Ste
and utilization of progpective contractor(s) specidizing in demoalition and congruction waste
management shdl be implemented, to the extent feasible. The Project Recycling and Resource
Recovery Plan shdl be reviewed and approved by the City of Los Angdes Department of Public
Works, Solid Resources Citywide Recycling Divison, prior to implementation of the Plan. As was
dated in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.J.3. Solid Wagte in Mitigation Measure 3 on page 418, yard
waste management techniques shdl be incorporated into the maintenance of the Project, including
use of drought tolerant plants and mulching or composting of regular landscape maintenance waste
where appropriate.
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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 15.34

K. Andyssaof Environmenta Impact on Public Emergency Services Is Inadequate

The DEIR dams that “a dgnificant impact to LAFD fire prevention and suppresson services
and/or emergency protection services would occur if the proposed Project: ... generates ... traffic
levels that would subgantidly increase emergency response time to the Project dSte or
neighboring properties”®  The DEIR dso explains tha “during the post-event period of events
a the STAPLES Center and the Los Angdes Convention and Exhibition Center, traffic could
result in consgderable congestion & many aea dregts and intersections in the vicinity of the
Project dte” and that this “traffic congestion could potentidly cause sgnificant ddays in LAFD
emergency response times for responses within or through the project dte”  Mitigations are
proposed for the Project.

Wha the DEIR fals to point out is that sgnificant delays in emergency response dready exist
due to Staples Center event traffic, and that these may dready be life-threatening, as discussed in
FCCEJ member St. John's Wdl Child Center’'s comments on the DEIR, which Sate:

“For example, yesterday, during the Grammy Awards event a the Staples Center, one of
the children at the clinic who is under sx years old, had to be hospitdized because of a
series of asthma attacks. Because of the traffic indigated and unmitigated by the Grammy
event, an ambulance was unable to reach the dinic. The response time was sgnificantly
extended because of the event a the Staples Center and could have resulted in serious
injury or desth to this emergency patient. Luckily, members of the dinic carried the
child south dong Figueroa, waking six blocks until traffic was less congested and the
ambulance could reach the child.”

It is important to note that this clinic has been in the community at the same location for 38 years
and is expanding in place with the assslance of a City community fadilities improvement grant.
Thus, it should be anticipated that emergency hedth circumgtance will not only continue, but
increase.

We request that the Lead Agency investigate further the negative impeacts that exigting traffic has
on emergency response in the community surrounding the Staples Center and to incorporate
these findings into the proposed mitigation for the Project.
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8 DEIR, p.362-363.

RESPONSE 15.34

It is important to note that dthough 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 states, “[t]he term project refers to the activity which is being approved and which may be
subject to severa discretionary gpprovas 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. As was dated in the Draft EIR, Section 1V.1.1. Fire, on pages 364 and 365, emergency
vehicle access to the proposed Project would continue to be provided from local public roadways
such as Figueroa Street, 11th Street, and Pico Boulevard. Magjor roadways traversing and adjacent
to the Project site would continue to provide public and emergency access. Mitigation Measure No.
18 in Section IV.1.1, Fire, of the Draft EIR (page 368) has been revised to state that the Applicant
shdl coordinate with the South Park Event Coordinating Committee to address issues relating to
vehicle and pededtrian flows during mgor events and to identify measures for ensuring LAFD
access to the Project Ste, parking lots, and the immediate vicinity during the pre-event and post-
event periods. Refer to Item 1V.1.1.a in Section Il, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR.
With incorporation of this mitigation measure, the Draft EIR determined that the Project would not
result in adverse effects to fire and emergency medica service response times to neighboring arees.

COMMENT 15.35
L. The Alternative Site Analyss Included in the DEIR Is Inherently Flawed.

As required by CEQA, the DEIR includes andyss of Project dternatives including an
Alterndtive Site scenario.”®® The dte chosen for andysis is the Cornfields Site, located northeast
of Chinatown. However, the use and future of the Cornfields Site is currently being litigated in
state court as a CEQA matter®® The Cornfidds Ste is dso under a federd divil rights
investigation by HUD. The exigence of these legd chadlenges was not mentioned in the DEIR
andyss and the potentid impact of the ongoing litigation and federal investigation was not
discussed a dl. While the fact of these chalenges may not amount to negative environmenta
impacts under CEQA, they do cdl into question the feasibility of the Cornfields Site as a project
dternaive. For this reason, we request that another Ste be used for dternative Ste andyss in
thefinal EIR.

