Ill. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1. COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “[t]he lead agency shall evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written
response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and
any extensions and may respond to late comments.” Specifically, “[t]he written responses shall describe
the disposition of significant environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to
mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when
the lead agency’s positions is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments
must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted.”
The CEQA Guidelines call for responses that contain a “good faith, reasoned analysis” with statements
supported by factual information. Some of the comments submitted to the Lead Agency, however, were
general in nature, stating opinion either in favor of or in opposition to the Project. In such cases, the
comment is made a part of the administrative record and will be forwarded to the City’s decision makers
for their consideration.

In accordance with these requirements, this Chapter of the Final EIR provides a good faith, reasoned
analysis and responds to each of the written comments on environmental issues received regarding the
Draft EIR during the comment periods.

The City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning received 26 letters (plus additional duplicative
letters) that provided comments on the Draft EIR during the designated comment period (47 days
between September 17, 2015 and November 2, 2015). Each comment letter has been assigned a
corresponding number, and comments within each comment letter are also numbered.

Written comments made during the public review period for the Draft EIR intermixed points and opinions
relevant to Project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review
presented in the Draft EIR. Section 15204(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines! (“CEQA Guidelines”)
encourages reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental document, particularly in regard
to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project alternatives. Based on
judicial interpretation of this section, the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion it is
given, provided that the lead agency responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith
effort at disclosure. Furthermore, Section 15204(c) advises reviewers that comments should be
accompanied by factual support. The responses to comments provided in this section of the Final EIR
provide detailed responses to all comments related to the environmental review and discuss, as
appropriate, the points raised by commenters regarding Project design and opinions relating to Project
approval. The latter are usually statements of opinion or preference regarding a project’s design or its
presence as opposed to points within the purview of an EIR: environmental impact and mitigation.

1 California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387.
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The organizations/persons that provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning are listed in Section Il (List of Commenters). The summary table below
indicates the issue areas on which each organization/person commented.
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Comment Letter No. 1

State of California

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
1400 10% Street

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Response to Comment 1-1

This comment is a standard statement from the State Clearinghouse of the Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research acknowledging the Draft EIR was sent to state agencies for review, and that the Draft EIR is
in compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents.
The commenter attaches a letter from Caltrans that was provided to the State Clearinghouse during the
course of the state agency review process. This letter is included in the Final EIR as Comment Letter No.
2, and the issues raised in this letter are responded to under Comment Letter No. 2 below. The State
Clearinghouse does not state any specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
No further response is required.
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Intentionally blank.
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Comment Letter No. 2

State of California, Department of Transportation
Dianna Watson, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

District 7

100 S. Main Street, Suite 100

Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606

Response to Comment 2-1

The commenter acknowledges the review process for the Project. The comment is an introduction and,
as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in
determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific comments raised in the remainder of the
comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 2-2 through 2-6.

Response to Comment 2-2

The commenter notes that, in the Caltrans’ Guide, the Level of Service for operating State highway
facilities is based on Measures of Effectiveness. The commenter contends that any additional vehicle
trips from the Project may contribute significant cumulative traffic impacts to the freeways but provides
no details of significant impacts at any location nor provides any substantive evidence of significant
impacts. The comment correctly identifies the number of related Project trips and the number of Project
trips.

The “measures of effectiveness” identified by the commenter endeavor to maintain a target LOS at the
transition between LOS C and LOS D on state highway facilities. If an existing state highway facility is
operating at less than the target LOS, the existing LOS should be maintained. The Project would be
consistent with these measures of effectiveness. The evaluation of potential effects on state highway
facilities is provided in Appendix H to the Project Traffic Study (Appendix IV.N to the Draft EIR). This
analysis identifies that, although the Project would add traffic to freeway segments, it would be in small
incremental amounts with less than a 1% change in total freeway volumes at most all locations and time
periods. The Project would not cause a change in the LOS to worsen beyond LOS C at any location, and,
where the LOS without the Project would be LOS E or F, the Project would not cause any change in level
of service. Specifically, page 5 of Appendix H to the Project Traffic Study identifies the following:

In the AM peak hour, the Project would generally add less than 25 trips to more than half of the freeway
segments analyzed and less than 50 trips to more than three-quarters of the segments. The most trips
that would be added to any freeway segment would be at one location, SR-110 northbound south of US-
101, where the Project would add 82 trips (see Table H-3). The increase in D/C ratios would in many cases
be less than 0.004, in most cases less than 0.006, and at two locations would be more than 0.006 but less
than 0.010. The level of service would not change at any mainline freeway segment due to the Project
with the exception of one location at the I-110 HOV Lanes south of Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard where
the level of service would change from LOS A to LOS B. In most cases, the increase in trips due to the
Project on any freeway segment would be less than 0.5 percent, and in no cases would the increase be
more than 1.0 percent.

In the PM peak hour, the Project would generally add less than 25 trips at half of the freeway segments
analyzed and less than 50 trips to nearly two-thirds of the segments. It would add between 50 and 75 trips
at approximately one-quarter of the segments (see Table H-4) and between 75 — 95 trips at four locations.
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The most trips that would be added to any freeway segment would be at two locations where the Project
would add 94 trips — SR 110 southbound between James Wood Blvd. & Olympic Blvd., and SR-110
southbound south of US-101 (see Table H-4). The increase in D/C ratios would in many cases be less than
0.003, in one-half the cases would be less than 0.005 and would not exceed 0.009 at any location. In most
cases the increase in trips on any freeway segment would be less than 0.5 percent due to the Project, and
in only two cases would the increase be 0.5 percent or more with the maximum increase being 1.8% at one
location. The level of service would not change at any mainline freeway segment due to the Project.

Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with the measures of effectiveness identified in the
comment.

The commenter further contends that significant cumulative impacts will occur at certain locations
because the existing freeway conditions are operating at LOS E or F and any traffic added to these
locations would be a significant impact. The Lead Agency respectfully disagrees with this contention. The
implied threshold of significance in the comment has not been adopted by the commenter, who has
adopted no thresholds for significant impacts for any service level. The comment is thus without basis,
and provides no substantial evidence of a significant impact due to the Project. As discussed in the Draft
EIR (page IV.N-17), potential impacts of the Project related to freeway segments were evaluated using the
criteria established under the Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County that is
mandated by state law. Using these criteria, the Draft EIR concludes (page IV.N-42) that the Project’s
impacts on freeways would be less than significant.

Although the commenter contends that “There are other freeway segments most likely would contribute
significant cumulative traffic impact in the future”, no locations are identified, and therefore are too
speculative to analyze. Similarly, because the commenter provides no threshold of significance, the
comment provides no substantial evidence of a significant impact not addressed in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 2-3

The commenter suggests that the assignment of freeway trips calculated from Project peak hour trips and
the distribution of freeway trips identified in the Traffic Study do not match the freeway traffic volumes
in Appendix H. The Project trips assigned to the analyzed freeway segments are provided in Table H-3
and Table H-4 in Appendix H to the Traffic Study (Appendix IV.N to the Draft EIR). The calculations take
into account the trip generation estimates in Table 4.7 separately for residential and non-residential uses,
and apply the trip distribution percentages in Figure 4.3 (residential uses) and Figure 4.4 (non-residential
uses) separately to the appropriate uses, to obtain a combined total. For existing trips, the non-residential
trip distribution was applied, since there are no residential uses on the Project Site. The Project trips as
shown in Tables H-3 and H-4 are correct. No changes are needed.

Response to Comment 2-4

The commenter disagrees with the calculated queue length at the freeway ramps. Queue lengths were
calculated using the HCM Operations Method for the ramp terminus intersections. Traffic volumes were
obtained from the Existing Conditions, Future Without Project Conditions and Future With Project
scenarios in the Traffic Study. The queue lengths were calculated from traffic counts, including
adjustments for the percent of trucks (from the traffic counts) and utilizing a PCE factor of 2.0 (per the
Highway Capacity Manual), and signal timing information. The commenter’s opinion regarding the results
of the queue length analysis is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies
in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Response to Comment 2-5

The commenter suggests a method for calculating the capacity of off-ramps and queue lengths. The
capacity was calculated from the intersection stop bar to the gore point?, and included the length of
storage for each lane where there are multiple lanes on the ramp. The queue lengths were calculated
from traffic counts, including adjusts for the percent of trucks (from the traffic counts) and utilizing a PCE
factor of 2.0 per the Highway Capacity Manual, and signal timing information. The analysis addressed
Existing Conditions, Future Without Project (related projects cumulative) conditions, and Future With
Project conditions. As shown in Table H-5 and Table H-6 in Appendix H to the Traffic Study (Appendix IV.N
to the Draft EIR), off-ramp queues would not exceed ramp storage capacity at any off-ramp location. On-
ramp analysis was based on a volume to capacity ratio analysis as shown in Table H-7 and H-8, which
showed that ramp volumes would not exceed ramp capacities at any on-ramp location.

Response to Comment 2-6

The commenter requests that the City work with Caltrans to address traffic impacts. The study reviewed
potential impacts, and found that the Project would not cause any significant impacts with respect to
freeways. As there would be no significant freeway impacts, no mitigation or improvements to the
freeway system would be necessary. Funding mechanisms for potential general improvements to the
freeway system are the responsibility of Caltrans, and any potential funding contributions from the City
of Los Angeles to potential freeway improvements would be an issue for the City, and not for the Project.

2 The “gore point” is the point at a freeway exit where the lane marker lines for the freeway mainline and the freeway
ramp diverge. Use of this point to represent the point where the off-ramp begins is conservative because the
deceleration lane for exiting traffic typically begins prior to the gore point, and provides additional vehicle storage
space outside the freeway mainline..
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Comment Letter No. 3

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Elizabeth Carvajal, Transportation Planning Manager

One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Response to Comment 3-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 3-2
through 3-6.

Response to Comment 3-2

The commenter lists the local bus lines and bus stops, requests that bus stops be maintained during
Project construction activities, encourages installation of bus amenities, and reminds the reader that
compliance with the American with Disabilities Act is required. The construction measures identified by
the commenter will be included as Conditions of Approval for the Project (see Chapter IV, Corrections and
Additions, of this Final EIR). These measures do not change the conclusions of the analysis provided in
the Draft EIR, as they merely amplify the regulatory compliance measure provided in the Draft EIR to
address construction impacts of the Project related to transportation. The installation of bus shelters and
benches is a City issue, as only the authorized City contractor can install these facilities. As identified in
the Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure MM-TR-11, page IV.N-54), the Project will provide bus shelters in the
area of the Project, in coordination with Metro. As also identified in the Draft EIR (Project Design Feature
PDF-TR-1, page IV.N-18, and Mitigation Measures MM-TR-10 and MM-TR-11, page IV.N-54), the
developer will implement numerous pedestrian, sidewalk, and transit-related amenities, and transit
service enhancements, designed to promote transit use by residents, employees, and patrons of the
Project.

Response to Comment 3-3

The commenter notes that the Project Site is near the Metro Blue Line, and identifies measures to address
conflicts between Project construction and operation, and operation of the Blue Line. The measures
identified by the commenter will be included as Conditions of Approval for the Project (see Chapter IV,
Corrections and Additions, of this Final EIR). These measures do not change the conclusions of the analysis
provided in the Draft EIR, as they merely amplify the regulatory compliance measure provided in the Draft
EIR to address construction impacts of the Project related to transportation.

Response to Comment 3-4

This commenter indicates that a Transportation Impact Analysis is required, lists the requirements for a
TIA under the 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (CMP). The Traffic Study
prepared for the Project (Appendix IV.N to the Draft EIR) addressed all the requirements of the CMP) in
Section 5.3 — Project Impact Analysis. This analysis found that there would be no significant CMP impacts
caused by the Project. CMP arterial monitoring intersection locations were addressed on pages 5-22 and
5-23 of the Traffic Study. Analysis of CMP arterial segments was not necessary as CMP intersections were
analyzed. Mainline freeway monitoring locations were addressed on page 5-23 of the Traffic Study.
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Caltrans was consulted through the NOP process and in a separate meeting, and an analysis of the freeway
system was provided in Appendix H of the traffic Study, which found no significant impacts would be
caused on the State Highway System by the Project. An analysis of CMP transit impacts was addressed
on page 5-24 and Tables 5-6, 5-7, and 5-8, of the Traffic Study. This analysis concluded that no significant
transit impacts would be caused by the Project.

Response to Comment 3-5

The commenter expresses concerns regarding roadway access during Project construction activities, and
requests that a traffic control plan be submitted. As identified in the Draft EIR (page IV.N-48 and IV.N-49),
the Project will prepare a Construction Traffic Control Plan in coordination with LADOT. This plan will also
be coordinated with Metro. The criteria listed in the comment have been added to the minimum
requirements for the construction traffic control plan (see Chapter IV, Corrections and Additions, of this
Final EIR). These measures do not change the conclusions of the analysis provided in the Draft EIR, as they
merely amplify the regulatory compliance measure provided in the Draft EIR to address construction
impacts of the Project related to transportation.

Response to Comment 3-6

The comment includes closing remarks, and requests review of the Final EIR. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining
whether or not to approve the Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution
list for notices and documents related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 4

Los Angeles Community College District

Facilities Planning and Development

Thomas L. Hall, Director of Facilities, Planning & Development
770 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Response to Comment 4-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comment 4-2.

Response to Comment 4-2

The commenter states that the Los Angeles Trade Technical College (LATTC) has a more current Master
Plan than what is listed in the Draft EIR. The comment describes elements of the current Master Plan,
and requests that the EIR address the current Master Plan. The LATTC Master Plan was not mentioned in
the Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD) response letter to the NOP (Appendix I-2 to the Draft
EIR). However, numerous attempts were made to contact LATTC to obtain relevant information
regarding their Master Plans.

The Draft EIR (Table llI-1, Related Projects) lists the 2003 College Master Plan as a related project. To
represent the traffic generation associated with this related project, the Project Traffic Study used the
number of additional trips estimated in the 2003 EIR prepared for the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College
Campus Plan. That document addressed a Five Year Master Plan, and a Thirty Year Master Plan. The Five
Year Plan anticipated a growth of student enrollment from 15,000 students in 2002 to 21,300 students at
the end of the Five Year Plan. Student enrollment for the Thirty Year Plan was expected to remain
unchanged from the enrollment expected for the Five Year plan. Accordingly, the Project Traffic Study
used the trips associated with the 21,300 student enrollment level. In 2005, the LACCD certified an EIR
for the 30-Year Master Plan. Projections for student enrollment for the Thirty Year Plan did not exceed
the 21,300 student enroliment expected for the Five Year Plan.

In 2009, the LACCD prepared an Addendum to the Thirty Year Master Plan. The purpose was to address
the potential impacts of the proposed Campus Plan — Facilities Master Plan Review and Update — 2009 —
which was defined as an evolution of the Campus Plan 2002, and the Thirty Year Master Plan. It was
determined that a subsequent EIR was not necessary and the Addendum focused on changes due to the
potential acquisition of five parcels of land within one block of the main campus and the construction of
a proposed seven story parking garage. The Addendum considered development on only one parcel -
Parcel 1 was the site for the proposed Measure J Parking Structure East Campus Parking Phase 1 (1,100
cars). No development was defined or proposed for the other four parcels for which land acquisition was
described as speculative in nature. The Addendum identified that there would be no new significant
impacts from the proposed changes to the Project, and that the development of any of the four other
parcels would require further detailed environmental analysis at the appropriate time.
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The 2009 Addendum concluded that as the new parking structure would replace other parking spaces lost
within the Main Campus, no new traffic would be generated, and that the availability of parking at a
designated and convenient locations would serve to alleviate circular trips around the campus by students
and visitors looking for parking, and that as such the proposed East Campus Parking structure would not
generate any new significant traffic impacts nor would it increase the severity of any previously disclosed
impacts. The 2009 Addendum also concluded that the acquisition of the remaining parcels included no
specific development plans, and therefore would not generate any changes to the current traffic patterns,
and would not generate any substantial change to the existing parking patterns.

In 2013, in response to requests for information, LACCD advised that enrollment at LATTC was still at
approximately 15,000 students because funding limits prevented increased student enrollment, and that
in the next five years LATTC expected to build a culinary arts and multipurpose building, and a second
parking structure (the East Campus Parking Structure). The growth projections in the 2003 Master Plan
that were used in the related projects analysis for this DEIR included provision for the additional parking
garage and the additional academic building referenced in Comment 4-2. Accordingly, the forecasts
included in the related projects analysis represent the best available estimates, and also represent the
2009 Master Plan with respect to traffic generation for the reasons described above.

The Olive Parking Structure and the Child Development Building, are also included in the Project Traffic
Study as they are already constructed and operating, and were therefore represented in the traffic counts
taken for the Project Traffic Study.

In addition, the commenter requested that their comments submitted in an NOP comment letter, dated
August 15, 2014, be addressed in light of the most recently adopted LATTC Master Plan (2009). In addition
to operational traffic discussed above, the LACCD NOP comment letter identified construction traffic,
noise, air quality, and aesthetics as issues of concern to the LACCD. With respect to construction traffic,
the Draft EIR evaluated the construction traffic impacts of the Project (pages IV.N-19 and IV.N-20). The
potential haul route for the Project was identified to be Hill Street, Broadway, and Main Street to access
the Santa Monica Freeway (page IV.N-19). Potential temporary lane closures on Hill Street, Broadway,
and Main Street were also identified as a potential effect of the Project (page IV.N-20). All temporary lane
closures and construction traffic would be regulated by a construction traffic control plan that would be
developed by the Project, and approved by LADOT (Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-TR-1, pages IV.N-
48 and IV.N-49). This plan would ensure that access is maintained to the Project Site and surrounding
uses throughout the construction period. None of the closures or haul activity would directly affect the
LATTC facilities, including the additional buildings identified in the comment. Construction traffic impacts
of the Project would be less than significant (Draft EIR, page IV.N-20).

With respect to noise, the Draft EIR identified five sensitive receptors located closer to the Project Site
than LATTC (Draft EIR, page IV.K-5). None of these sensitive receptors would be significantly impacted by
Project construction activity on the West Block, which is the closest location to the LATTC campus.
Accordingly, the buildings on the LATTC campus, including the additional buildings identified in the
comment, would not be significantly impacted by noise associated with Project construction. In addition,
none of the five sensitive receptor locations would be significantly impacted by on-site activity associated
with outdoor spaces (Draft EIR, page IV.K-26). Therefore, similar to the construction activity noise, since
the sensitive receptors are closer to the Project than the LATTC campus, the buildings on the LATTC
campus, including the additional buildings identified in the comment, would not be significantly impacted
by noise associated with on-site outdoor activity at the Project Site.

The Draft EIR also evaluated Project and cumulative traffic noise impacts on streets surrounding the LATTC
campus, including Washington Boulevard between Figueroa Street and Hill Street, 23" Street between
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Figueroa Street and Hill Street, Hill Street between Washington Boulevard and 23™ Street, and Flower
Street between Washington Boulevard and 23™ Street (Draft EIR, Table IV.K-4, pages IV.K-8 through IV.K-
10). None of these street segments would experience either Project-related (Table IV.K-15, pages IV.K-27
through 1V.K-29) or cumulative (Table IV.K-17, pages IV.K-37 through IV.K-39) increases in traffic noise
levels that exceed the City’s threshold of significance. Accordingly, the buildings on the LATTC campus,
including the additional buildings identified in the comment, would not be significantly impacted by traffic
noise associated with the Project.

With respect to air quality, the Draft EIR identified regional construction and operational emissions that
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for VOC (construction and operations), and NOx (operations) (Draft
EIR, pages IV.C-20 and IV.C-21). These would be regional emissions that contribute to regional ozone
concentrations, and do not directly affect nearby sensitive receptors. The Draft EIR also evaluated
localized concentrations of pollutants resulting from on-site construction activities, which would
represent potential impacts on sensitive receptors located in the vicinity of the Project Site. These
emissions are evaluated against health-based thresholds identified by SCAQMD. The analysis showed that
Project emissions would be below the SCAQMD thresholds and less than significant (Draft EIR, page IV.C-
23). Accordingly, Project construction emissions would not affect any sensitive receptors located in the
vicinity of the Project Site, including the additional LATTC buildings identified in the comment.

With respect to aesthetics, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts of Project buildings and signage
as viewed from all aspects around the Project Site, including the LATTC campus (which was specifically
identified with respect to Project signage, see Draft EIR, pages IV.B.1-19, IV.B.1-28 and IV.B.2-19). As
suggested in the LACCD NOP response, the Project would include a pedestrian friendly design with open
space and landscaping to promote a walkable neighborhood and a new destination for LATTC students
and staff to patronize (Draft EIR, page 1I-18). The Project would represent a new activity center in this
area of the City. The Draft EIR also notes that certain signs included in the Project’s Supplemental Use
District for Signage would be visible from LATTC (Draft EIR, page IV.B.1-28). The Draft EIR concludes that
impact from animated signage in Vertical Sign Zone 3 would be significant and unavoidable (Draft EIR,
page IV.B.1-35). Impacts of lower level signage as viewed from LATTC would be less than significant
because of lower animation and blockage of many view lines from LATTC by the Courthouse building. The
Draft EIR (pages IV.B.2-19 and IV.B-20) also identifies that lighted signage from the Project would be visible
from LATTC and would be significant with respect to animated Vertical Sign Zone 3 signage and the
concentration of signage on The Reef. These impacts take into account the LATTC campus as a whole,
and the analysis is not specific to any one building, including the additional buildings identified in the
comment. Accordingly, the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR with respect to aesthetics and LATTC
would not be affected by the additional information provided in the comment. The Draft EIR evaluated
shadow impacts from Project buildings and demonstrates (pages IV.B.3-7 and IV.B.3-8) that Project
shadows would not significantly impact any LATTC buildings, including new additional buildings identified
in the comment.
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Comment Letter No. 5

South Central Neighborhood Council
Jose Reyes, President

822 East 20' Street

Los Angeles, CA 90011

Response to Comment 5-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 5-2
through 5-10.

Response to Comment 5-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Responses to Comments 9-3 and 9-4.

Response to Comment 5-3

The commenter’s characterization of the Draft EIR is acknowledged for the record, and will be considered
by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. The
commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 5-4 through 5-10.

Response to Comment 5-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 5-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54,73, 99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 5-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 5-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 5-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 5-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,
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distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 5-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 6

Charles C. Holloway

Manager of Environmental Planning and Assessment
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

111 N. Hope Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Response to Comment 6-1

The comment includes an introduction and indicates that the date for the Project Water Supply
Assessment in the Draft EIR is incorrect. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see
Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of
the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-2

The commenter indicates that the date of approval of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan in the
Draft EIR is incorrect. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections
and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft
EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-3

This commenter states that the LADWP Water Supply Action Plan entitled, “Securing L.A.’s Water Supply”,
has been superseded by the 2010 UWMP. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see
Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of
the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-4

The commenter indicates that Phase Il of the Water Conservation Ordinance has been in effect since
August 2010. This correction has been included in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions
to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it
merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-5

The commenter requests that a footnote be added to the Draft EIR regarding water rationing and financial
penalties that were in place between March 1991 and May 1992. The LADWP 2005 Urban Water
Management Plan references water rationing in 1991 and 1992 (2005 UWMP, pages 2-1 and 2-4, see
Appendix A to this Final EIR). However, since this program was superseded by the Shortage Year Rates
and Water Conservation Ordinance (Draft EIR, pages IV.0.2-3 and 1V.0.2-4), this reference is no longer
relevant and has been deleted in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR).
This deletion does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the
information presented in the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment 6-6

The commenter requests that a footnote be added to the Draft EIR regarding the approximately 19
percent reduction in average customer water use for the months of June 2009 through February 2010.
This section of the Draft EIR has been updated to reflect the Project’s Water Supply Assessment (see
Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This update does not affect the conclusions of the
analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-7

The commenter indicates that the date of the adoption of emergency regulations by the State Water
Resources Control Board is incorrect. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter
IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the
analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-8

The commenter requests that footnotes and references be added to the Draft EIR regarding the discussion
on page 1V.0.2-4. These corrections have been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections
and Additions to the Draft EIR). These corrections do not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft
EIR, as they merely clarify the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-9

The commenter requests that the discussion in the Draft EIR regarding the water demand in 2010 be
corrected to indicate that the amount is actual consumption rather than a projection. This correction has
been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This
correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the
information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-10

The commenter requests that a duplicate paragraph on page IV.0.2-5 in the Draft EIR be corrected. This
correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies
the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-11

The commenter indicates that Footnote 23 on page IV.0.2-7 of the Draft EIR refers to an incorrect page
number in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. This correction has been included in the Final EIR
(see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the
conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft
EIR.

Response to Comment 6-12

The commenter requests that a footnote and reference be provided for the information presented on
page 1V.0.2-8 of the Draft EIR regarding current and future water use. This discussion has been updated
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to reflect the 2010 UWMP and the Project WSA (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR). This update does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the
information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-13

The commenter requests that additional sources of water to meet future increases in water demand be
identified in the Draft EIR. This correction has been included in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections
and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft
EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-14

The commenter requests that the calculation regarding the amount of acre-feet per year of water that is
currently consumed by existing uses on the Project Site be revised from 74.10 af/year to 74.24 af/year.
This correction has been included in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies
the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-15

The commenter requests several clarifications in the Draft EIR regarding existing water consumption.
These corrections have been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to
the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely
clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-16

The commenter requests correction to a typo in the Draft EIR regarding the number of the appendix
containing the Water Supply Assessment. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see
Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of
the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-17

The commenter requests clarification to the discussion of water demand on page IV.0.2-9 of the Draft
EIR. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to
the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely
clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-18

The commenter requests that text on page 1V.0.2-12 be replaces with suggested text to clarify the
analysis. This correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions
to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it
merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment 6-19

The commenter requests that the Draft EIR be revised to correct inconsistencies between data from the
Request Letter for the Water Supply Assessment and the Water Supply Assessment. Table IV.0.2-2 has
been corrected to reflect the information provided in the adopted Water Supply Assessment (see Chapter
IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the
analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-20

The commenter requests that additional footnotes and references be provided to clarify the sources of
data throughout Section IV.0.2 (Water) of the Draft EIR. The comment is acknowledged and footnotes
throughout Section IV.0.2 (Water) of the Draft EIR have been revised and added in the Final EIR (see
Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). These revisions do not affect the conclusions of
the analysis in the Draft EIR, as they merely clarify the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-21

The commenter indicates that there would be no unavoidable or irreversible impacts related to
groundwater resulting from the Project. Impacts related to Thresholds f), h), i) and I) are addressed in the
Draft EIR on page IV.I-8. Direct additions or withdrawals of groundwater are not proposed by the Project.
Furthermore, the Proposed Project would not increase the amount of impervious surfaces (e.g.,
structures, concrete, and asphalt), and would actually slightly decrease the amount of impervious surfaces
with the inclusion of landscaped areas. The Project would also provide facilities for groundwater recharge.
Due the large footprint of the Project buildings and other hardscape areas included in the Project, as well
as the underground parking garages, which together substantially limit the potential for surface water
infiltration, the Project would include deep infiltration dry wells to filter stormwater runoff from the sites,
recharge groundwater, and reduce the quantity of runoff from the sites. Therefore, no adverse change in
groundwater recharge capacity is expected with Project implementation. Accordingly, impacts to
groundwater associated with the Project would be less than significant. No further analysis is required.

Response to Comment 6-22

The commenter requests that a duplicate paragraph on page IV.0.2-5 in the Draft EIR be corrected. This
correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies
the information presented in the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment 6-23

The commenter requests that the current average Los Angeles basin water entitlements be revised. This
correction has been incorporated in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR). This correction does not affect the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies
the information presented in the Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment 6-24

The commenter requests to be included in distribution of future notice related to the Project. The Lead
Agency will include the commenter’s point of contact on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 7

Charles C. Holloway

Manager of Environmental Planning and Assessment
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

111 N. Hope Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Response to Comment 7-1

The comment includes an introduction, and requests that the Draft EIR indicate that the Project Applicant
would consider using recycled water, if available. If the extension of recycled water laterals into the area
of the Project Site occurs in 2020, as suggested by the commenter, recycled water could be used within
the Project for landscaping, cooling towers, and other domestic uses as appropriate. However, the use of
recycled water is not assumed in the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, and the conclusion presented in
the Draft EIR regarding the adequacy of available water supplies does not depend on the availability of
recycled water at the Project Site. If recycled water does become available, and is eventually incorporated
into the Project, the Project’s net demand on available domestic water supplies would decrease. This
information has been included in the Final EIR (see Chapter |V, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR).
The inclusion of this information merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft EIR
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Comment Letter No. 8

Ali Poosti, Division Manager, Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Sanitation

Los Angeles Department of Public Works

[no address]

Response to Comment 8-1

The comment includes an introduction, and lists the projected wastewater discharges for the Project,
sewer availability, and current approximate flow level and design capacities of the local sewer system.
The commenter indicated that the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total flow of the
Project, and that further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the permit process.
The commenter also indicates that the sewage from the Project will be conveyed to the Hyperion
Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity to accommodate the Project. The comment includes a table
outlining projected wastewater discharges for the Project, which corresponds with the generation rates
provided in the column labeled (Sewage Generation Rate [gpd]) on Table IV.0.1-3 on page IV.0.1-7 of the
Draft EIR. The EIR also includes water efficiency requirement rates as agreed upon in coordination with
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). The comment validates the information provided
in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 8-2

The commenter states that the Bureau of Sanitation Watershed Protection Division reviewed the
potential stormwater impacts associated with the Project, and that this Division is responsible for ensuring
implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of Los Angeles. The
comment includes construction mitigation requirements based on the Standard Urban Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP), the recently adopted Low Impact Development (LID) requirements, and stormwater control
measures, which are discussed in Section IV.l.,, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. The
comment validates the information provided in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 8-3

This comment discusses the Green Street Initiative that the City is developing, which will require projects
to implement Green Street elements to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff. The comment
includes a discussion of the City’s new Green Street Initiative that requires projects to implement Green
Street elements. As discussed in Section Il., Project Description, on page 1I-19, the Project shall
incorporate green building measures, including the CALGreen Building Code, Los Angeles Green Building
Code, and the United States Green Building Council LEED checklist. As indicated in the comment, Green
Street elements can be implemented in conjunction with SUSMP/LID requirements. No additional analysis
is necessary.

Response to Comment 8-4

The commenter indicates that the Project is required to implement stormwater control measures during
construction. The comment includes construction mitigation requirements based on the Standard Urban
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP), Low Impact Development (LID) requirements, and stormwater control
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measures, which are discussed in Section IV.l., Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. The
comment validates the information provided in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 8-5

The commenter states that the City has standard recycling requirements that apply to developments. The
comment is consistent with Mitigation Measure RC-UT-5 of the Draft EIR (page IV.0.3-15), which ensures
compliance with AB341, which states recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote
recycling of paper, metal, glass and other recyclable material. The comment validates the information
provided in the Draft EIR. No additional analysis is necessary.
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Comment Letter No. 9

Christina Giorgio/Doug Smith
Public Counsel

610 South Ardmore Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90005

Response to Comment 9-1

The commenter expresses concerns over the insufficient time given for public comment, and expresses
the opinion that the DEIR is deficient and substandard and requires substantial revision and recirculation
to meet the requirements of CEQA. With respect to the time provided for public comment, the Draft EIR
was circulated for public review from September 17, 2015, to November 2, 2015, a period of 47 days.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 provides that, when a draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse
for review by state agencies, as was done in this case, the public review period shall not be less than 45
days. Accordingly, the public review period for the Draft EIR met the requirement set forth by Guidelines
Section 15105. With respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter provides specific comments
in Comments 9-2 through 9-54, which are responded to individually in the sections below.

Response to Comment 9-2

The commenter states that Public Counsel is the public interest law firm of the Los Angeles County and
Beverly Hills Bar Associations, and addresses economic, social and environmental challenges faced by low-
income communities in Los Angeles County. The comment is acknowledged, and will be considered by
the City’s decision making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.

Response to Comment 9-3

The commenter states that the Project is out of step and inconsistent with the neighborhood, and would
require several discretionary actions and approvals to make the Project consistent with the neighborhood.
For example, the comment refers to the Project’s proposed signage as incongruent in a community that
does not presently contain such signage. The commenter’s opinion regarding the project’s inconsistency
is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or
not to approve the Project. With respect to the commenter’s observation that the Project would require
numerous discretionary actions and approvals, the Draft EIR includes a list of all of the approvals required
for the Project on Pages 1I-40 and 1l-41, as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(d)(1)(B). With
respect to the commenter’s contention that the proposed signage included in the Project is incongruent
with the community, see Response to Comment 9-4.

Response to Comment 9-4

The commenter characterizes the proposed Project signage as “a dizzying array of offsite signage stacked
400 feet high” that would impact the quality of life for residents, and would create a hazard by distracting
drivers on the I-10 and I-110 freeways. The commenter further states that the DEIR does not adequately
evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed signage. The comment about the “dizzying array of
offsite signage” is qualitative in nature and does not accurately identify the proposed height of the
signage. Specifically, the Supplemental Use District for Signage (Signage SUD) that has been proposed to
the City for approval would permit a total of 234,067 square feet of signage (Draft EIR, Table 11-6, page II-
30). Approximately 42 percent (97,514 square feet) of this signage would be provided in one location, on
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the north, east and west facades of The Reef building, to a height of no more than 194 feet. An additional
band of signage, which would be limited to hotel identification signage, would be provided at the top of
the hotel tower that would be no more than 22 feet wide (within a 240 foot high building), constituting a
total of 14,520 square feet. Together, these two sources would include approximately 48% of the total
signage included in the Project. As shown in Figures II-9 through 1I-14 of the Draft EIR, large signs on the
remainder of the buildings would be limited to specified signage in specified locations, and would occupy
limited portions of specific building facades, as shown in Figures IV.B-9 though IV.B-11 of the Draft EIR.
These signs, which include single signs on the north and west facades of the North Tower, and the north
and west facades of the South Tower, and two signs on the east fagade of the North Tower, encompass
44.5 percent of the total signage. The signs on the west facades of the North and South Towers would be
separated horizontally by at least 275 feet. The remainder of the Project signage would consist of small
tenant identification and directional signs located throughout the Project Site. As such, the proposed
signage, would be distributed throughout the 9.2 acre Project Site, and the commenter’s characterization
of this signage as “stacked 400 feet high” is not accurate. With respect to the comment about the lack of
environmental analysis of the signage, the following Responses to Comments provides a detailed account
of how the Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of Project. These impacts are also discussed in Sections IV.B-
1 (Visual Quality/Views) and IV.B-2 (Light and Glare) of the Draft EIR.

With respect to the potential effects of Project signage on drivers on the I-10 and 1-110 freeways, see
Response to Comment 9-5.

Response to Comment 9-5

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR fails to address a potential environmental impact caused by
Project billboards alongside freeways. .

Freeway Views

The commenter cites “Sign Ordinance, Los Angeles, Chapter 62” as prohibiting billboards within 2,000 feet
of freeway. However, this this citation fails to state the full extent of the Los Angeles Municipal Code
(LAMC) Section 14.4.6, which prohibits construction of signs within 2,000 feet of a freeway, “unless the
Department of Building and Safety has first determined that the sign will not be viewed primarily from a
main travelled roadway of a freeway, or an on-ramp/off-ramp.”(emphasis added) As discussed below,
the proposed signage of the project would not be viewed primarily from the adjacent freeways, and would
not pose a hazard to driver safety as defined by state law.