CEQA requirements support revised analyss of the dternative Ste.  The dternatives presented in
an EIR must be potentidly feasble?” The term “feasible’ is defined in Public Resources Code §
21061.1 as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
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time, taking into account economic, environmenta, socid and technologicd facts” — Off-Ste
dternative  condderdtions indude dte  suitability, economic  viability, avalability of
infradructure, genera plan consgency, other plan or regulaory limitations, jurisdictiond
boundaries, whether the project proponent dready owns the dte, and whether the project
proponent can acquire, control or have access to the site if it does not own it.®

The legd chdlenges involving the Cornfidd Ste means that it cannot, with certainty, be
“cagpable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time”
Because the Cornfidd Ste is not a legdly feesble dterndive dte, we request that an
environmenta impact andyds of a different Ste be completed and induded in thefind EIR.

8 DEIR, p.5, pp.482-491

8 Friends of the Los Angeles River, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Supr. Ct. Case No. BS 065205 (2000).
FCCEJ Coalition members Environmental Defense and Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles are named
plaintiffsin thisaction.

87 8714 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126.6(a).
8 Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576.

RESPONSE 15.35

The extent to which project dternatives must be consdered is governed by a rule of reason, the
ultimate objective being whether a discusson of dternatives “fosters informed decision-making and
public participation.” (State CEQA Guiddines §15126.6(a)). An EIR need not consder an
dternative  “whose implementation is remote and speculative” (State CEQA  Guiddines

an EIR must consder the avallability of dternative dtes to a given project
depends upon the particular facts of the case. Citizens of Goleta Valey v. Board of Supervisors,
197 Cd.App.3d 1167, 1179 (1988) (“Goleta 1”). There is no requirement that infeasble dterndtive
stes be discussed in an EIR.  Citizens of Goleta Valey v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Ca.3d 553
(1990) (“Goleta I1”); Save Our Residentia Environment v. City of West Hollywood, 9 Cd.App.4th
1745 (1992). CEQA permits a lead agency to conclude that no feasble dternative locations exist.
(State CEQA Guiddines §15126.6(f)(2)(B)) (“For example, in some cases there may be no feasible
dternative location for a geothermd plant or mining project which must be in close proximity to
natural resources a a given location.”).

The Draft EIR was not required to consider dternative sites because none could feasbly obtain core
Project objectives. However, to inform the City decison-making process, an dternative Ste was
considered. Since such an andysis was not required, an dleged “inadequate’ anaysis is not a flaw
inthe EIR.
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As was dated in the Draft EIR, Section V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, Alternative E:
Alternative Site on page 482, the dternative Ste sdected for andysis is the Cornfidds ste, located
outsde the Centrd Busness Didrict northeast of Chinatown in the City of Los Angdes. This
Alternative Site was sdected because it is currently an underutilized Ste of adequate sSze near the
Central Gty area. Therefore, the Cornfields Site was selected as an dternative for analyss due to
gte suitability (acreage). No other suitable dterndtive stes within the downtown area of the City of
Los Angeles that could accommodate the Project’s acreage and uses have been identified. The gte
was a0 selected due to the availability of infrastructure at the Cornfields Site.

As shown in the Draft EIR, Section V. Alternatives to the Proposed Project, page 485, the
Cornfields dte would avoid or subgtantially lessen one of the sgnificant effects of the Project.
Specificdly, the Cornfidds ste would result in substantiadly lessened impacts to shade/shadow,
pedestrian safety, and noise (condtruction). As dated in the Draft EIR, Section V. Alternatives to
the Proposed Project, on pages 484 through 490, the Cornfields Site would result in worse impacts in
comparison with the Project to land use, visud qudity, light and glare, drainage and surface weter
qudity, ar qudity (operationd), trafficc noise (operationd), utliies (infrastructure) and
architectura/historic  resources. Ovedl, the Cornfidds dte Alternative would not be
environmentally superior to the Project. The Cornfields site Alternative would not meet the core
Project objectives of implementing a Ste plan that optimizes the synergy among the on-sSite uses,
while establishing a focused spatid relationship between the Project, STAPLES Center and the
Convention Center which links these uses in a mutudly beneficiad manner and provides visud and
pedestrian linkages to adjacent parks and downtown Los Angeles.