The commenter contends that the proposed Project signage would be distracting to drivers on the I-110
and I-10 freeways.

With respect to the I-110 freeway, the Project Site would only be visible from this roadway from very
limited locations, and for a limited time frame, because of the configuration of the freeway and the
blockage of views of the Project Site by existing development adjacent to the freeway. Views to the
Project Site must also be considered within the context of other development, and the visual qualities of
the existing environment. When considered within this context, as more fully discussed below, the
proposed signage would not represent a distraction to drivers, and would not pose a hazard to driving in
this area.
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Southbound I-110

For vehicles travelling southbound on the I-110 freeway through Downtown Los Angeles, the proposed
development on the Project Site would not be visible until the driver passes LA Live because the existing
buildings immediately adjacent to the freeway block views of the Project Site. Once past LA Live, the tops
of Project high rise buildings may be visible over the Convention Center at a distance of approximately
5,000 feet, for a length of approximately 3,200 feet, at which point the I-110 freeway crosses under the |-
10 freeway. This travel path would include a brief view of the two signs on the north facades of the North
and South Towers, and the hotel identification signage on the top of the hotel building. After this
underpass, intermittent views of the Project Site are available for approximately 800 feet, which would
include the signage at the top of the hotel building, followed by clearer views of the Project Site for an
additional approximately 800 feet, which would encompass the hotel building signage and the signage on
the west facade at a distance of approximately 2,200 feet. After this, the freeway alignment goes below
the ground level, and the Project Site is not visible. The views to the Project Site from the southbound I-
110, in addition to traffic, would also encompass other buildings, trees, freeway structures, and roadway
signs. Accordingly, the views of Project signage from this freeway would be intermittent, distant, and,
therefore, not prominent, and would only be available for a duration of approximately two minutes for
traffic travelling at 30 miles per hour. As such, Project signage is assessed to not represent a safety hazard
for southbound traffic on the 1-110 freeway.

Northbound I-110

For vehicles travelling northbound on the I-110 freeway from south of Downtown Los Angeles, the Project
Site becomes discernible at a point approximately 1,200 feet south of the Adams Boulevard off-ramp.
Prior to this point, the Project Site would, at most, be viewed as part of the Downtown Los Angeles skyline,
as the view traveling northbound is affected by sound walls located on the eastern edge of the freeway.
From this point, the Project Site would be visible for no more than 800 feet, and traffic, other buildings
and freeway sound walls would also be located within this field of view. The only signage that would be
visible from this location would be the hotel identification signage at the top of the hotel building. After
this point, the freeway alignment goes below ground level, and the Project Site would not be visible.
Accordingly, the views of Project signage from this freeway would be limited, both in duration and in
visible signage, and would not represent a safety hazard for northbound traffic on the 1-110 freeway.

With respect to the I-10 freeway, the Project Site would be visible from various locations along this
freeway.

Westbound I-10

From the westbound I-10 freeway, the high rise buildings within the Project would first become visible at
a distance of approximately 1.5 miles. The view of the Project Site would be to the driver’s left, across
the eastbound traffic lanes. This view would continue to be available up to the point where the freeway
passes by the Project Site, except for a brief period where the view would be partially blocked by a 6-story
concrete building located immediately adjacent to the eastbound freeway lanes at San Pedro Street. As
shown in the Draft EIR (Figure IV.B-15, page IV.B.2-18), no direct, head-on views of the Project Site are
available from the westbound I-10 freeway after the freeway turns to the west approximately 1.5 miles
east of the Project Site (i.e., the view of the Project Site for westbound traffic on the I-10 would always be
oblique). Moreover, as discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.B.2-18), driver safety on highways is governed
by the California Motor Vehicle Code (CMVC), which identifies when lighting can become distracting to
drivers. As shown in Section IV.B.2, Aesthetics/Light & Glare, of the Draft EIR, the lighting impacts of
Project signage would comply with Section 21466.5 of the CMVC, and would not pose a safety hazard to
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motorists because the proposed signage does not fall within a 10 degree cone of view within one mile of
the Project Site, which is the screening threshold for light distraction established in CMVC 21466.5.
Moreover, the Draft EIR (page I1V.B.2-17) identifies that, at over one mile from the site, lighting levels from
building signage would be reduced to a level far below the 1,000:1 ratio of source lighting to minimum
measured brightness in the driver’s field of view allowed by the CMVC. Accordingly, the Draft EIR
concludes (page IV.B.2-17) that the lighting impacts of Project signage would comply with Section
21466.6, and would not impair motorists along surrounding freeways.

Eastbound I-10

From the eastbound I-10 freeway, the high rise buildings within the Project would first become visible at
approximately Hoover Street, at a distance of approximately 5,500 feet from the Project Site. At this
distance, the Project Site would be seen among the landscaping that is located adjacent to the freeway.
A view of the Project Site would continue to be available until the freeway passes the Project Site, for a
distance of approximately 6,200 feet (approximately 1.2 miles). Throughout this distance, the view to the
Project site would always be at an oblique angle to the driver’s right. Similar to views of the Project Site
from the westbound direction, the effect of Project buildings and signage on driver safety was evaluated
in the Draft EIR in accordance with the governing requirements provided in the CVMC, and the Project
was determined to not impair motorists on surrounding freeways. As stated in the Draft EIR, page IV.B.2-
17, the proposed signage does not fall within a 10 degree cone of view within one mile of the Project Site,
which is the screening threshold for light distraction established in CMVC 21466.5. Accordingly, the Draft
EIR concludes (page IV.B.2-17) that the lighting impacts of Project signage would comply with Section
21466.6, and would not impair motorists along surrounding freeways.

Electronic Signage

The commenter states without citing a source that it is “well established that billboards increase the risk
of injury and death for drivers...as outdoor advertising draws drivers’ attention away from the road.”
Notwithstanding that the proposed Signage SUD does not include electronic billboards, the potential for
electronic signs in general (referred to as Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS)) to
affect the visual behavior of drivers, and increase potential for accidents was examined by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) in a study published in September, 2012.3 The study measured the eye
behavior of drivers operating in the vicinity of both CEVMS and standard billboards. On average, the
drivers in this study devoted between 73 and 85 percent of their visual attention to the road ahead for
both CEVMS and standard billboards. Therefore, the presence of CEVMS did not appear to be related to
a decrease in looking toward the road ahead. In addition, the average fixation duration to CEVMS was
379 milliseconds (ms) and to standard billboards it was 335 ms. The longest fixation to a CEVMS was 1,335
ms and to a standard billboard it was 1,284 ms. The current widely accepted threshold for durations of
glances away from the road ahead that result in higher crash risk is 2,000 ms. Thus, glances at standard
billboards or electronic signs do not exceed this threshold and there would not be a greater risk for
crashes. The FHWA study concludes:

The present data suggest that the drivers in this study directed the majority of their visual
attention to areas of the roadway that were relevant to the task at hand (i.e., the driving task).
Furthermore, it is possible, and likely, that in the time that the drivers looked away from the

“Driver Visual Behavior in the Presence of Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS)”, U.S.
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, September, 2012. This report is included in its
entirety in Appendix B to this Final EIR.
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forward roadway, they may have elected to glance at other objects in the surrounding
environment (in the absence of billboards) that were not relevant to the driving task. When
billboards were present, the drivers in this study sometimes looked at them, but not such that
overall attention to the forward roadway decreased.

This conclusion contradicts the commenter’s unsupported assertion that the presence of the proposed
Project billboards represents a safety hazard to drivers in the vicinity of the Project Site.

Shadows

The commenter also contends that the Project would “cast ‘far reaching’ shadows over the I-10 freeway
for most of the day”. This contention is incorrect. As shown in the Draft EIR (Figures, IV.B-16, IV.B-17,
and IV.B-18, pages IV.B.3-4 through IV.B.3-6), and discussed in the Draft EIR (pages IV.B.3-7 through IV.B.3-
8), shadows from Project buildings would not reach the I-10 freeway during the summer solstice, and
Project shadows reaching the I-10 freeway during the equinox and winter solstice would consist of a
narrow shadow from the North Tower that would extend across the freeway, moving from west to east,
that would only reach the edge of the freeway and cover the travel lanes of the freeway for maximum of
two and one-half hours. This level of shading would only affect vehicles travelling on the freeway for a
matter of seconds, and, therefore, would not pose a hazard to driver safety.

California Motor Vehicle Code

The commenter’s contention that a “passing reference” to the California Motor Vehicle Code in the Draft
EIR does not constitute an analysis of the traffic hazards is not accurate. As noted above, these regulations
constitute the applicable state law with respect to controlling hazards to motorists. Moreover, the
discussion of CMVC Section 21466.5 presented in the Draft EIR (summarized on Draft EIR pages IV.B.2-6,
IV.B.2-17, and IV.B.2-18, and presented in full in Appendix IV.B, page 37) provides a complete analysis
addressing all requirements identified in CMVC Section 21466.5 with respect to vehicle safety.
Specifically, because the proposed signage does not fall within a 10 degree cone of view within one mile
of the Project Site, which is the screening threshold for light distraction established in CMVC 21466.5, it
would not constitute a hazard to motorists as defined in State law. Accordingly, proposed Project signage
would not create hazards for vehicles travelling on freeways in the Project vicinity.

Response to Comment 9-6

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR fails to address harm to human health that would be caused
by lighting of the Project signage at night. The commenter cites several sources regarding the effects of
nighttime lighting on human and plant life. However, these studies (included as Appendices C through F
to this Final EIR) are primarily focused on the effects of exposure to indoor lighting at night, and its effect
on human physiology and health. While these sources conclude that too much indoor light is not healthy
when one is trying to sleep, they do not evaluate the effects when one is screened from outdoor sources
by being inside with the blinds drawn (i.e., how most people sleep). One of the studies (the AMA study)
cited by the commenter puts it as follows:

After lights out for bedtime, it is not yet clear whether the ambient background light from weak
sources in the bedroom or outside light coming through the window could influence the circadian
system; a brief exposure at these levels may not have a detectable impact in a laboratory setting,
although long-term chronic exposure might. Four case-control studies have now reported an
association of some aspect of nighttime light level in the bedroom with breast cancer risk. The
elevated risk estimate was statistically significant in two of them. As case-control designs, in
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addition to the limitation of recall error, there is also the potentially significant limitation of recall
bias.

Despite the difficulty of gathering reliable information on bedroom light level at night, the
possibility that even a very low luminance over a long period of time might have an impact is
important. The lower limit of light intensity that could, over a long time period, affect the circadian
system is not established. In the modern world few people sleep in total darkness. When eyelids
are shut during sleep, only very bright light can penetrate to lower melatonin and only in some
individuals. Frequent awakenings with low level light exposure in the bedroom and certain
nighttime activities (e.g., bathroom visits) may disrupt the circadian system, but any related health
effects are unknown (emphasis added).

While there is evidence to suggest that exposure to lighting during nighttime hours has health effects, the
nighttime lighting to which these studies refer is from indoor sources (e.g., light bulbs) that occur in
conjunction with normal patterns of human activity in a modern urban environment. Although this source
theorizes that long-term outdoor lighting might influence the circadian system, this specific topic has not
been studied and, as such, there is no evidence that establishes that an increase in outdoor lighting levels
affects persons sleeping indoors, let alone human physiology. Without research on the effect of outdoor
lighting, this contention by the commenter is speculative.

The commenter contends that the Project would represent the largest concentration of signage in the
City and that the DEIR did not analyze potential impacts on community members. While the Draft EIR
acknowledges (page IV.B.2-11) that the Project would substantially increase lighting levels over the
existing levels, the signage at LA Live, although smaller in signage area, occurs within a considerably
smaller site area, and is substantially more concentrated than the proposed signage at the Project (Draft
EIR, Appendix IV.B, pages 50 and 51). In addition, the City of Los Angeles sets limits for permissible off-
site increases in lighting levels from new development in the City. That limit, according to LAMC Section
93.0117, is 2.0 footcandles at an adjacent residential use. The Draft EIR provides an analysis that included
all Project light sources, including buildings and signage (pages IV.B.2-12 through IV.B.2-18). In
determining that City regulations would be followed in the case of Project signage, this analysis also took
into account nearby community members, as it documented that the increase in lighting levels
experienced at all residential receptors around the Project Site would not exceed 2.0 footcandles (Draft
EIR, pages IV.B.2-12 through IV.B.2-17).  Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded, while there would be a
significant impact from the concentration of signage on the north, west, and east facades of The Reef
Building, the light increase would not exceed City standards. Finally, the Draft EIR also identified the
allowable sign luminance for each Project sign that would prevent the exceedance of the 2.0 footcandle
threshold at sensitive receptor locations (Draft EIR, Table IV.B-2, page IV.B.2-10). These allowable
luminence levels are incorporated as a Project Design Feature (PDF-AES-3, page IV.B.2-9). Accordingly,
the increase in light levels around the Project Site would not exceed the LAMC limit of 2.0 footcandles.

In summary, the Draft EIR evaluates the specific characteristics of the Signage SUD, and concludes, based
upon established standards related to lighting within the City of Los Angeles, that the Project would not
have the impacts suggested by the commenter. Specifically, as discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.B.2-12),
Project signage has been designed to resultin lighting levels that do not exceed 2.0 footcandles at adjacent
offsite light sensitive receptors.
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Response to Comment 9-7

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the health and safety risks posed by the
content of outdoor advertising on lower income communities. However, the commenter
mischaracterizes the proposed signage that would be included in the Project as “electronic billboards.”
The proposed visual displays of the Project are not electronic billboards. Project signage would instead
consist of visual displays integrated into the buildings with imagery that changes at different rates varying
from fast to very slow. The article referenced by the commenter examined outdoor advertising,
specifically “off-site signs” that consist of conventional and digital billboards that advertise goods or
services that are not made or sold at the location of the sign.* As such, the study does not apply to the
Project as the Project does not include conventional billboards. In addition, given the that the actual
content of signage included in the Project is not known, and cannot be known at this time, any conclusions
based upon the content of Project signage would be speculative. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15384, “.. speculation ... does not constitute substantial evidence.” Moreover, the
aforementioned study is limited in its scope, as its authors note, because of its small sample size and
focused geographic scope. The authors also state that the study relies on the proximity of the outdoor
advertising and that a “key difficulty was isolating the range of locations from which each outdoor
advertisement is visible.” Accordingly, the comment presents no substantial evidence of a potential
environmental impact from the content of Project signage.

Response to Comment 9-8

“

The commenter contends that the Project’s “open design” conflicts with the Draft EIR’s characterization
of Sign Levels 1 and 2 as being located “in encapsulated areas that are no more than incidentally visible
from the public rights of way.” However, as can be seen in the Draft EIR, Figure 1l-7, page 1l-13, these
signs would mostly be located within the internal public and commercial areas of the Project Site, such as
the mid-block paseo. These signs would be directed at pedestrians and patrons within the mid-block
paseo, and would therefore not have aesthetic or lighting impacts that extend beyond the Project Site.
Therefore, the analysis of aesthetic and lighting impacts of Vertical Sign Zone 1 and 2 signs did not assume
that any of these signs would be located on the external edges of the Project Site. Nevertheless, the Draft
EIR included an analysis which measured the light levels of the most impactful of the permitted signs (see
Table 1I-6 of the Draft EIR), and the highest permitted levels of animation that could be included in these
signs, including Controlled Refresh I, which cannot change more often than every six hours, and Limited
Animation Il, which cannot change more often than every three hours (Draft EIR, pages IV.B.1-28 though
IV.B.1-32). Vertical Zone 1 signage would consist of building and tenant identification signs, and scroll
animation, not exceeding 10 feet in height. The analysis concludes that signage located within Vertical
Sign Zones 1 and 2 would not represent a significant impact because of the limited nature of the animation
and their limited height.  As such, the Draft EIR does not mischaracterize the proposed location or the
effect of the signage at Vertical Sign Levels 1 and 2.

Response to Comment 9-9

The commenter claims that the shortened hours of operation for the Signage SUD are inadequate.
However, the commenter mentions this in passing and does not substantiate this claim. The commenter

4 http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.qov/pmc/articles/PMC4025710/ “The Prevalence of Harmful Content on Outdoor
Advertising in Los Angeles Land Use Community Characteristics and the Spatial Inequality of a Public Health
Nuisance”, abstract, see Appendix G to this Final EIR.
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also suggests that a proposed mitigation measure to limit the operating hours of animated signage in Zone
3 to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. be included as part of the Signage District Criteria instead of kept as a
mitigation measure. Any mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR pertaining to signage will
automatically become conditions of approval of the Sign District Ordinance for the Project.

Response to Comment 9-10

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR minimizes the impacts from signage by impermissibly
segmenting analysis of the sign zones and vertical sign zones and not measuring the overall impact. The
Draft EIR identifies five Sign Zones (Draft EIR, pages II-21 and 1I-22), and three Vertical Sign Zones (Draft
EIR, page 1I-22) that are identified in the proposed Signage SUD. The Draft EIR then identifies the
permitted signs that would be included under the proposed Signage SUD (Draft EIR, Table 1I-6, page 11-30).
To assess the potential visual impacts of the proposed signage, the Draft EIR evaluates the signage and
type as viewed from different perspectives around the entirety of the Project Site. Contrary to the
commenter’s unsubstantiated claim that segmentation is impermissible, this analytical construct is
appropriate because not all signs can be seen from all locations around the Project Site, and the view of
the Project signage varies depending upon the viewing location. A summary of the permitted signs on
each Project building, by Vertical Sign Zone, is provided on pages 11-30 and 1l-31, and a summary of the
Project signage as could be seen from different viewpoints around the Project Site is provided on pages
IV.B.1-19 and IV.B.1-20. The Draft EIR also identifies a significance threshold (page I1V.B.1-27) that is used
to evaluate the potential effects of Project signage. This threshold states that Project signage would result
in a significant impact with regard to visual quality/aesthetics if it is: (1) prominent and visible at a distance
from the Project site or from the surrounding area, and provides a visual appearance that is not consistent
with, or complimentary to, the effects of Project development in creating a visual environment of an
urban-scale, transit-oriented activity center; or 2) if the operation of one or more specific signs would
adversely impact the visual environment as experienced at a particular sensitive receptor. Although
analysis of aesthetic impacts is inherently subjective and can vary from viewer to viewer, these criteria
were developed based on an assessment of how signage is viewed in an urban environment, within the
context of large scale buildings, and taking into account the factors set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide, as discussed in the Draft EIR on page IV.B.1-27. Accordingly, the analysis of the significance of
Project signage is based on the characteristics of the signs that would be permitted by the proposed
Signage SUD. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 1V.B-28), the prominence of Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage
would be limited by low animation and its location at a lower height, which would limit its visibility to
viewers in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site. Moreover, this signage would contribute to the
development of the desired aesthetic image of an urban center for the Project site. Accordingly, the Draft
EIR assesses that Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage would have less than significant impacts related to visual
character. The higher animation allowed in Vertical Sign Zone 3, on the other hand, would result in signage
that is visible and prominent, but would not contribute to the desired aesthetic image of an urban center,
and thus would be significant. Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzes the different sign types
separately based on their individual characteristics for a more accurate measure of their potential
impacts, but also considers the entire proposed signage program in the analysis by evaluating all signs
that can be seen from the representative vantage points around the Project Site. The commenter also
mentions in footnote 11 of this comment that CEQA does not allow piecemealing. However, the
commenter’s claim that the Draft EIR piecemeals the signage analysis is incorrect, as piecemealing refers
to separating analyses of different projects from each other, not separating the analysis of individual parts
of a project. In addition, as noted above, the analysis considers all of the signs that can be seen from the
representative vantage points. Finally, the commenter’s claim that the Project fails to analyze the overall
impact of the signage is not correct as the Draft EIR acknowledges that even though some individual signs
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could result in less than significant impacts, the overall impact of the proposed Signage SUD would be
considered significant (Draft EIR pages, IV.B.1-35, and IV.B.2-27).

Response to Comment 9-11

The commenter contends that the significance threshold used in the Draft EIR to evaluate signage impacts
is flawed. Although the commenter refers to this process as a “self-selected test for significant impacts”,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(b) notes that determining whether a project may have a significant effect
on the environment requires careful judgment on the part of the Lead Agency and may vary with the
setting. As discussed in the Draft EIR, (Page IV.B.1-27), the significance threshold used to evaluate the
visual quality impacts of the proposed Signage SUD was based on criteria included in the City of Los
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (Draft EIR, pages IV.B.1-15 and IV.B.1-16), that are applicable to the
Project Site and surrounding area (see also Response to Comment 9-10, which discusses the methodology
of the aesthetics/visual quality analysis as it relates to signage).

The comment also claims that the impact on the local community is disregarded. The analysis provided
in the Draft EIR takes into account the views of the Project signage available to all persons located in the
surrounding area, both nearby and at longer distances, and applies the significance criteria to all signs
that would be located within the proposed Signage SUD, basing the determination of significance on the
characteristics and location of proposed signs. It was implicitly understood in the Draft EIR that, if a sign
were to have a significant n impact on a viewer at a distance from the Project Site, it would have a similar
significant impact on a viewer located closer to the Project Site. This point has been clarified in the Final
EIR (see Section IV, Corrections and Additions, to this Final EIR). Therefore, the commenter incorrectly
interprets the significance threshold as disregarding the local community. For example, the Draft EIR
disclosed that Vertical Sign Zone 3 signage would be significant not only from long distances, but also on
local viewers, due to the height and animation of the signs.

The commenter contends that the impact from Vertical Sign Zone 1 and 2 signage should have been
determined to be significant in the Draft EIR instead of less than significant. However, a significant impact
per the stated threshold related to visual quality/aesthetics requires prominence and visibility, where the
sign does not contribute to the Project’s desired aesthetic image of an urban center. The commenter
suggests that the Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage would be visible from the I-10 freeway and would thus be
significant, but the Draft EIR concludes, based on the significance threshold discussed in Response to
Comment 9-10, that this signage would not achieve prominence because of its limited animation, and
would promote the desired aesthetic image of an urban center. Accordingly, the Draft EIR correctly
concludes that the impacts of Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage would be less than significant. Similarly, the
Draft EIR concludes that Vertical Sign Zone 1 signage would be less than significant due to limited
prominence and limited visibility resulting from their small size, and the limited height (below 25 feet) at
which these signs would be located. Therefore, the commenter’s claim that the impacts from Vertical Sign
Zone 1 and 2 should have been significant is not accurate as it fails to look both the prominence and
visibility of the signs. In conclusion, the potential impacts of Zones 1 and 2 were accurately analyzed and
revision of that analysis is not required.

Response to Comment 9-12

The commenter questions the analysis of the significant impact identified from Vertical Zone 3 signage
because they argue it only analyzes views from the far west of the Project Site and does not reflect the
effects on the local community. However, the evaluation of significance of Vertical Sign Zone 3 does take
into account how the high level of animation would affect all observers, both near and far. As such, the
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conclusion also reflects the potential effects of this signage on the local community. The Final EIR has
been revised to clarify this point (see Chapter IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). With respect
to the contention that the analysis should consider the effects of Vertical Sign Zone 3 from all directions,
not just the far west, see Response to Comment 9-10, which states that the Draft EIR analyzed views from
the all vantage points around the Project Site.

The commenter also disputes the less-than-significant conclusion with respect to Vertical Sign Zone 2
signage. However, page IV B.1-28 of the Draft EIR clearly notes that the Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage was
determined to be less than significant because it would be less prominent due to lower height and lower
permitted animation, and because this signage would reinforce and contribute to the desired aesthetic
image of an urban center that is appropriate for the Project. In addition, the Draft EIR states that the Reef
Project SUD would not place west-facing, highly animated signage immediately adjacent to sensitive
receptors. To support its conclusion, the Lead Agency used methodology to evaluate the significance of
proposed signage based on the type of sign, and the level of animation (Draft EIR, page IV.B.1-27). Taking
all these factors into account, the Draft EIR appropriately concludes that the impacts of the proposed
Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage would be less than significant. The commenter also disputes the less-than-
significant impact related to Zone 1. Like Vertical Sign Zone 2, the limited visibility and lack of prominence
associated with the Vertical Sign Zone 1 signage, which would consist of small signs for building and tenant
identification, and directional signage, with only limited animation that would be visible from the public
right-of-way, supports the Draft EIR’s assessment that the impacts of this signage would be less than
significant.

The commenter’s also contends that “a residential apartment would bear the blunt (sic) of the Zone 2
signage impacts given that the apartment would visually shield other local buildings from seeing the Zone
2 signage.” This assertion is incorrect. Page IV.B.1-28 of the Draft EIR refers to the residential buildings
located within the Project Site on the southeastern corner of the West Block, and not to an off-site
receptor. This clarification is included in the Final EIR (see Section IV, Corrections and Additions). Under
the City’s guidelines for assessing environmental impacts, impacts of the Project on itself do not need to
be addressed®.

In addition, the commenter appears to dispute the “glare” discussion and its less-than-significant impact
conclusion relative to the Rutland Apartments, Southland Apartments, or LA Trade Tech students
identified by the commenter. Glare impacts are separate and distinct from lighting impacts (Draft EIR,
page IV.B.2-1), however. The Glare analysis provided in the Draft EIR (page IV.B.2-24) evaluates the
potential for proposed signage to create glare effects due to reflective materials in construction and
during operation of the Project, and concludes that impacts related to glare from signage would be less
than significant at all off-site receptor locations, which would include the three cited by the commenter.
Lighting impacts of Project signage are discussed in the Draft EIR on pages IV.B.2-17 through IV.B.2-24.
These lighting impacts would not constitute glare (i.e., a lighting condition that causes an observer to
experience visual discomfort as a result of high brightness) because the signage would comply with the
City’s limits on brightness (LAMC Section 93.0117).

> LAMC Section 93.0117 establishes the maximum 2.0 footcandle increase standard for “any other property
containing a residential unit or units (emphasis added).”
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Response to Comment 9-13

The commenter disputes the Draft EIR conclusion that Project signage in Vertical Zones 1 and 2 would be
less than significant from the north. Specifically, the commenter disagrees with the conclusion that
Vertical Sign Zone 2 signage facing the Rutland Apartments would be less than significant due to the sign
size of 2,550 square feet. The comment mischaracterizes this analysis, however, by failing to mention
that the Draft EIR determines (page IV.B.1-30) that the combination of the limited size and limited
animation of this sign (i.e., the appearance of the sign can change no more frequently than once every
three hours) is why there would be a less than significant impact on the Rutland Apartments.
Notwithstanding this omission, the Draft EIR (page 1V.B.1-30) nevertheless determines that the large
animated signs in Vertical Sign Zone 3 would have a significant impact on the Rutland Apartments.
Therefore, the Draft EIR has disclosed the impact on the Rutland Apartments. The commenter also
disputes the less-than-significant conclusion for the Zone 1. However, the limited visibility and lack of
prominence associated with the Vertical Sign Zone 1 signage, which would consist of small signs for
building and tenant identification, and directional signage, with limited animation, supports the Draft EIR’s
assessment that the impacts of this signage would be less than significant. Finally, the commenter asserts
that there would be cumulative effects of the proposed signage in combination with billboards in the
zones. See Response to Comment 9-10, which discusses the methodology for assessing aesthetic/visual
quality impacts of the Project’s proposed signage.

Response to Comment 9-14

The commenter suggests that Project signage as viewed from east of the Project Site would have
significant impacts from Zone 1 and Zone 2 signage. However, the commenter provides no information
regarding specific impacts that would result from Project signage as viewed from the east, only a vague
assertion that “the proposed signage would undoubtedly have a significant environmental impact”. See
Response to Comment 9-13.

Response to Comment 9-15

The commenter suggests that Project signage as viewed from the south of the Project Site would have
significant impacts from Zone 1 signage. However, the commenter provides no information regarding
specific impacts that would result from Project signage as viewed from the south. See Response to
Comment 9-13.

Response to Comment 9-16

The commenter contends that in order to be granted the requested General Plan Amendments, zone
changes and other land use approvals, the Project must be consistent with the relevant City General Plan
policies and objectives and evaluate inconsistencies. The commenter claims that the Draft EIR does not
provide adequate analysis of such consistency. The commenter provides specific comments related to
these issues in Comments 9-17 through 9-52. These comments are responded to below.

Response to Comment 9-17

The commenter contends that the land use and planning analysis of the proposed Supplemental Use
District for Signage is inadequate. The Lead Agency acknowledges this comment and the following
clarification will be included in the Final EIR. The Project would be consistent with LAMC Section 14.4.6,
which permits signs within 2,000 feet of a freeway if the Department of Building and Safety determines
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that the sign will not be viewed primarily from the freeway. As discussed in Response to Comment 9-5
above, the proposed signage of the Project would not be viewed primarily from the adjacent freeways,
and would not pose a hazard to driver safety as defined by state law.

In addition, as noted in the Draft EIR (page 11-40), the proposed Signage SUD would be adopted in
accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 12.32S, which allows the creation of “SN”
(Signage) Supplemental Use Districts. LAMC Section 13.11 allows for the establishment of “SN” Districts
in areas of the City, the unique characteristics of which can be enhanced by the imposition of special sign
regulations designed to enhance the theme or unique qualities of that district. LAMC Section 13.11 allows
for development of SN Districts in “C” zones, to which the Project Site would be redesignated if the
proposed Zone Change is approved. LAMC Section 13.11.B requires that no SN District shall contain less
than one block, or three acres in area, whichever is smaller. At two City blocks and 9.7 acres in area, the
Project Site would be consistent with this requirement. The proposed Signage SUD would also establish
regulations addressing the location, number, square footage, height, light illumination, hours of
illumination, and design and type of signs permitted, as required by LAMC Section 13.11.C. Since the
proposed Signage SUD would be adopted under the provisions of LAMC Sections 12.32S and 13.11, the
provisions of the City’s general sign regulations (LAMC Sections 14.4.1 et seq.) would not be applicable to
the Project. Therefore, the Project’s proposed Signage SUD would be consistent with the requirements
and procedures set forth in the applicable City regulations (LAMC Sections 12.32S and 13.11).

Response to Comment 9-18

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not provide an adequate analysis of the proposed
signage district with respect to the City’s existing signage or proposed signage regulations. As discussed
in Response to Comment 9-17, the Project would be consistent with the requirements for the
establishment of a Signage (SN) Supplemental use District, which would regulate the Project’s signage.
With respect to the commenter’s contention that the Draft EIR does not take into account proposed
changes to the City’s signage regulations, the most recent changes in the Citywide sign regulations were
considered, but not adopted, by the City Planning Commission on October 22, 2015. Since no changes to
the existing regulations have been adopted by the City Council, only the existing regulations would be
applicable to the Project. Therefore, future stipulations of the revised ordinance, including the removal of
existing billboards, do not apply to the Project. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the
baseline for project analysis shall be the conditions that exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is
published, which, in this instance, means that Project would fall under the existing sign regulations.

The commenter also contends that the Project is not eligible to qualify for a signage district because the
Project falls outside a Regional Center. Limitation of future signage districts to areas with General Plan
land use designation of Regional Commercial is one of the provisions of the revised draft sign ordinance,
which, as noted above, has not been adopted, and is not applicable to the proposed Signage SUD.
Accordingly, the fact that the proposed Signage SUD would not be located in a Regional Center would be
irrelevant to consideration of its approval by the City.

Response to Comment 9-19

The commenter contends that the Project sighage would have significant impacts related to existing
signage regulations and policies, in particular the City’s ban of signs facing freeways. See Responses to
Comment 9-5, 9-13, 9-17 and 9-18.
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Response to Comment 9-20

The commenter contends that the Project’s proposed signage program is incongruous with the revised
sign ordinance. However, as noted in Response to Comments 9-17 and 9-18, the proposed Signage SUD
would be adopted in accordance with the applicable requirements and regulations of the City, which, in
this case, are the existing sign regulations. The unapproved revised draft ordinance does not apply to the
Project. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the baseline for project analysis shall be the
conditions that exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published, which, in this instance, means that
Project would fall under the existing sign regulations.

Response to Comment 9-21

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the Project’s land use conflicts with the
City’s zoning regulations and applicable land use policies and plans, in particular because the Project
requires discretionary land use approvals that would conflict with the existing General Plan land use
designation and the zoning of the Project Site. The Draft EIR identifies the relevant requirements of the
City of Los Angeles Planning Code that are applicable to the Project (pages 1V.J-20 and IV.J-21), and
provides an evaluation of the Project’s consistency with those requirements (pages IV.J-70 through IV J-
72). This evaluation identifies inconsistencies with some of these requirements, which include
inconsistency between the Project’s proposed commercial and residential uses and the existing Limited
Manufacturing land use designation in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan (Draft EIR, page IV.J-
50), and inconsistency between the Project’s proposed commercial and residential uses and the existing
M1 zoning classification of the Project Site (Draft EIR, page IV.J-71). These inconsistencies would be
corrected in the event that the City provides the Project’s requested land use approvals.  In the event
the Project’s requested land use approvals are not provided by the City, the No Project Alternative or the
Existing Zoning Alternative could be developed at the Project Site.

Moreover, the Draft EIR analysis of Project consistency with applicable state, regional, and local plans
that promote concentration of development in transit station areas (Draft EIR, pages IV.J-36 through IV.J-
70) demonstrates that the Project would be consistent with these plans. Without such approvals, the
Project would not be able to achieve these goals, as the existing Limited Manufacturing designation and
M1 zoning classification would not permit the uses proposed under the Project. Accordingly, the Draft
EIR provides substantial evidence that the proposed land use designations included in the Project would
be consistent with applicable state, local and regional plans.

Response to Comment 9-22

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the Project’s consistency with all relevant
General Plan policies. The commenter then proceeds to list a series of General Plan policies, objectives,
and programs related to the production, preservation and protection of affordable housing in the City,
and contends that the Project would not be consistent with these General Plan provisions.

Nothwithstanding that CEQA does not require that the Project be completely consistent with all plan
policies, the policies listed by the commenter are policies that apply to the City’s agencies, policy makers
and decision makers, and generally to the provision of affordable housing throughout the City.  These
policies promote the development of affordable housing in the City, but do not mandate the inclusion of
affordable units in individual development projects. As such, the following do not apply to the Project:
Policy 1.1.2; Objective 1.2; Policy 1.2.2; Policy 1.2.8; Policy 2.5.1; and Policy 2.5.2. In the absence of such
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a mandate for development projects, individual development projects may choose to voluntarily
undertake affordable housing components.

Policy 1.3.5 addresses the need to provide a sufficient supply of appropriately zoned land to accommodate
the City’s housing needs. This is a Citywide policy that is addressed through community planning and
zoning, and therefore does not apply to the Project.. Similarly, Policy 1.4.1, which promotes streamlining
the City’s development review processes while maintaining affordable housing incentives, applies to the
City’s policy makers and not individual development projects. Policy 2.2.3 related to jobs/housing balance
is not applicable to the Project as it specifically states that such balance is to be achieved at a Citywide
level.

Objective 4.2 and Policy 4.2.3 as identified by the commenter relate to the homeless population in the
City and in Council District 9 specifically. While it is the policy and commitment of the City of Los Angeles
to actively seek solutions for homelessness in the City, the Project Applicant is not a City agency or a social
services agency, and the cited policies would not be applicable to the Project.

The commenter also cites several programs identified in the City’s Housing Element to promote the
production of affordable housing in the City that relate changes in land use designations and zoning to
the provision of affordable housing (Program 8), support the City’s Density Bonus and Downtown
Affordable Housing Bonus programs (Program 54, Program 73, Program 99, and Program 101), and
support the preservation of existing affordable housing (Program 41).