COMMENT 15.36

In addition, the most obvious dternative -- one tha improves exising housng and retal in the
community; that integrates neighborhoods uses with regiond atractions;, that combines old and
new buildings, resdents and uses -- has been completely overlooked. We bdieve this is due in
pat to the parochid nature of the gpecific plan boundaries which only include property
controlled by the Project Applicant, rather than taking a broader view of the impacted area and
Project posshilities. We strongly suggest that both the Lead Agency and the Project Applicant
sudy international best practices of how older neighborhoods and regiond attractions have been
desgned to complement esch other and coexist before this yet unexamined dterndive is
dismissed.

RESPONSE 15.36

The potentid dternative suggested in the comment would not meet the Project objectives.
Specificdly, this potentid dternative would not implement the Project objective that would create a
maor regiond retail/entertainment center and mixed-use digtrict  that will complement STAPLES
Center and serve as a catadyst for downtown and the Los Angeles Convention and Exhibition Center
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(that serves as a dedtination for vigtors, workers, and resdents). This potential dternative would not
meet the Project objective to implement a Ste plan that optimizes the synergy among the on-ste
uses, while establishing a focused spatia relationship between the Project, STAPLES Center, and
the Convention Center which links these uses in a mutudly beneficid manner, and provides visud
and pedestrian linkages to adjacent parks and downtown Los Angeles. This potentid dternative
would not meet the Project objective that would implement the policies of the City’s Generd Plan,
the Centrd Business Didrict Redevelopment Plan and the City’s Downtown Strategic Plan by
locating major entertainment, cultural, and hotel facilities in the Downtown Center of Los Angdles.
In addition, this potentid dternative would not meet the Project objective of implementing the
City’s objective to fulfill the master plan requirements under the Dispostion and Development
Agreement (DDA) for the STAPLES Center devel opment.

The potentid aternative suggested in the comment would not meet the Project objectives. This
potential aternativeistherefore rejected for congderation as an aternative to the proposed Project.

COMMENT 15.37
I1l. CONCLUSION

We hope the questions and mitigation measures suggested in these comments will be taken
serioudy and fully addressed in the find EIR. In spite of our comments, some may argue that
because the Project dte is located in a downtown area desgnated as mixed-use, the residents
nearby have somehow acquiesced to a more polluted environment. Such an argument is
gampligic and unfar. Simply because the resdents affected here are low-income and minority
populations, living where housing is affordable, does not mean that they have implicitly waved
ther right to a meaningful public participation process, nor to the environmenta qudity of ther
communities.

Access to decison-makers and project-rdated environmentd mitigation messures are  often
enjoyed by wedthier resdents in other areas of Los Angeles. In fact, the demographics and
location of the affected population near the Project Ste argue otherwise -- because such
populations have for years been denied the opportunities to impact the decisons that affect their
day-to-day qudity of life, ther environmenta and economic vitdity should be protected that
much more fiercdly.

We expect and hope that the Lead Agency and the Project Applicant will hold this Project to the
highest environmentd justice andards.
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RESPONSE 15.37

The City of Los Angdes, as Lead Agency, takes al public comments serioudy. As stated in CEQA
Guiddines Section 15201, “public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process” All
comments on the Draft EIR recelved by the Lead Agency have been responded to in accordance
with CEQA Guiddines Section 15088 and ae included in this Find EIR for review and
condderation by the decison-makers. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for a 30-day
public review period in compliance with CEQA Guiddines Section 15082(b) and standard City
practices. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period in compliance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 and standard City practices.  All written comments received
during the NOP and Draft EIR public review periods have been reviewed and responded to. All of
these efforts have been undertaken in the interest of thoroughly addressng environmenta impacts
with full congderation of community input.
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COMMENT 15.38