The Project does not propose to use the Density Bonus Program, or the Downtown Housing Incentive
Program, in its land use entitlements. The Project has applied for land use approvals from the City in
accordance with the requirements established in the LAMC, which does not require use of these
programs. Nonetheless, the Project Applicant is negotiating a Development Agreement with the City that
will include an affordable housing component as one of the community benefits offered as consideration
for the Development Agreement. As noted in the Draft EIR (page IV.L-9), the Project would not result in
the direct displacement of any housing units, as no housing units presently exist within the Project Site,
and therefore would have no effect on the preservation of existing affordable housing. The Project would
be consistent with the Housing Element programs cited by the commenter.

Response to Comment 9-23

The commenter states that the DEIR neglected to evaluate the Project’s consistency with The Plan for
Healthy Los Angeles’ Policy 1.7 (Displacement and Health) and Program 86 (Displacement) which
addresses health impacts of displacement on individuals, families and benefits from local revitalization
efforts by creating local employment and economic opportunities for low-income residents and small
businesses.

The commenter refers to a “Health Impact Report”. This study, entitled “Assessing Health and Equity
Impacts of the Reef Development in South Central Los Angeles” (the “Study”), was prepared by Human
Impact Partners. Human Impact Partners is an advocacy organization that “help(s) organizations and
public agencies who work with low-income communities and communities of color understand the effects
of current or proposed projects and policies on community health.”® The Study was not prepared by or

® http.//www.humanimpact.org/about-us/, accessed February 6, 2016.
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for the City of Los Angeles. The Study is provided in its entirety as an attachment to Comment Letter 10
(see Response to Comment 10-43).

The Study purports to establish that the Project would have indirect impacts related to poverty and
economic uncertainty as a result of gentrification. Notwithstanding the contentions contained in the
Study, after evaluation of the data and analysis presented in the Study, the Lead Agency concludes that
the conclusions presented in the Study are not relevant to the Project because: (1) the Project would not
directly displace any housing units and population; (2) the study area used in the Report, which includes
neighborhoods located well to the south of the Project Site that include markedly different population
and housing characteristics than the Project Site, does not accurately represent the persons who would
be potentially affected by the Project; (3) the potential effects of the Project on the indirect displacement
of population and housing units outside the Project Site as presented in the Report are speculative since
they represent a hypothetical, future scenario; and (4) the economic and social effects identified in the
Report, which include financial strain, physical and mental iliness, and health and equity impacts, do not
represent significant effects on the environment as defined by CEQA, as set forth in Response to Comment
10-8, which provides a detailed analysis of the inapplicability of the Report and its findings with regard to
the Project. Accordingly, the commenter’s use of the conclusions provided in the Report to support a
contention that the Project is inconsistent with Policy 1.7 and Program 86 of the General Plan Health
Element is not supported by substantial evidence.

Response to Comment 9-24

The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the Project with Policy 1-5.2 of the Southeast
Los Angeles Community Plan, which addresses displacement of residents by new housing opportunities.
With respect to Project impacts related to indirect displacement, see Response to Comment 10-8, which
concludes that any impact of the Project related to indirect displacement would be speculative. More
importantly, the policy cited by the commenter is not intended to preclude the development of market-
rate housing in the Southeast Community Plan area, but rather to minimize displacement of residents. In
this sense, the Project would be fully consistent with Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 1.5-2
because it would be constructed in a location that would not result in the direct displacement of housing
units and population, since there currently are no housing units on the Project Site.

Response to Comment 9-25

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should evaluate the Project with Policy 2-1.4 of the Southeast
Los Angeles Community Plan, which addresses the viability of existing neighborhood stores supporting
the needs of local residents.

The policy was intended to ensure that existing commercial properties (and businesses), in commercial
zones, be maintained to ensure their viability. The Project would not affect any commercially zoned
property. Therefore, the policy does not apply to the Project.

Notwithstanding, as stated in the Draft EIR, Project Description, the Project’s new development would
include a pharmacy, grocery store, and other community-serving uses, in addition to restaurant and
specialty retail uses, available to the general public. In addition, the new residents of the Project could
presumably support existing commercial businesses in the Project vicinity. The increase in economic
activity in the area should benefit all businesses, old and new, in the area.
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With respect to the commenter’s claim about rent increases, commercial rents in the City are a function
of multiple factors, including the location, size, configuration, and availability of space, the needs of the
business and its customers, and the needs of the propertyowner. . Therefore, any contention that the
Project would increase rent is speculative and would be a social and economic effect that is not considered
an environmental impact under CEQA.

Response to Comment 9-26

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should have evaluated Policy 11-2.3 of the Southeast Los Angeles
Community Plan, which addresses the City’s opportunities to maximize affordable housing and pedestrian
access to adjacent rail stations. While this policy encourages location of affordable housing near transit
stations, it does not mandate that all development projects within the City comply with that policy.
Accordingly, Policy 11-2.3 of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan would not apply to the Project.

Response to Comment 9-27

The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze the Project’s impact on conversion
of industrial zoned land per General Plan Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 (Consideration of potential re-
designation of marginal industrial land for alternative uses) and Policy 7.2.9 (Limit redesignation of
existing industrial land to other uses except where it serves to mitigate existing land use conflicts). To this
end, the commenter contends that the Draft EIR should have evaluated the Project in light of the City’s
Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP). With respect to the Project’s consistency with the ILUP, see Response
to Comment 9-31.

With respect to General Plan Element Framework Policies 3.14.6 and 7.29, implementation of the Project
would convert approximately 9.1 acres from industrially zoned to commercial use, with a nominal 0.2
acres from light industrial use to commercial use. The Project complies with the overall intent of the ILUP
to continue to allow transition of the area from industrial zoning to other uses. Though the Project Site is
zoned MI (light industrial), the majority of the site has been used since the 1950s for commercial
wholesale and parking lot use, and would not be removing any substantial industrial uses from the City’s
economic base. The Project Site is also located on the northern edge of an identified industrial area in the
ILUP and would not affect the remaining area, which would continue to be occupied by industrial uses. In
addition, even with the proposed redesignation, the Project would retain the existing industrial and
employment-related functions within The Reef. These functions, which include research, product
creation, and employee development, are functionally consistent with industrial land use policies in the
General Plan, including the general focus of the ILUP to support the adopted City policy to retain industrial
land for job producing purposes wherever possible. Accordingly, the proposed redesignation of the
Project Site from industrial to commercial use would be consistent with criteria e. and g. of General Plan
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6, and Policy 7.29.

Response to Comment 9-28

The commenter asserts that the City ignored requests for an extension of the 45-day comment period and
of requests for Spanish language translation, and states that the refusal by the City is inconsistent with
the General Plan Framework Policy 3.19 (Fair Treatment of all People). See Response to Comment 9-1,
which states that the public review period for the Draft EIR met the requirement set forth by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15105. With respect to providing a Spanish translation of the EIR, such translations are
not required under CEQA. The commenter’s concerns in this regard will be considered by the City’s
decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Response to Comment 9-29

The commenter asserts that the Project circumvented the City’s density bonus and housing incentive
ordinances, rendering the Project inconsistent with the General Plan Framework Element Policies 4.1.6
(Low and Very Low Income Housing Incentives) and 4.2.1 (Incentives for Very Low and Low-Income
Households in Mixed Use Developments). These policies are applicable to the City as a whole, and are
meant as policy statements, not as mandates on individual development projects. The land use approvals
for the Project are being applied for and processed in accordance with the requirements established in
the LAMC. The Project is applying for the appropriate land use changes to change the land use designation
of the Project Site from industrial to commercial, which would be consistent with state, regional, and local
land use policies that promote the concentration of development in transit station areas, and which will
result in an increase in housing in the City. The Project is not proposing to use the City’s Density Bonus
Ordinance or incentives made available by the Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance for
projects that provide affordable housing, which are not required in this case to provide land use approvals
for the Project. Therefore, the Project does not have to be consistent with the City’s Density Bonus or
Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance, nor does it have to meet the requirements for the incentives.

Response to Comment 9-30

The commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks evaluation on the Project’s potential to drive up commercial
rents in surrounding area, threatening the displacement of existing community serving small businesses.
The Project does not propose the removal of existing neighborhood commercial activities. Therefore, it
would not result in the removal of commercial activities within walking distance of residential areas. See
also Responses to Comments 9-23 and 9-24.

Response to Comment 9-31

The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the Project’s consistency with the City’s
Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP). The commenter notes that the Draft EIR Land Use and Planning Chapter
failed to address this policy directed at the conversion of industrially-zoned land in the City to other uses.
As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project Site is presently designated in the General Plan for Limited
Manufacturing use, and is zoned for industrial (M1) use (Draft EIR, page 1I-4). However, the commenter
does not provide substantial evidence that the Project Site is protected under the ILUP. Notwithstanding,
the following discussion will be provided as a correction to the FEIR to explain how the Project is consistent
with the ILUP directive.

In January, 2008, the Director of City Planning and the Chief Executive Officer of the then-Community
Redevelopment Agency issued a memorandum culminating a 24-month long Industrial Land Use Policy
project that provided direction to staff of both agencies regarding industrial land use, and potential
conversion to residential and other uses. The direction cited the City’s adopted policy to retain industrial
land for job-producing uses, and acknowledged that industrially zoned lands in the City of Los Angeles are
occupied by active and productive businesses that provide employment and services to City residents that
are essential to the City’s diversified economic base. The ILUP evaluated the viability of the City’s industrial
districts, particularly those areas experiencing pressure to convert to other uses. The ILUP contained
guidance to staff of the Department of City Planning in processing individual applications for land use
changes, and for development of future Community Plan updates, and implementation guidelines that
included identification of “areas where industrial uses and zoning should be retained pursuant to existing
Plans, along with industrial areas that, for a variety of reasons, may no longer be viable or appropriate
industrial/employment use and should be considered for conversion to other uses.”
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The ILUP studied industrial districts citywide, which included the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
Area. The studied lands were categorized into four types: Employment Protection Districts; Industrial
Mixed Use Districts; Transition Districts; and Correction Areas. These categories were defined as follows:

= Employment Protection District (EMP): Areas where industrial zoning should be
maintained, i.e., where adopted General Plan, Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan
industrial land use designations should continue to be implemented. Residential uses in
these Districts are not appropriate.

= Industrial Mixed Use District (IMU): Areas that should remain as predominantly
industrial/employment districts, but which may support a limited amount of residential
uses.

= Transition District (TD): Areas where the viability of industrial use has been compromised
by significant conversions and where this transition to other uses should be continued.
Transition Districts have been identified in areas where “Alternate Policies” (AP) such as
specific plans, Transit Oriented Districts (TOD) and other planning efforts are anticipated
or in process. Unlike “Industrial Mixed Use Districts,” stand-alone housing or mixed use
developments containing housing and commercial uses may be appropriate in “Transition
Districts.”

= Correction Area (CA): Areas where earlier land use decisions resulted in inappropriate
land use conflicts. A change in zoning and land use designations to correct existing land
use conflicts is deemed appropriate and should be encouraged.

The ILUP identified 678 acres of industrial land within Southeast Los Angeles, containing 1,905 businesses
and 19,693 employees (Figure 1ll-1). The ILUP divided Southeast Los Angeles’ industrial land into nine
subareas, and applied the four categories to each. The Project Site is located within Subarea 3, which was
the only subarea within Southeast Los Angeles designated as a transition district. Subarea 3 is 92 acres
and contains 495 businesses providing 3,790 jobs (see Figure 111-2).”

Existing development within the Project Site includes The Reef building (approximately 861,162 square
feet), located at the northwest corner of the Project Site on the West Block, and an approximately 11,500
square foot warehouse building located at the southeast corner of the Project Site on the East Block. The
remainder of the Project Site is occupied by surface parking lots containing approximately 1,100 parking
spaces. The ILUP identified the majority of the Project Site as being used for commercial/service/office
use, except for the southeast corner of the East Block, which is presently occupied by the warehouse
building, and is identified in the ILUP as being used for light industrial purposes.

7 All of the subareas were surveyed in 2007.
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The 2008 memorandum direction to City staff for Subarea 3 of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
area was to establish appropriate zoning and land use designations through a Transit Oriented District
Plan to allow commercial, residential, mixed use and live/work uses. Though still a work-in-progress, the
Draft/Proposed Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan identifies the Project Site for Community
Commercial use, and its accompanying Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) identifies the
Project Site as Transit Oriented District - Regional use (Draft EIR, page IV.J-58). Although not yet adopted,
and subject to additional changes as the Community Plan Update process progresses, the Draft/Proposed
Community Plan and CPIO designations would be consistent with the direction of the ILUP to establish
appropriate land use designations and zoning for the Project Site within the Transition District identified
in the ILUP.

Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the intent of the ILUP to allow transition of the area from
industrial zoning to other uses. Though the Project Site is zoned M1 (industrial), the majority of the Project
Site, other than The Reef building, has been used since the 1950s as surface parking lots. The Project
would not be directly removing industrial use from the City’s economic base. By retaining and enhancing
The Reef, an 861,162 square foot facility containing creative office, product development, and
employment-generating uses, it would include characteristics of the Employment Protection and
Industrial Mixed Use Districts on part of the Project Site, in addition to accommodating the projected
transition of the area under the Transition District designated in the ILUP. Overall, implementation of the
Project would be consistent with the staff guidance provided in the ILUP related to preservation of
industrial lands in the City.

Transition of the Site to a mixed use development would not result in a substantial loss of industrial jobs.
As discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.L-1), the warehouse building is estimated to accommodate 39 jobs,
based on building square footage. These jobs represent approximately 1.4% of the existing jobs on the
Project Site, and would be replaced by the 1,161 net new jobs on the Project Site that would be generated
by the Project (Draft EIR, page IV.L-8). The 2,608 existing office/wholesale/showroom jobs on the Project
Site would be retained under the Project. Therefore, transition of the Project Site from industrial land
use designation to a mixed use development would not have a significant impact on the City’s industrial
job base. The Project would be consistent with the guidance to City staff set forth in the ILUP.

Response to Comment 9-32

The commenter contends that the Project is inconsistent with the ILUP or its community benefits
requirements, and that the EIR should contain adequate mitigation to address loss of industrial jobs with
family supporting wages. Regarding consistency with the community benefits guidelines, CEQA requires
an analysis of consistency with adopted land use plans. Since the ILUP staff directive relative to community
benefits is not a land use plan, it does not need to be analyzed under CEQA. For the same reason,
mitigation measures only apply to impact categories defined by CEQA when they are found to be
significant. For an explanation of why the Project is consistent with the ILUP in general, see Response to
Comment 9-31. Notwithstanding, the following explanation is provided to demonstrate how the Project
would provide community benefits per the ILUP.

The ILUP project addressed industrially zoned land with the City of Los Angeles, and provided direction to
staff when processing project applications and developing long range plans. The project study included a
staff direction memorandum and geographically specific directions related to studied areas, including
Southeast Los Angeles. The memorandum included a discussion with recommendations or guidelines
regarding “community benefits”, which are intended to address the loss of employment lands and the
need to provide amenities in areas that have not previously been planned for non-industrial use. The
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memorandum includes a Community Benefits list (Section B) that should be used for guidance in
identifying conditions that could be considered. The following were listed as potential community
benefits for consideration on development projects within Transition Districts and Industrial Mixed Use
areas:

= Relocation Consultation for Displaced Businesses
= Job Training Assistance Fund

=  Minimum Job-Producing Space

= Affordable Housing

= Open Space

= [nfrastructure Improvements

As previously discussed, implementation of the Project will not remove housing, and would create new
housing and employment opportunities. The Project includes job-producing space, which would be
provided by allowing conversion of wholesale space within The Reef to creative office, product
development, and training space. Additionally, the Project Applicant is negotiating a Development
Agreement with the City that will include an affordable housing component as one of the community
benefits offered as consideration for the Development Agreement. The Project would also add open
space and infrastructure improvements as a community benefit. Specifically, the Project will include a
public mid-block paseo which would provide full pedestrian access through the Project Site from Hill Street
to Main Street, along with café and outdoor seating, event space, and a seating island. A gallery space of
17,507 square feet, open to the public, would be designed to host local, national, and international
exhibitions and expositions, adding a new cultural amenity to the area. Signalized pedestrian crossings
would be provided on Broadway to facilitate pedestrian circulation between the West Block and the East
Block, within the Project Site. In addition, the Project will be providing infrastructure improvements that
would include approximately 289 new trees; pedestrian amenities, including minimum 15-foot sidewalks
along Washington Boulevard, Broadway, and Main Street, and 20-foot wide sidewalks on Hill Street,
Washington Boulevard and Broadway adjacent to The Reef. Both sides of Broadway through the Project
Site would be designed to provide for an enhanced pedestrian experience with particular emphasis on the
mid-block crossing located at the center of the East and West blocks. With this design, the Project would
provide a nearly seamless crossing from the Courthouse on the west (Hill Street) to the Sports Museum
on the east (Main Street), which would serve to activate the entire Project Site, and avoid dangerous and
unproductive pedestrian dead zones. As demonstrated, the Project would support job creation, and would
be consistent with the provisions of the ILUP with respect to community benefits.

Response to Comment 9-33

The commenter asserts that the consistency discussion for General Plan Framework Objective 3.1 is
lacking sufficient support for the conclusion that the Project supports the needs of the existing residents,
visitors and businesses. As discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, the Project will include new retail uses that
will be available for all residents of the Project and immediate residential neighborhoods. The Project
would create new and additional local employment and economic opportunities for local residents. The
Project provides new housing, which will bring new population to the area requiring goods and services
that can be accommodated by existing businesses in the Project area, in addition to the Project’s own
proposed retail uses. In addition, the open space amenities of the Project would also accommodate
outdoor entertainment uses, as well as special events, that would be available to the existing community.
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion that no support was given, all of these reasons were cited in Table
IV.J-3 of the Draft EIR for Objective 3.1. The analysis in the table says that “restaurant, retail, hotel, grocery
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store, live-work units, apartments and condominiums as well as the pedestrian environment would
contribute to the diversity of uses in [the] area of the Project Site...[and the] conversion of...surface
parking lots...with significant open space and communities amenities would enhance the built
environment in the surrounding neighborhood.” Accordingly, the Draft EIR provides extensive support for
its conclusion that the Project would be consistent with General Plan Framework Element 3.1.

Response to Comment 9-34

The commenter asserts that the consistency discussion of General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.5 did not
adequately address that the rezoning of the Site would be removing industrially zoned land, and that the
Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan requires affordable housing with the amount of density
proposed for the site. With respect to the proposed conversion of the land use designation of the Project
Site from industrial to commercial, see Response to Comment 9-31, which shows that this conversion for
this transition district is consistent with guidance under the ILUP.

The commenter also claims that the impact of the General Plan Amendment is not adequately addressed.
However, per Policy 3.1.5, the General Plan Framework allows amendments to community plans to reflect
local conditions, parcel characteristics, existing land uses and public input provided that the basic
differentiation and relationships among land use districts are maintained, there is no reduction in housing
capacity, and additional environmental review is conducted. With respect to these criteria, the Project is
proposing to change the land use designation of the Project Site from industrial to commercial, which
would be consistent with state, regional, and local land use policies (SB375, SCAG Regional Comprehensive
Plan, SCAG Compass Blueprint Growth Vision, SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy, General Plan Framework, Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, see Draft EIR,
pages IV.J-36 through 1V.J-70) that promote the concentration of development in transit station areas, as
well as with the ILUP. Although the Draft Plan is not approved, the Project would be consistent with
Draft/Proposed Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan’s designation of this area as Transit-Oriented
District - Regional. The Project will increase, not decrease, housing capacity in the City, and is undergoing
an environmental review as required by CEQA. This explanation will be included in the FEIR as a
correction. Accordingly, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Project would be consistent with
General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.5 which allows amendments.

With respect to the Draft/Proposed Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, the commenter fails to
acknowledge that the Draft EIR on pages IV.J-58 through IV.J-59 does compare the Project to the
Draft/Proposed Community Plan, and discloses that the Draft/Proposed Community Plan has not been
adopted. Accordingly, the Draft EIR recognizes that this is only a draft plan and, like the draft revised
signage ordinance discussed in Response to Comment 9-20, is not applicable to the Project. and is
therefore inapplicable to the Project. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d), a Project should be
measured against applicable land use plans, which do not include plans that are not adopted. However,
to demonstrate the Project’s compliance with the City’s goal of situating high-density residential uses
within transit areas, the Draft EIR (page 1V.J-58), shows how, if the draft plan were approved, the Project
would be consistent with the Community Commercial land use designation for the Project Site that would
be established under the Draft/Proposed Community Plan, due to the Project’s location within a Transit
Oriented District.

Response to Comment 9-35

The commenter asserts that the consistency discussion of General Plan Framework Objective 3.2 did not
adequately address vehicle miles travelled (VMT) caused by the Project’s lack of affordable housing, which
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the comment contends may increase VMT through the displacement of Metro ridership for households
making less than $25,000 per year. The commenter cites a study (California Housing Partnership Strategy
& Transform, included as Appendix H to this Final EIR) that promotes the placement of affordable housing
near transit as an effective GHG reduction strategy. However, the commenter fails to mention that this
study shows that the location of housing in transit areas results in reduction of VMT, vehicle ownership,
and household vehicle trips per day, and increase in household transit trips per day, compared to non-
transit areas, over all income groups (see Figure Il1-3).

While the benefits may increase for lower income groups, higher income groups demonstrate a 37%
reduction in VMT compared to non—transit areas. Accordingly, the study demonstrates that location of
any housing in a transit station area has benefits with respect to GHG reduction, not just low income
housing as the commenter contends. As shown in the Draft EIR (pages IV.G-23 through IV.G-25), the GHG
analysis conservatively reflects a 10% VMT reduction associated with locating housing near transit.
Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with General Plan Framework Objective 3.2, which calls for
spatial distribution of development that facilitates a reduction of vehicle trips.

Response to Comment 9-36

The commenter asserts that the consistency discussion of General Plan Framework Objective 3.4 lacked
analysis concerning the potential for economic displacement of surrounding residential and business uses
and the Project’s impact on nearby industrial uses on Washington Boulevard. However, as discussed in
the Draft EIR, the Project will not eliminate industrial uses on the Project Site, other than a small 11,500
square foot warehouse facility, or on Washington Boulevard. In addition, “economic development” is not
an impact category as defined by CEQA and, moreover, would be speculative. With respect to indirect
displacement, see Response to Comment 10-8. The Project will be consistent with Objective 3.4 for the
following reasons. The Project’s new development will include 1,444 residential units accommodating an
estimated population of at least 2,224 residents. The new development will include a pharmacy, grocery
store, and other community-serving uses, in addition to restaurant and specialty retail uses. The new
residents to the area may support existing commercial businesses in the Project vicinity. In addition, as
stated in the Draft EIR on page IV.J-47, the Project would not encroach upon or cause the removal or
relocation of uses. Therefore, as stated in the consistency discussion, the Project will not encroach into
nearby neighborhoods or districts and will provide new retail for the area. The Project is therefore
consistent with General Plan Framework Objective 3.4.

Response to Comment 9-37

The commenter asserts that the consistency discussion for General Plan Framework Objective 3.8 does
not analyze how the Project’s uses will serve the needs of adjacent residents, especially low-income
residents. The commenter incorrectly states that this objective requires an analysis of impacts on low-
income residents, when the Objective specifically refers to the establishment of new neighborhood
districts that serve the needs of residents in general. As such, as discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.J-47),
and included in the analysis of the Project consistency with this Objective, the Project will not only provide
additional housing and retail but will contain open space with amenities that can be enjoyed by the
general public such as open air entertainment areas. Further, the Project will generate approximately
1,161 new jobs that would be available to local residents. Therefore, the Project will meet this Objective
to create new neighborhood districts that accommodate a broad range of uses. With respect to indirect
displacement, CEQA does not require analysis of potential indirect displacement impacts in this case, as
explained in Response to Comment 10-8. As such, mitigation measures would not be required for
economic displacement.
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Response to Comment 9-38

The commenter asserts that the consistency discussion for Policy 3.15.2 does not take into account how
the Project’s creation of housing near transit would benefit low-income residents. However, this Policy
specifically refers to incorporating public- and neighborhood-service uses for developments near transit
stations. As detailed on page 1V.J-47 of the Draft EIR, the Project would be designed as an urban center
with supporting services, entertainment venues, public spaces, community rooms, open space, grocery
store, and a pharmacy. Therefore, this Project does comply with this Objective. For an explanation of the
effects of housing near transit as it relates to income levels of residents, see Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 9-39

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not support the conclusion of consistency with Goal 5A
of the General Plan Framework Element because it does not evaluate how the Project’s housing matches
the incomes of employees working in the area. However, this Goal promotes a livable city of
interconnected diverse neighborhoods that function at the neighborhood and Citywide levels. As such,
this Goal does not require a jobs-housing fit for individual development projects. As indicated in the Draft
EIR (page IV.J-48), the Project would support this Goal by providing housing opportunities and commercial
development to serve the existing community, and adding new retail uses, restaurants, entertainment
spaces, recreational and cultural opportunities that would promote neighborhood cohesion and
investment.

Response to Comment 9-40

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Objective 5.5 of the General Plan
Framework Element because it does not consider indirect displacement. The commenter incorrectly
references Objective 5.5, as it explicitly refers to improving the livability of neighborhoods by upgrading
the quality of development and improving the quality of the public realm. As indicated in the Draft EIR
(page 1V.J-49), the Project would convert a large area of surface parking lot into a mixed use project
containing housing opportunities, job opportunities, and public spaces and amenities in a pedestrian-
accessible development located two blocks from a rail transit station. The Project would improve the
quality of development in the area, and provide a location for housing, shopping and entertainment uses
that would serve the surrounding community. The Project would enhance the public realm by providing
public open space, gathering areas, and open space within the development, and pedestrian amenities
and bicycle facilities that promote access to the Project from the surrounding community. With respect
to indirect displacement, see Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 9-41

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Goal 1, Objective 1.1, and Policy 1.1.3 of
the General Plan Housing Element because it does not address the affordable housing needs of the City.
These policies promote the development of ownership and rental housing, and facilitation of new housing
construction to address the needs of the City’s residents. As indicated in the Draft EIR, the Project would
add to the City’s housing supply and would meet a variety of housing needs. Moreover, this Goal is a
general policy goal for the entire city and does not mandate that affordable housing be integrated into
new, private developments. Therefore, it is not necessary for every project in the City to include affordable
housing to be consistent with this policy. With respect to how the Project relates to affordable housing,
see Response to Comment 9-22.
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Response to Comment 9-42

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Objective 2.2 of the General Plan Housing
Element because it does not include affordable housing. As indicated in the Draft EIR, the Project would
provide housing opportunities, retail, restaurant, open space, and other services near a transit station
that would serve the community, and work with existing and future development to promote a
sustainable neighborhood in this area of the City. This Goal is a general policy goal for the entire city and
does not mandate that affordable housing be integrated into new, private developments. Therefore, it is
not necessary for every project in the City to include affordable housing to be consistent with this policy.
With respect to how the Project relates to affordable housing, see also Response to Comments 9-22 and
10-8. In addition, this specific Objective calls for the promotion of sustainable neighborhoods in general
and is not exclusively about the provision of mixed-income housing.

Response to Comment 9-43

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Policy 2.6 of the General Plan Health
Element because it does not evaluate the health impacts of indirect displacement. However, this Policy
calls for the repurposing of underutilized spaces to promote health, and not for an analysis of health risks
resulting from displacement. As such, the consistency analysis demonstrates how the Project would
provide spaces for health. Specifically, as indicated in the Draft EIR (page IV.J-59), the Project would
convert existing surface parking lots to a pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use development, with public open
spaces designed to serve the community. The design of the Project would encourage nearby residents to
walk to the Project, and would also accommodate access to the Project by bicycle through the provision
of adequate roadway and sidewalk facilities, and bicycle parking facilities. While not required in the
analysis for this specific Policy, see Response to Comment 10-8 for an explanation of the health impacts
associated with indirect displacement.

Response to Comment 9-44

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Policy 5.7 of the General Plan Health
Element because the Project does not provide affordable housing near transit which, they claim, reduces
greenhouse gas emissions. However, this Policy is a general citywide policy that does not mandate
affordable housing in new, private developments. The Policy promotes “land use policies that reduce per
capita greenhouse gas emissions, result in improved air quality and decreased air pollution” (emphasis
added). Notwithstanding, see Response to Comment 9-35 for an explanation of how housing near transit
reduces vehicle miles traveled across all income levels, not just for low-income households. The Project
would therefore be consistent with Policy 5.7 of the General Plan Health Element.

Response to Comment 9-45

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Objective 1-2 of the Southeast Los
Angeles Community Plan because it does not include affordable housing units that would help reduce
vehicular trips more than market-rate housing. However, Objective 1-2 of the Southeast Los Angeles
Community Plan promotes the location of housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips, and makes
it accessible to services and facilities, and does not isolate individual income levels for meeting this
Objective. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would be consistent with this objective by providing
housing units, and mixed use development near transit. The commenter contends “high-end housing in
proximity to transit alone, does not guarantee a reduction in vehicle trips.” As discussed in Response to
Comment 9-44, this assertion is incorrect. This study shows that the location of housing in transit station
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areas results in reduction of vehicle-miles travelled (VMT), vehicle ownership, and household vehicle trips
per day, and increase in household transit trips per day, compared to non-transit areas, over all income
groups. Accordingly, the analyses presented in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the transit-adjacent
location of the Project, and the Project would be consistent with Objective 1-2 of the Southeast Los
Angeles Community Plan to reduce vehicle trips.

Response to Comment 9-46

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Policy 1-3.2 because it does not take into
account indirect displacement effects of the Project. However, Policy 1.3-2 states that factors such as
neighborhood identity, compatibility of land uses, impacts on services and public facilities, and impacts
on traffic levels should be taken into account when changes in residential density are proposed. The Policy
does not mention displacement. Nevertheless, see Response to Comment 10-8 for an analysis of indirect
displacement. The Project achieves this Policy because, as discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.B.1-22), the
Project would establish an identity for the otherwise non-descript Project Site as a transit-oriented
development that would also provide services to the surrounding community. In addition, the Project
would be consistent with multiple state, regional and local land use policies that encourage concentration
of development around transit station areas (SB375, SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan, SCAG Compass
Blueprint Growth Vision, SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, General
Plan Framework, Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, see Draft EIR, pages IV.J-36 through IV.J-70).
The Draft EIR evaluates the compatibility of the proposed land uses with the surrounding area, impacts
on public services and utilities, and impacts on traffic levels for consideration by the City’s decision-making
bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project (see Draft EIR, Sections IV.J, Land Use; IVM,
Public Services; V.0, Utilities, and IV.M, Transportation). The Project would therefore be consistent with
Policy 1.3-2 of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. With respect to,

Response to Comment 9-47

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Policy 2.1-3 of the Southeast Community
Plan because it does not consider impacts to existing businesses. However, Policy 2.1-3 states that
“commercial areas should be consolidated and deepened to simulate existing businesses, create
opportunities for new development and off-street parking, expand the variety of goods and services, and
improve shopping convenience, as well as offer local employment” (emphasis added). This Policy is not
exclusively about existing businesses. Even if it were, as discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.J-53 through
IV.J-55), the Project would bring new customers into the area, who would be able patronize existing
businesses as well as the new ones contained in the Project, by consolidating commercial uses into the
Project Site, in compliance with this Policy. In addition, the Project would provide new off-street parking
spaces, and new businesses, as well as the enhancement of the existing uses in The Reef, and would
provide employment opportunities for local residents. The Project would therefore be consistent with
Policy 2.1-3 of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan.

Response to Comment 9-48

The commenter contends that the Project is not consistent with Policy 2.4-3 of the Southeast Los Angeles
Community Plan because it does not provide a match between housing prices and local incomes.
However, Policy 2.4-3 provides that commercial infill projects should be in harmony with existing
development and does not require an analysis of housing prices vis-a-vis incomes. Notwithstanding, as
noted in the Draft EIR (page II-40), the Project would convert an underutilized site consisting mainly of
surface parking lots to a productive use, and would provide new uses, including a grocery store and
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pharmacy, to serve the existing community. The Project would provide new residents who would
patronize existing businesses in addition to new business that would be included in the Project. The
Project would promote the identity of the Project Site as a transit-oriented, mixed-use community that
would complement and enhance the surrounding neighborhood per the Project Site’s identification as a
Transition District in the ILUP. See Response to Comment 9-31. The Project would therefore be consistent
with Policy 2.4-3 of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan.

Response to Comment 9-49

The commenter contends that the Project is inconsistent with Objective 2-6 of the Southeast Los Angeles
Community Plan because it does not specify how jobs created by the Project will be occupied by
community residents. However, the Objective is a policy meant to promote the maintenance and
increase of the commercial employment base for community residents wherever feasible. The Objective
does not require a job plan for requiring local hires. Furthermore, the extent to which these jobs match
the needs and desires of community residents is speculative, and would constitute a social and economic
impact that is not an impact on the environment under CEQA. . Nevertheless, the Project would expand
the economic base of the community by creating jobs from the activities in The Reef and the new
commercial development, which would be available to community residents. Therefore, the Project would
be consistent with Objective 2-6 of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan.

Response to Comment 9-50

The commenter contends that the Project is inconsistent with the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community
Plan and its accompanying Community Plan Implementation Ordinance (CPIO). However, this Plan has
not yet been adopted and is not yet applicable to the development of the Project Site. For information
purposes only, however, the Draft EIR notes (page 1V.J-59) that the Project, as proposed, would not be
consistent with the Draft/Proposed Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan, as presently written. The
commenter notes that the Draft EIR uses data from the Draft/Proposed Southeast Los Angeles Community
Plan in the analysis of population, housing and employment (Draft EIR, page IV.L-6), but determines that
the Draft Plan is not applicable to the Project, as it has not been adopted. These statements merely reflect
the differences between factual data, and Plan policies that are subject to potentially wide variation
during the process of Plan development and adoption. There is no inconsistency between using factual
data in one part of the EIR, while noting in another that Plan policies are not applicable until the Plan is
adopted.

Response to Comment 9-51

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of individual
buildings and that individual buildings would exceed height and density limitations of the LAMC. As
discussed in the Draft EIR (page 1V.J-20), the Project Site is located in Height District 2 which permits a
maximum FAR of 6.0 with no height limit. The commenter correctly notes that a number of modifications
to the General Plan, and approval of Conditional Use Permit for Floor Area Averaging, would be needed
to permit development of the Project. This Conditional Use Permit would allow the FAR of the Project to
be calculated on a site-wide basis, rather than considering the FAR of each individual building. The same
amount of development would be permitted on the Project Site under FAR averaging as would be allowed
if the permitted 6.0 FAR were applied to the Project Site as a whole. FAR averaging provides benefits in
cases where some buildings in a project are permitted to exceed a specified FAR, which allows for
articulation in design, and the provision of public open space and amenities in locations that might
otherwise be occupied by buildings if each building were limited to the permitted FAR and occupied the
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entire site. For instance, Alternative 5, Existing Zoning, in the Draft EIR (page VI-87) shows an example of
a site plan where FAR is applied uniformly through the Project Site. Accordingly, the implication of the
Project’s proposed CUP for FAR averaging would be to permit greater height in individual buildings, which
would then be offset by providing lower density development and open space elsewhere on the Project
Site. If the proposed CUP for FAR averaging were to be approved, the Project would includes a number
of high rise buildings, the impacts of which (primarily Aesthetics and Shade/Shadow) are evaluated in the
Draft EIR on the basis of height, not FAR. The physical characteristics of the Project buildings were used
throughout the Draft EIR as the basis for determining the Project’s potential environmental impacts. The
Project’s requested land use approvals will have to be granted by the City’s decision-making bodies. These
approvals, if granted, would have no environmental impacts beyond those associated with the Project.