Orgunizations and Individuals Consulted
in preparaiion of the response

Los Angeles City Departments and Agencies

Jim Holmes, City Planning Departmend

Dan Scott, City Planning Department

Maxine Chavez, Comrpunity Redevelopment Agency
Margarita de Escontrias, Community Redevelopment Agency
Sally Richman, Ifowsing Depariment

Housing Experts and Qroanizations

Jan Breidenbech, Executive Dircetor, Suuthern California Association of Non-Profir
Housing

Beth Steckler, Deputy Dircctor, Southern Califoruia Association of Non-Profit Housing

Lauren Saunders, Dircclor, Stum Housing Ahatement Unir, Bet Tzedik Legal Services

Red Fields, Dircetor, Los Angeles Housing Law Project

Kalima Rose, PolicyLink

Rohin Hughes, Executive Director, Los Angeles Community Design Center

Alice Salinas, Senior Project Manager, Fsperanza Communiiy Houxing Corporation

Mary Lee, Attorney af Law

Marlene Garza, Westside Foir Housing Council

Environmental Experts and Organizations

Sleve Fleishli, Executive Director, Santa Monica Baykeeper
Jacqueline Hamiiton, Director, Envirommental Defense, Los Angeles Environmental Justice
Project Office

Health Experts and OQrganizations

Brian Dolan, MD., M H

Diana Dolan, M P.IL

Jim Mangia, Executive Director, Sr. John's Well Child Cenier
Health Promoters, Esperanza Community Housing Corporation
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Commugity Organizations

Action for Grassroots Empowerment and Neighborhood Development Alternatives (AGENDA)
Alf People's Christian Center

Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN)
Central Amercan Resouree Center (CARECEN)

Coalition for Humane tmmigrant Rights of Los Angeles (CHIRLA)
Clinica Oscar Romern

Coalition for Community Health

Coalitron LA

Community Coalition for Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Concerned Citizens of South Central T.os Angeles

Ll Rescate

Lnvironmental Detense B Environmental Justice Project Office
Lpiscopal Church of St. Phillip the Evangelist

Esperanza Community Housing Corporation

Hotel Employees and Restaurant Emplovees (HERE) Local 11
Tnquilidas Unidos

Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE)

Los Angeles Conservation Corps

Neighbors for An Improved Community (NIC)

Pico Union / Westlake Cluster Network

Pico Union Neighborhood Association

St. Agnes Catholic Church

S1. John’s Episcopal Church

St. Jobn's Well Child Center

St. Mark's Lutheran Church

Service Employces Intemational Union (SEIUY Local 1877

Strategic Actions for a Tust Economy (SAJE)

Student Coalition Against Labor Exploitation (SCALE)

United University Church

Netghborhood Residents

Rema Acencio
Miguel Alas
Olimpia Alas

Eiba Alcaraz
Crusanta Aleman
[ernando Aleman
Guadalupe Aleman
Angcles Alvarado
Enrique Alvarade

-2

Los Angeles Sports and Entertainment District City of Los Angeles Planning nepm.‘tment
SCH No. 2000091046/E1R No. 2000-3577 Agpril 2001

Payge 262



I'V. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

Isidra Alvarado
Angela Amaya
Maricruz Aparicio
Eloy Aquino
Lucy Aras

Raay Arias

Pablo Arteaga
Pedro Ausencio
Gerardo Ayala
Mirian Barillas
Ivan Bautista
Maria Becerra
Maria de Jesus Burgos
Rosa M. Calderon
Jorge Calvanio
Rosa Carrete
Macrina Castillo
Veronica Castillo
Arlemio Castro
Irene Castro
Veronica Cazares
Maria Ceja
Gustavo Conchas
Ofeha Conchas
Raymundo Contreras
Tomas Comnelio
Yasmin Corona
Rufino Celis
Ricardo Corles
Imelda Cruz
Armando Delgado
Israel Dhaz

Eladia Dumas
Daisy Echeverri
Garica Elias
Manuel Escohar
Margarita Espinora
Virginia Espinoza
Hector Estrada
Patricia Estrada
Marcelino Fstrada
Maria Estrada
Ermestina Flores
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IV. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