Response to Comment 9-52

The commenter contends that the Project’s proposed zone change and General Plan amendment could
have secondary impacts that are not evaluated in the Draft EIR. The commenter, however, incorrectly
states that a “secondary impacts” analysis was required. The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide
mentions “secondary impacts” as a factor to consider (emphasis added) in the overall analysis of potential
land use impacts. In addition, the comment’s citation of “CEQA Thresholds, H.2-3” in footnote 84 and 85
is inaccurate because this reference is to the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, not the official State
CEQA Guidelines. The comment’s assertion that that the “DEIR attempts to bundle this factor into its
evaluation of “community division and land use compatibility”” is also inaccurate. The Draft EIR on page
IV.J-33 states that “any analysis of physical impacts is presented under “Community Division and Land Use
Compatibility” and potential regulatory impacts are evaluated under “Consistency with Land Use Plans
and Policies”. As such, the analysis was not bundled into one category.

The commenter also contends that the proposed zone change and General Plan Amendment will result in
the conversion of industrially-zoned sites in the vicinity of the Project Site to other uses. Such a change in
this area of the City would be speculative, and would be addressed as individual projects are proposed at
these locations. Therefore, this issue does not constitute a significant impact category under CEQA. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or
narrative” do not constitute substantial evidence under CEQA. Moreover, as noted in Response to
Comment 9-31, the Project Site and surrounding area are identified as a Transition District in the City’s
Industrial Land Use Policy such that conversion of surrounding areas to commercial uses would not be
inconsistent with City policy. The commenter also mentions that uses on M1 and M2 parcels surrounding
the Project Site may be limited with a more restrictive use. The Project itself will not limit these
surrounding properties to restrictive uses; therefore, this is not a substantive comment on the Project.

Response to Comment 9-53

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR fails to consider a project alternative that does not include
signage. However, the analysis of Alternatives provided in the Draft EIR (pages VI-1 through VI-110)
evaluated a range of alternatives to the Project that would achieve the objectives of the Project, and have
the potential to reduce the significant environmental impacts of the Project, as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6. These included two alternatives that evaluated reduced signage compared
to the Project — Alternative 1 (No Project) and Alternative 3 (Reduced Height/Reduced Signage). Contrary
to the commenter’s assertion, the evaluation of Alternative 1 provided in the Draft EIR demonstrates the
reduction in Project impacts that would occur if no signage were provided on the Project Site. This
Alternative would avoid all of the significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project. Alternative 3
demonstrates the changes in the signage program that would be needed to avoid the significant and
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unavoidable impacts of the Project related to signage, which would include reducing the signage on The
Reef by 50% and removing highly animated signage in Vertical Sign Zone 3. Contrary to the commenter’s
assertions, with these reductions in signage, Alternative 3 would avoid the significant and unavoidable
impacts of the Project related to signage (Draft EIR, page VI-38). The page reference provided by the
commenter (Draft EIR, page VI-17) is incorrect as it relates to the Alternate Use Alternative (Alternative
2), which included the same signage as the Project (Draft EIR, page VI-16). The evaluations provided for
Alternatives 1 and 3 provide information to the decision-making bodies as to how changes in the Project
signage program would affect the impacts of the Project related to aesthetics and light/glare. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), an EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to
a project, rather a reasonable range of alternatives that would promoted informed decision making.
Accordingly, the Draft EIR analysis of alternatives is adequate because it provides information regarding
the implications of potential changes to the Project’s signage program, including an alternative without
signage.

Response to Comment 9-54

The commenter contends that, based on the previous comments, which identify the commenter’s
perceived deficiencies and unaccounted-for environmental impacts, the Draft EIR does not comply with
CEQA, and should be revised and recirculated for additional public review. The commenter’s opinion is
acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not
to approve the Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification)
defines issues associated with re-circulation which include disclosure of a “new significant information”
that involves “a new significant impact”, “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact”,
or “feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures that the project proponent declines to adopt.” As
described in Responses 9-1 through 9-53 above, no new significant information as defined by CEQA nor
requirement for analysis of another no-signage alternative has been identified. Accordingly, recirculation
of the Draft EIR is not required.
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Comment Letter No. 10
UNIDAD

United Neighbors in Defense Against Displacement
[no address]

Response to Comment 10-1

The commenter states that the comments are submitted on behalf of the UNIDAD Coalition, including the
14 organizations that co-sign the comment letter. The commenter expresses concerns regarding the DEIR
and the development as a whole. The commenter opines that, since the DEIR analysis did not provide the
opportunity for meaningful public review, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated. These
comments are acknowledged and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determine
whether to approve the Project. With respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter provides
specific comments in Comments 10-2 through 10-42, which are responded to individually in the sections
below.

Response to Comment 10-2

The commenter states that the DEIR comment process has not provided residents an adequate
opportunity to review and respond to potential impacts on the community. The commenter states that
the UNIDAD Coalition and others requested an extension of the comment period from 47 days to 90 days,
based on the scale of the Project, the length and technical nature of the DEIR, and the lack of a Spanish
translation. With respect to extension of the public comment period, see Response to Comment 9-1.
With respect to providing a Spanish translation of the EIR, such translations are not required under CEQA
or the CEQA Guidelines. The commenter’s concerns in this regard will be considered by the City’s decision-
making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.

Response to Comment 10-3

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR Project Description is inaccurate because it refers to the
Project as being located in downtown Los Angeles. The commenter references the Draft EIR as locating
the Project “in downtown Los Angeles”. The Draft EIR reference is incorrect, and has been corrected in
the Final EIR (see Chapter IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This correction does not affect
the conclusions of the analysis in the Draft EIR, as it merely clarifies the information presented in the Draft
EIR. Elsewhere on page II-1 of the Draft EIR (i.e., 1 paragraph under B. Surrounding Land Uses), the Project
Site is correctly referred to as being located “south of downtown Los Angeles”. In other places, the Project
Site is referred to as being part of “greater downtown Los Angeles (for example, pages, Ill-1, IV.B.1-22,
IV.E-25, IV.H-1, etc.). This characterization is accurate because the Project Site is located in the
northernmost part of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, just south of the Central City
Community Plan area, and downtown development is moving from the downtown core to the south, in
the direction of the Project Site and the surrounding part of the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
area (see Response to Comment 10-8).

The commenter also contends that the Project Description used in the Draft EIR is not accurate because
the Project also includes Design Guidelines and a Land Use Equivalency Program that permit the alteration
of building locations and the substitution of land uses within the Project Site. The Project Description
provided in the Draft EIR on pages 11-9 through 1I-21 provides the land uses, site plan, building heights, and
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densities that comprise the Project. This Project Description is used without modification throughout the
Draft EIR to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the Project, and meets the requirements of
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, including “the precise location and boundaries of the project” (Figures II-
1, -2, and 1I-5); “a statement of objectives sought by the proposed project” (pages II-39 and 1I-40); a
general description of the project’s technical, environmental and economic characteristics (pages 11-9
through 11-21); and a statement describing the intended uses of the EIR, including a list of agencies
expected to use the EIR in their decision-making (page II-41), a list of permits and other approvals required
to implement the project (page 11-40 and 11-41), and a list of related environmental review and consultation
requirements required by federal, state or local laws, regulations, or policies (not applicable). While the
Project does include a Land Use Equivalency Program, and Design Guidelines, as referenced by the
commenter, implementation of these programs would require a separate approval process from the
Project, including implementation of the City’s Site Plan Review process, and separate environmental
review (Draft EIR, page 11-37). Nonetheless, the Draft EIR evaluates the potential effects of these programs
in each section of the EIR, using the most impactful combinations of land uses, and most impactful building
locations, to determine the potential environmental effects of implementing the Land Use Equivalency
Program and Design Guidelines. As such, the Draft EIR ensures that all potential impacts of the Project,
including the Land Use Equivalency Program, and Design Guidelines, have been addressed and mitigated,
if necessary. No further analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 10-4

The commenter contends that the description of the Project’s Supplemental Use District for Signage
(Signage SUD) is inaccurate, and does not reflect traffic hazards and effects on human health associated
with the Project signage. See Response to Comments 9-4 through 9-7.

Response to Comment 10-5

The commenter contends that the proposed Sign District Criteria must be corrected with respect to Digital
Display Signs and Integral Electronic Display Signs that are in encapsulated areas that are no more than
incidentally visible from the right of way. See Response to Comment 9-8.

Response to Comment 10-6

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the growth inducing effects of
the Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.2(d) requires an EIR to discuss the ways in which a proposed
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing growth,
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page V-2 and
V-3), the Project would increase employment, population and housing on the Project Site, which could
stimulate existing businesses and foster economic growth in the Project area. This growth would occur
within an area planned for future urban development, and would not require the extension of major
infrastructure into areas that would experience unplanned growth. The Project would not exceed the
applicable forecasts of employment, population, and housing growth in the Southeast Community Plan
area, and would concentrate development in a transit station area, consistent with state, regional, and
local land use plans. As such, even though the Project would work to promote growth in the area, the
Draft EIR assesses this impact to be less than significant. Even though the Project would work to promote
the development of this area, this development would not necessarily occur at the expense of the existing
housing and residents in the Project area (see Response to Comment 10-8).
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Response to Comment 10-7

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR did not address indirect displacement of housing, or the true
growth inducing impacts of the Project. With respect to growth inducement, see Response to Comment
10-6. With respect to indirect displacement of housing, see Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 10-8

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential impacts of the
Project related to the indirect displacement of people and housing. The Draft EIR correctly notes that the
Project Site does not include any residential units, and would therefore not directly displace any housing
units (Draft EIR, pages IV.L-9, and IV.L-10). The Draft EIR also correctly notes that the Project would not
directly result in the displacement of existing residents, since no permanent residents are presently
located on the Project Site, and would therefore not necessitate the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere (Draft EIR, page IV.A-9). Further, as discussed in the Draft EIR (pages IV.J-36 through 1V.J-43),
the Project as proposed would provide a mix of land uses in close proximity to the regional transit system,
and would work to implement state, regional, and local policies regarding the goal to concentrate future
urban growth in transit station areas. Moreover, as noted in the Draft EIR (pages IV.J-34 and IV.J-35),
urban development and growth associated with downtown Los Angeles is moving from the downtown
core to the south, toward the Project Site and surrounding areas. This trend is shown in the related
projects identified in the Draft EIR. Of the 82 related projects identified in the Draft EIR (pages III-8
through [11-18), 24 (approximately 30%) are residential or mixed use projects located south of Olympic
Boulevard, or within 0.8 miles of the Project Site. These projects represent the largest concentration of
future related projects in the area of the Project Site (Draft EIR, Figure Ill-4, page 11-18). Of these 24
projects, one-third (8 projects) are located south of Pico Boulevard, within one-half mile of the Project
Site. Accordingly, the Project would represent an appropriate project in an appropriate location, with
density that reflects its proximity to transit. In addition, by bringing new residents to the area, the Project
will benefit local businesses.

The commenter contends that the Project would result in off-site displacement of housing units and
residents that would be an indirect impact of the Project. To support this contention, the commenter cites
a study that was prepared by Human Impact Partners, an advocacy organization that “help(s)
organizations and public agencies who work with low-income communities and communities of color
understand the effects of current or proposed projects and policies on community health.”® The study
was prepared in partnership with two organizations that are represented within the coalition that
submitted Comment Letter No. 10, and was assisted by an Advisory Committee that included, among
others, seven organizations that are signatory to the comment letter. This study, entitled “Assessing
Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development in South Central Los Angeles”, dated October, 2015,
(hereinafter referred to as the “Study”), is included as an attachment to the commenter’s letter (see
Response to Comment No. 10-43). Based on this Study, the commenter suggests that the Project
potentially threatens to displace over 43,000 residents of South Los Angeles.

The Study examined a Study Area consisting of 23 census tracts, and presented data regarding
race/ethnicity, education, income, health status, transit dependency, housing, and housing affordability
within the study area. The study provides data regarding homelessness, even though the Project has no
relationship with the Citywide homeless problem (see Response to Comment 9-22). The Study also

8 http://www.humanimpact.org/about-us/, accessed February 6, 2016.
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provides anecdotal information regarding public investment and security in the Project area, based on
input from a focus group convened by the commenter, without representation from the City or the
Applicant. To provide its estimate of the potential displacement that could result from the Project, the
Study identified “cost burdened” households, based on U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development criteria related to housing costs and income, within % mile, % mile, and 1-2 miles of the
Project Site, and uses an average household size to estimate the number of people affected. The Study
then assesses the “likelihood of property value increase” for each of these radii (Very High, High, and
Moderate). No evidence is presented as to how the Project will cause this increase in property value. The
Study then assumes that all of the people reflected in its calculations would be displaced by property value
increases attributable to the Project. This forms the basis for the commenter’s claim that “the Project
potentially threatens to displace over 43,000 South LA residents”.

Notwithstanding the lack of evidence to support this contention, and the apparent overstatement of
potential impacts, the Study has several flaws that preclude its utility in predicting any indirect
displacement that can be attributed to the Project. First, throughout the Study, the potential area of
impact is referred to as “South Central Los Angeles”. The City does not recognize this characterization.
The Project Site is located in the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area, which is surrounded by the
South Los Angeles, Central City, and Central City North Community Plan areas (Draft EIR, page IlI-1). The
Study Area shown by commenter (page 14 of the Study) includes parts of all of these Community Plan
areas. Further, the neighborhoods within the Study Area contain widely varying characteristics. The
neighborhoods around the Project Site are different from the University Park neighborhood to the west,
and the neighborhoods to the south near Martin Luther King Boulevard are substantially different from
the Fashion District to the north. Yet the Study does not acknowledge these differences, preferring to
present the Study Area as a uniform and unvarying “South Central” area, rather than the collection of
diverse neighborhoods that it actually is. In particular, the Study Area is not representative of the Project
Site and its immediately surrounding area, as these areas have different characteristics with regard to
housing product, and housing occupancy, than does the remainder of the Study Area. These differences
are pertinent to projecting the effects of the Project on the future development of surrounding land, and
are not reflected in the Study.

The Project Site is located within Census Tract 2240.2, and is immediately surrounded by the following
census tracts: 2240.1, 2244.2, 2246, and 2264.1. The Project Site is located in the northern 25% of the
Study Area. Fully 75% of the Study Area is located to the south of the Project Site. Contrary to the
commenter’s assertion, the Project Site and surrounding area do have characteristics in common with
downtown Los Angeles, as indicated by Census data regarding housing types. Table lll-1 shows the
percentage of housing units that are located within buildings containing 20 or more units for the Project
Site, the area immediately surrounding the Project Site, and the remainder of the Study Area. In addition,
for comparison purposes, data from the two Census Tracts located immediately north of the Study Area
is provided. The data show that 65.9% of the housing units within the Census Tract containing the Project
Site are located within buildings containing 20 or more units, and 51.7% of the housing units located within
the Project Site Census Tract and immediately surrounding Census Tracts are located within buildings
containing 20 or more units. Within the remaining Census Tracts that comprise the Study Area, only 10.9%
of the housing units are located within buildings containing 20 or more units. The data also show that
residents within the Project Site Census Tract and surrounding Census Tracts are more likely than the
remainder of the Study Area to live in one or two person households. Table IlI-2 shows that 61.5% of the
households located in the Census Tract containing the Project Site are one or two person households,
while 54% of the households in the area of the Project Site and immediately adjacent Census Tracts are
comprised of one or two person households. In the remainder of the Study Area, 32% of households are
one or two person households, while 68% of households are comprised of three or more persons. As a
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point of comparison, data from Census Tracts 2077.1, and 2079, located immediately north of the Study
Area (not included in the Study Area, but representative of downtown Los Angeles) show that 97.7% of
housing units in this area are located within buildings of 20 or more units, and 89.5% of households are
comprised of one or two persons. In sum, the data shows that persons presently living in the area of the
Project Site, and the immediately surrounding area, share characteristics of housing units and residents
of downtown Los Angeles, are more likely to live in high density buildings, and at lower household sizes,
than the remainder of the Study Area. This has implications for projecting the effects of the Project with
respect to indirect displacement because the Project would provide a housing product that is not in high
demand outside the immediate area of the Project Site. It suggests that the Project would serve a
different housing market, and that the Project and the surrounding neighborhood can co-exist and
complement one another, supporting each others’ businesses and sharing community spaces, rather than
competing, to the detriment of one group or the other.

Table llI-1
Housing Characteristics - Project Site & Study Area

Percentage of Housing Units | Percentage of Housing
Geographic Area Located In Structures Units Located In Structures
Containing 20 or more units Containing 1 or 2 units

Project Site Census Tract 65.9% 12.3%
Project Site and Immediately Adjacent Census

51.7% 22.4%
Tracts
Remainder of Study Area Census Tracts 10.9% 65.0%
Downtown Census Tracts 97.7% 1.4%

Source: U.S. Census, American Communities Survey, 2010-2014. Source data are provided in Appendix | to this
Final EIR.

Table 1lI-2
Household Size - Project Site & Study Area

Percentage of 3 Person and
. Percentage of 1 Person and 2
Geographic Area 4 or More Person
Person Households

Households
Project Site Census Tract 61.5% 38.6%
Project Site and Immediately Adjacent Census

54.0% 46.0%

Tracts
Remainder of Study Area Census Tracts 32.0% 68.0%
Downtown Census Tracts 89.5% 10.5%

Source: U.S. Census, American Communities Survey, 2010-2014. Source data are provided in Appendix | to this
Final EIR.
Note: Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding.
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Further, the surrounding zoning outside the Project Site is not conducive to the development of high
density housing that would be associated with the increase in property value that is speculated on in the
Study, and used as the basis of estimating displacement impacts of the Project. There are two residential
neighborhoods located within one-half mile of the Project Site. One is located approximately 0.25 miles
south of the Project Site, and the other is located approximately 0.4 miles west of the Project Site, across
the Harbor Freeway. Both of these areas are designated for Low Medium Density Il development, which
allows maximum density of RD 1.5 zoning (1,500 sq.ft. of lot area per unit). Expansion of high-density
housing into these areas would be discouraged under the existing zoning.