Lorenza Flores
Margarito Flores
Manccld Flores
Roni Flores

Ada Funes

Fclipe Garcia

Jesus Garceia

Mario Garcia

Pablo Garcia

Pedro Garcla
Raymundo Garcia
VYictorino Gaylan
Apolonio Gonzales
Adrian Gonvalez
Dolores Gonzales
Leonicio Gonzaler.
Diego Gudino
Juana Gudine
Civuelo Guerrero
Salvador Guerrero
Petra Gutierrez
Virginia Gutierrez
Augustina Hernandez
Corina Hernandez
Eva Hernandez
Gabriela Hemander
Jose Hemandez
Lucrecia Hemandez
Maricruz Ilernandez
Marisol Hemandez
Patricia Hernandez
Petra Hernandez
Cosme Flores Herrera
Hermelinda Herrera
Santiago Huerta
Reyna Tharra
Galilia Jose

Jaime Jose

Lourdes Juares
Maria Leon

Rocio Leon

Alicia Lerma
Dolores Topez
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IV. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

Juanita Lopez
Dolores Lorta
Ricarda Loza
Angela Luna
Elena Luna
Lucrecia Luna
Angela Martinez
Angelica Martinez
Elizaboth Mariinez
Erika Marlinez
Jesus Gonralez Martinez
Toaquina Martinez
Jose F Martinez
Rita Martingcy.
Rocio Martinex
Reynzlda Mecina
Maria Medel
Adelfo Medel
Filiberto Mendez
Gregoria Mendez
Aurelia Mendoza
Cecilia Mendoza
Juana Mercado
Jose Millan

Juan Millan
Susana Millan
Cornelic Montes
Evelin Montes
Jesus Moran

Cruz Moreno

Ciro Munoz
Imelda Nunez
Bertha Nuno

Ana Ochoa

Lucia Ochoa
Maria Ochoa
Emilia Olive
Magda Ortega
Severana Ortiz
Danny Oybarra
Manucl Pacheco
Genoveva Paredes
Lucila Paredes
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TV. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

Maria Pena

Felipe Perez
Matias Perez
Andres Pineda
Patricia Pineda
Dulces Puebla
Dora Ramirez
Juliana Ramirez
Lidia Ramirez
Olga Ramirez
Lsperanza Ramirez
Gilberto Ramon
Candy Ramos
Victor Ramos
Reyna Reyes
Laurc Medel
Claudia Reyna
Mariz Reyna
Ricardo y Nareisa Rivera
Genoveba Rocha
Alejandra Rodriguez
Elbira Rodriguez
Marcos Reijas

1.ee Romero
Manue] Rosas
Guadaupe Rubio
Paula Rubio
Antonia Ruix
Doris Ruiz

Irma Ruiz

Jose Ruiz

Juan Ruiz

Pedro Rumualdo
Ana Salguero
Acension Salinas
Manuel Pacheco
Maria Salinas

Jose Salvador
Oscar Samano
Cleto Sanchez
Pable \ Sonia Sanchez,
Sonia Sanchez
Isabel y Arturo Santana
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Jose Savala
Albina Sierra
lsidra Benites
Lidio Solano
Lemnecia Solis
Isabel Tiburcia
Agpapito Torres
Consuelo Torres
Jessica Torres
Jorge Torres
Rosa Torres
Teresa Torres
Francisca Tovar
Ana Valenzuela
Margarita Vazquoez
Vicenler Varguer
Mima Vega
Raymundo Veitia
Maria Velasquez
Martin Victoria
[smael Villalobos
Eucetna O. Villalovos
Adela Villanueva
Dora Villasana
Pascual Villasana
Martha Villegas
Ramona Villepas
Guadalupe Zavala
Jose Zepeda
Maria Zepeda
Sebastian Zuloaga
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IV. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 15.38

The comnient is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the City decision makers for their
review and consideration. The information provided in this comment bas been addressed in

Response to Comment 15.1.
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1V. Comments and Responses W the Draft EIR

COMMENT 15.39

O oD oD @oOooooolonol

Qoo

o hoooooob

FicyrpoA (opRiDoR (OALITION FOR ECONOMIC QUSTCE

ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERS
(as oF 2-22-00)

Actlon for Grassroots Empowarment and Neighborhood Development Alternatives (AGENDA)
All People’s Christian Cenler

Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN}
Blazers Youth Services

Budiong and Jefferson Block Club

Central American Resource Cemter (CARECEN)

Clinica Oscar Romero

Coalition for Community Health

Coalition LA

Community Coalition for Substance Abuse Prevention and Trealment
Concerned Citizens of South Ceniral Los Angeles

£l Rescate

Environmental Defense — Environmental Justice Project Office
Episcopal Church of St. Phillip the Evangelist

Esperanza Community Housing Corporation

Faithful Service Baptist Church

Hotel Empioyees and Restaurant Employees (HERE} Local 11

Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE}

Neighbors for An Improved Community (NIC)

St John's Episcopal Church

5t John's Well Child Center

St Mark’s Lutheran Church

Service Employees International Union (SENJ) Local 1877

Strategic Actions for a Just Economy (SAJE)

Student Coalition Against Labor Exploitation (SCALE)

United University Church
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IV, Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 15.39

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the City decision makers for their
review and consideration. The information provided in this comment has been addressed in

Response to Comment 15.1.
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1V. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

COMMENT 15.40

Green Building

Rating System™
- Version 2.0

Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design

March 2000

US GrreN Buitping COUNCIL
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V. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

COPYRIGHT

Copyright © 2000 by U.3. Green Building Council. Al rights reserved. No part of this
document may be reproduced in any form without the written permissien of the USGBC.

THsclaimer

The LEED Green Building Rating Systera™ 2.0 is the second edition of this standard. The
U. S. Green Building Council makes its best effort at promulgating a standard that improves
environmental and econormic perfarmance of eommercial buildings using established or
advanced industry principles, practices, materials, and standards. The LEED Green Building
System'™ is intended to bie used by commereial building project stakeholders and project
tearns as a guide for preen and sustainable design.

The U. §. Green Building assumes no expressed or implied respansibility for the overall
perfarmance of buildings where the LEED Green Building Systern™ is used as a guide. T'he
U. S. Green Building Council does not guarantee, certify, or ensure performance of any
products, systems, strategies, or technologies described in the LEED Green Building Rating
System™,

The U. 5. Green Building Council can not be held liable for any criteria set fourth herein,
which may rot be applicahle to previous or later versions of LEED™,

LEED Green Building Rating System™ Version 2.0 Finai Page 2

Los Anpeles Sports and Entertainment District
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IV. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

Contents

Sustainahle Sites

Prerequisite; Erosion and Sedimentation Control

Credit 1: Site Selection ....... et eveueeo b eoedesEesbesieiteEsasasstosSeteREessisieseesteResmsesrsssie saset mreresss st imterhi b ATAESER A AR PATY e emnan e insas
Credit 2: Urban Redvelopment )
Credit 3; Brownfield Redevelopment,
Credit 4; Alternative Trensportation ...
Credit 5 Reduced Site Disturbance ...
Credit b: Stermwater Management...........
Credit T: Landscape and Exterior Desagn o Reduce Heat ]:.lzmds ..... O cerrv et e T
Credit B: Lignt Pollutian Reduction eeeeteeeasiesseseesemessessesesseesessessasesasaninssmiesnsseesnsersanecnee 1

Water Efﬁcienr_x
Credit 1: Warter Eficient Landscaping ..o..ivoovievs
Credit 2: Innovative Wastewater Technologies ;
Credit 32 WWaEer L5e ReUetiom . cucooreeieeeeeeiue s eseaes et ssemssnns neseseassensnens somen s 68 aE s at bt A4 b B4 449 8RR PR RS 202800 P panss

Energy and Atmosphere
Prerequisite 1: Fundamentat Building Systems Commissioning [OOSR |
Prerequisite 2: Mininmm Energy Performance.
Prerequisite 3: CFC Reduction in HVAC &R Equipment e e s ittt
Credit 1; Optimize Encrgy Perfarmanee. ciesna
Credlt 2: Renewable Energy oovvinicincncnnennse s
Credir 3: Additional Commissioming ...
Credit 4: Elimination of HCFC'sand Hatons ............
Credit 5 Measurement and Verification ... e tirs e e mn e eeenen s
Credit 6; Green Pawer ..o

Materials and Eresources
Prerequisite: Stomge & Collection of Recyclables e
Credit 1: Building Reuse ..
Credin 2: Constructinn Waste Mmagement
Credit 3: Resource Beuse s
Credit 4: Reeycled Content
Credit 3: Local/Regional Materials -t
Credit 6; Rapidly Renewable Materials .....ooocveeee
Credit 7: Certified Wo0d ...ovevemeeen et et

Indoor Envir ualit; .
Prerequisite I Minimum TAQ Petformiante oot srie st e s s s siamas s e 1 s s s oos
Prerequisite 2: Environmental Toburco Smoke {ETS} Contral .
Credit 1: Carbon Dioxide {CO2) Monitoring .
Credit 2: Increase Ventilation Elfertiveness ... ceniim i
Credit 3: Construedon IAQ Management Plan oo
Credit 4: Low-Emirting Materials .....coooiiiiimiiiimnini i st esssseenn
Credit 5: Indoer Chemical and Pollutant Souece Contral
Credit §: Controllabitity 0F SYSIEnIS veevnricrn s cvnecs s s e
Credit T: THermal COmMPOIT . cieee ciaesessvenseseirs e rarerssrmceseromeeee s ot st s st et mtse 1t 5t £8 e e s rmm s a0 e e ememmr e od s e et beasbnsnssaras
Credit B! Daylight and Views

LEED Innovation Credits
LEED Accredited Professional

LEED™ Scorecard .ooooveericee oo et itetesihitisstesemerasemeeiebestssimesiasoeoesesseshissteieissierasiecotsniasiasias 23
LEED Green Building Rating System™ Version 2.0 Final Page3
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IV. Comments and Responses to the Draft EIR

Sustainable Sites

Site Prerequisite: TNTENT Required
Erosion and Cantral erosion to reduce negative impacts on water and air quality.
Sedimentation Conwof

REQUIREMENT:

O Design to 2 site sediment and ernsion control plan that conforms to best
rmanagement practces in the EPAS Stanm Water Management for Construction
Activities, EPA Document No. FPA-833-R-82-001, Chapter 3, OF local
Eresion and Sedimentation Contral standids wnd codes, whichever is mare
stringent. The plan shall meet the following obijectives:

*Prevent loss of soil during construction by stormn water runoff andfor
wind erasion, including protecting topsodl by stockpiling fne reuse.
*Prevent sedimentation of stormn sewer or receiving streanes and/ar air
polluticn with dust and particulate matter.

TECHMNOLOGIES/STRATEGIES:

The EPA standard lists nummerous messures such as silt fencing, sediment oaps,
tonstruction phasing, stabilization ol siecp slupes, maintaining vegetated ground
cover and providing ground cover that will meet this prevequisite.

Site Credit 1: INTENT: 1
Site Selection Awvold dovelopment of inappropriate sites and reduce the environmental impact from
the locatlon o a building on asile

REQUIREMENT:
[1 Do not develop buildings on portions of sites that meet any one of the fullow-
lng criteriaZ

«Prime agricultural land a5 defined by the Farmland Trust
«Land whose elevation is lower than 5 feet above the elevation of the 100-
year fload as defined by FEMA
eLand that provides habitat for any species on the Federal or State threat
ened or endanpered list
“Within 100 (eet of any wetiand as defined by 40 CFR, Parts 230-233 and
Part 22, OR as delined by local or state rule o law, whichever is more
suingent.
=L and which pricr to acquisition lor the praject was public parkdand, unless
jand of equal or greater valuc as parkiand is accepted in tride by the public
land owner. [Park Authorlty projects are cxempt )

TECHNOLOGIES/STRATEGIES:

Sereen potential building sites for these critedia prior to purchasing the land. and/or
ensure that these criteria are addressed by the designer during the conceptual design
phase. Utilize landscape architects, ecologists, environmental engineers, civil
engineers, and similar professionals for the screening prucess. New wetlands con-
structed as part of stormwater midgation or other site restoration effoits are nat
affected by the restrictions of this prerequisite.

LEED Green Building Rating System™ Version 2.0 Final Page 4
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