Furthermore, the extension of possible effects from the Project to a two mile radius, crossing two
freeways, is completely speculative. Determination of property value is a complex consideration that
takes into account many factors that are outside the scope or influence of the Project, and any projection
of property value increase in any area of the City would be speculative. Even the Study itself acknowledges
that the possible effects presented are speculative: “Gentrification driven by the Reef Project could lead
residents and businesses to be displaced as they are priced out of the area.” (page 19 of the Study,
emphasis added). Accordingly, since the Study’s projection is based on property value increase leading to
displacement of “cost burdened” households, the entire projection would be beyond the reasonable
scope of impact of the Project, and would be considered speculative under CEQA. Accordingly, the
commenter’s contention that up to 43,000 persons could be displaced by the Project would also be
speculation. CEQA does not require the analysis of purely speculative impacts.

In addition, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), economic or social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment, unless a cause and effect relationship can be
established that an economic and social effect would result in an adverse physical effect on the
environment. Since the expectation of gentrification and displacement resulting from the Project is
speculative, as discussed above, the commenter has not provided evidence that this speculative economic
or social impact has an adverse physical effect on the environment. Since such a relationship cannot be
established, CEQA clearly states that such potential effects shall not be treated as significant, and would
also be considered speculation, which is not required to be analyzed under CEQA.

The indirect health impacts identified by the comment such as “disruption of social networks and
environments” and “economic strain” on nearby residents are also speculative and not physical impacts
upon the environment as a result of the proposed Project. The comment asserts that displacement
(presuming nearby residents) would result in higher rates of crime and sexually transmitted diseases.
However, the commenter provides no evidence that development of this Project would produce such
disruption and economic strain, nor that such social impacts would themselves result in a physical change
to the environment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 states: “economic or social changes need not be
analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the
analysis shall be on the physical changes” caused by a proposed project’s impact on economic or social
issues. That is, an analysis of economic or social changes is relevant only to show that a proposed project
would cause economic or social changes and that such project-induced economic or social changes would
in turn result in a physical change to the environment. (Id.). CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b) provides
the following example of economic or social effects of a project’s physical change upon the environment:

“...if the construction of a road and the resulting increase in noise in an area disturbed existing religious
practices in the area, the disturbance of the religious practices could be used to determine that the
construction and use of the road and the resulting noise would be significant effects on the environment.
The religious practices would need to be analyzed only to the extent to show that the increase in traffic
and noise would conflict with the religious practices.”
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Further CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 defines “Significant Effect on the Environment” to mean:

“...a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the
area affected by the project including air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of
historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”

The Study provides no evidence to support a contention that the Project creates economic, social or health
impacts. Nor does it provide evidence to trace the chain of cause and effect from approval of the Project
“through anticipated economic and social changes resulting from the [P]roject to physical changes caused
in turn by the economic or social issues.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a). Nor does it provide
evidence that the Project creates any physical change, let alone a significant physical change, on the
environment.

In summary, the commenter’s opinion is based on pure speculation, and presents no substantial evidence
of a clear correlation between the construction of the Project and the physical impact upon the
environment which would result in nearby residents and businesses being displaced and experiencing
health impacts that would cause a subsequent physical change in the environment. Accordingly, the
health impacts identified in the Study would be economic and social effects, not physical changes caused
by the Project, and, therefore, not significant effects on the environment under CEQA.

Based on all of the above, it is speculative to infer that the Project would result in indirect displacement
of housing units or people, and the provision of affordable housing within the Project is therefore not
required to mitigate an environmental impact of the Project. As noted in Response 9-22, the Project will
be providing community benefits as a condition of its proposed development agreement, which could
include affordable housing if determined to be appropriate by the City Council.

Response to Comment 10-9

The commenter notes that there is a shortage of affordable housing in the City of Los Angeles, and that
covenants for affordable units in the Project Area are set to expire. The commenter cites a study from
the City’s Housing and Community Investment Department that identifies 128 properties with CRA/LA
covenants that were set to expire in 2015. The commenter contends that “many of these properties are
situated in the Project Area. As shown in Figure llI-4, only three of these 128 properties are located near
the Project Site, and they are located south of Jefferson Boulevard (2), and east of Alameda Street (1).
Any influence which the Project may exert on the owners of these properties in deciding whether or not
to continue an affordable housing covenant on their properties would be speculative.

Response to Comment 10-10

The commenter suggests that the Project should include affordable housing in the Project design. The
commenter suggests other measures including use of zoning to limit displacement, increased code
enforcement, hiring of low-income local residents into the Project, measures to ease pressures on local
businesses, and establishment of neighborhood based programs to provide solutions for residents at risk
of displacement. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-
making bodies in considering whether or not to approve the Project, and the conditions to be included as
part of the Project’s development agreement (see Response to Comment 9-22).
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Response to Comment 10-11

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze potential urban decay that could
be caused by the Project. The commenter bases this comment on the displacement of existing businesses
that would result from the Project. It is incongruous for the commenter to argue on one hand that the
Project would raise property values to such an extent that massive displacement would occur, and on the
other hand argue that the area would experience substantial urban decay from the same project. Both
arguments are based on speculation. As noted in Response to Comment 10-8, the Project is expected to
bring new employees and residents to the area who would be expected to patronize existing as well as
new businesses. Any projection that the Project would displace existing businesses would be speculation,
and any corresponding physical effects resulting from urban decay would also be speculation. As noted
above, economic and social effects are not considered effects on the environment under CEQA. No
further analysis is required.

Response to Comment 10-12

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR did not adequately analyze and mitigate the aesthetic impacts
of the Project. The Draft EIR evaluated the impacts of the Project’s height and mass (Draft EIR, pages
IV.B.1-22 through 1V.B.1-26), and concludes that the increased height and building mass associated with
the Project would not be inappropriate in this area of the City. The commenter’s disagreement with this
conclusion is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining
whether or not to approve the Project. However, the dividing lines between Community Plan areas in the
City do not provide distinct and discrete separation, and it is not uncommon for parts of Community Plan
areas that are adjacent to other plan areas, as occurs in this case, to share common characteristics. As
noted in the Draft EIR (page IV.B.1- 26), and Responses to Comments 10-8 and 9-31, the area containing
the Project Site shares characteristics with both the Southeast Community Plan area, and the Central City
Community Plan area. Accordingly, to judge the effects of the Project based on the characteristics of one
plan area alone is inaccurate, and fails to reflect the complete physical context of the Project Site. It is
entirely appropriate to evaluate these impacts in this case based upon the characteristics of both plan
areas. No additional analysis is necessary.

Response to Comment 10-13

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not take into account the current population of South
Los Angeles with respect to the size, height and style of the Project. See Response to Comment 10-12.
The Project would also provide a grocery store, other retail uses, and community open space that would
serve the existing community residents.

Response to Comment 10-14

The commenter contends that the amount, size and type of signage proposed for the Project is
unprecedented in the Project Area. See Response to Comments 9-3 and 9-4.

Response to Comment 10-15

The commenter contends that the Project signage would result in disruption to daily activities and sleep
as a result of Project lighting. See Response to Comments 9-5 and 9-6.
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Response to Comment 10-16

The commenter suggests that light impacts of Project signage would be significant. The commenter
contends that light and glare from Project signage would increase risk of driving accidents, and that the
proposed mitigation measure to reduce operating hours of the proposed signage is not sufficient, and
that additional measures should be provided. See Response to Comment 9-5.

Response to Comment 10-17

The commenter contends that proposed air quality mitigation measures are inadequate and should be
strengthened. The Draft EIR (pages IV.C-1 through IV.C-31) evaluated the potential effects of air emissions
associated with Project construction and operations in accordance with methodologies established by the
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), which is the agency responsible for monitoring
and addressing air quality in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). The analysis concludes that regional
emissions of Reactive Organic Gases/Volatile Organic Compounds (ROG/VOC) during construction would
exceed the applicable SCAQMD thresholds, and would be significant (Draft EIR, page IV.C-21). The analysis
also concludes that regional emissions of VOC/ROG, and Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) during operations would
exceed the applicable SCAQMD thresholds, and would be significant (Draft EIR, page IV.C-21). As
discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.C-2), regional emissions of VOC/ROG and NOx are pertinent because
they combine in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone, which is a regional pollutant
that affects the entire Basin. The mitigation strategy employed by SCAQMD to address regional emissions
is to provide regulatory measures to minimize construction and operational emissions at the source. With
respect to VOC/ROG and NOx emissions, these measures are included in the Project as Regulatory
Compliance Measure RC-AQ-2. In addition, the Project would comply with the energy conservation
features contained in the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code, which would reduce NOx emissions
(RC-AQ-3). Moreover, as a Project Design Feature, the Project would include the employment of Tier 3
off-road construction equipment, which includes measures that reduce NOx emissions from this source
(PDF-AQ-1, page IV.C-19). These measures represent the only remaining measures available to the Project
to address the significant regional emissions associated with the Project. As noted in the Draft EIR (page
IV.C-30), the primary source of ROG/VOC and NOx emissions during operations is motor vehicles, which
are regulated at the state and federal levels. Accordingly, the Project includes all feasible mitigation
measures related to regional emissions of ROG/VOC and NOXx.

The commenter further contends that the significant regional emissions of VOCs and NOx would
specifically impact sensitive receptors located nearby the Project. This contention is incorrect. In addition
to the analysis of regional emissions, the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the localized effects of Project
construction and operational emissions. This analysis evaluated the concentrations of emissions that
would be experienced at nearby receptors, based on SCAQMD thresholds that identify the level of
emissions that would be needed to exceed health-based thresholds, and thereby cause health effects on
neighboring locations. This analysis demonstrates that Project emissions associated with construction
and operations would be well below all thresholds that represent the point at which Project-related health
effects could occur (Draft EIR, pages IV.C-23 through IV.C-25). This analysis was based on the highest
levels of Project construction activity associated with the Project (Draft EIR, page IV.C-20), and also used
the most conservative assumption regarding the proximity of sensitive receptors (Draft EIR, page IV.C-3).
Accordingly, no mitigation measures are required to address effects on sensitive receptors resulting from
Project-related air emissions during construction and operations.
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Response to Comment 10-18

The commenter contends that the analysis of cultural resources impacts is flawed. The commenter
contends that the analysis of historic resources does not take into account the potential for relocation of
buildings under the Project’s Design Guidelines, and that the ultimate location of these buildings could
have impacts that are not included in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR (pages IV.E-1 through IV.E-20, and
Appendix IV.E-1) evaluates the potential for the Project to impact historic resources based on the
thresholds of significance established in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (a substantial adverse change
to a historic resource means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of a historic resource such
that the significance of a historical resource would be impaired), and in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide,
which incorporates these criteria (Draft EIR, page IV.E-16 and IV.E-17). Since no historic resources are
located within the Project Site, the only potential impact of the Project with respect to historic resources
would be associated with resources located off-site. The analysis concludes that the Project would not
impact the character-defining features of off-site historic resources because of the physical separation of
Project buildings from the off-site resources, and well as the distribution of building mass throughout the
Project Site, such that “surrounding buildings would not be overwhelmed by the contrast in scale” (Draft
EIR, page IV.E-18). With respect to the commenter’s contention that the Draft EIR does not take into
account the proposed Design Guidelines, the Draft EIR includes an analysis (page IV.E-19) that evaluates
the potential for application of the Design Guidelines to result in additional impacts related to historic
resources. This analysis concludes that, since the Design Guidelines would not permit greater height, or
increased concentration of building mass adjacent to off-site historic resources, than would be permitted
under the Project, no additional impacts to off-site historic resources would result from implementation
of the Design Guidelines. Moreover, any changes to the Project proposed under the Design Guidelines
would be subject to the City’s Site Plan Review process, including additional CEQA review (Draft EIR, page
11-39).

The commenter also contends that the Draft EIR incorrectly concludes that Project signage would not
impact surrounding historic resources because it would be subject to the proposed Signage SUD. The
Draft EIR (page IV.E-14) lists three potential historic resources located in the vicinity of the Project (155 W
Washington Blvd, 107 W Washington Blvd, and 300 E Washington Blvd), that were identified as potential
resources based upon their architecture and as examples of early multifamily and mixed use development
in the City. Since the context in which these buildings were constructed has been long removed, the
designation of these resources was based on their individual characteristics, and not the surrounding
context. Since the Project signage would not affect the physical, character-defining characteristics of any
of these properties, Project signage would not affect the significance of the resources, and impacts of
Project signage would be less than significant. Accordingly, the intent of the Draft EIR analysis was to
establish that impacts would be less than significant as long as proposed signs conform with the
parameters of the proposed SUD. This has been clarified in the Final EIR (see Chapter IV, Corrections and
Additions to the Draft EIR). As such, this conclusion does not presume adoption of the SUD, but uses the
proposed SUD to establish the parameters of the signs used in the analysis. If the proposed SUD is not
adopted by the City, the proposed signs evaluated in the Draft EIR would not be constructed.

Response to Comment 10-19

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR transportation analysis is flawed and does not include
adequate mitigation measures. Specifically, the commenter contends that the Draft EIR analysis of
construction traffic does not adequately address mitigation measures needed during the construction
phase of the Project. The commenter correctly notes that, during the excavation activities associated with
the Project, approximately 120 truck trips per hour (360 passenger car equivalents) would be associated
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with the Project. This activity would occur over an approximate three month period, and the level of
traffic generation would be only a fraction of the 942 to 1,203 a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips associated
with the Project (Draft EIR, page IV.N-21). Moreover, hauling activity would be limited to off-peak periods
by LADOT, and truck movements during this time would be controlled by a construction traffic control
plan approved by LADOT (Draft EIR, page IV.N-48, and IV.N-49). As such, hauling activity in and of itself
would not represent a significant impact on the street system, and no mitigation measures are required.
The number of construction workers cited by the commenter (125-500) would occur during the building
construction phase, and would not overlap with the excavation and hauling phase. These workers would
similarly not impact the street system because the trips associated with this activity would occur outside
the peak periods (Draft EIR, page IV.N-19). As discussed in Response to Comment 10-20, the significant
and unavoidable traffic impacts that would be associated with the Project would occur during the
operation of the fully constructed project. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR would be
implemented during this time as directed by LADOT (Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures MM-TR-1 through
MM-TR-12, pages IV.N-50 through IV.N-55).

Response to Comment 10-20

The commenter contends that the Project traffic analysis incorrectly relies upon travel characteristics
associated with downtown Los Angeles residents, rather than the demographics of South Los Angeles
residents. As discussed in Response to Comment 10-8, the characteristics of the Project, its location in
the immediate vicinity of a rail transit station and at the northern edge of the Southeast Los Angeles
Community Plan area, as wells as the patterns of new development immediately north of the Project Site,
suggest that the Project will operate as an extension of downtown, and that potential future residents
will exhibit the characteristics in common with current residents of downtown Los Angeles. Accordingly,
inclusion of the travel characteristics of downtown residents in the Project traffic analysis is appropriate.
Moreover, boundaries of the Downtown Los Angeles Demographic Study (the “Demographic Study”) area
closely relate to the Project Site, as the southern boundary of the Demographic Study area was
Washington Boulevard (Draft EIR, Appendix IV.N, page 4-23). The findings of the Demographic Study were
not used in the estimation of the amount of traffic that would be generated by the Project, as suggested
by the commenter, but rather in the distribution of traffic around the Project Site. The Demographic Study
suggests that residents would be more inclined to patronize shops and restaurants located in their
immediate vicinity. As such, based on the findings of the Demographic Study, the Draft EIR estimates that
50% of the travel to and from the Project would occur on local surface streets (Draft EIR, page IV.N-23).

Response to Comment 10-21

The commenter contends that the transportation mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR are
inadequate, and are insufficient to reduce Project impacts to a less than significant level. The Draft EIR
(pages IV.N-1 through IV.N-56) evaluated the potential transportation impacts of the Project in
accordance with the policies and procedures of the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADQOT). The analysis identified that the Project would result in between two and 22 significantly
impacted intersections under LADOT significance criteria, depending upon the peak hour evaluated
(weekday a.m., weekday p.m., Friday evening, Saturday mid-day). The Mitigation Measures provided in
the Draft EIR (MM-TR-1 through MM-TR-12, pages IV.N-50 through IV.N-55) were identified in conjunction
with, and approved by LADOT, which is the City agency responsible for operating the City’s streets in the
most optimum manner. The measures presented reflect the full range of feasible mitigation measures
available to address the significant traffic impacts of the Project, and include, as suggested by the
commenter, measures to provide increased access to transit (Mitigation Measure MM-TR-11), and
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additional transportation options for Project residents (Mitigation Measure MM-TR-10). These measures
include a transit information center, bus shelters, unbundling parking from housing, expansion of DASH
bus service, bicycle facilities, provision of a Mobility Hub within the Project, car sharing, ride sharing,
carpooling, van pooling, and late night rides.

The commenter also suggests that the Project include affordable housing to provide benefits with respect
to reductions in traffic generation. As discussed in Response to Comment 9-35, housing located in a transit
station area provides benefits across all income groups with respect to trip reduction, not just low income
housing as suggested by the commenter. Accordingly, inclusion of affordable housing in the Project is not
needed to mitigate an environmental traffic impact of the Project.

Response to Comment 10-22

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR noise analysis does not accurately reflect the construction
noise impacts of the Project. The commenter correctly notes that the Draft EIR identifies the construction
period of the Project as approximately five years (Draft EIR, page 11-20). The commenter also notes that
Project development is expected to occur between 2016 and 2035. However, this time frame reflects the
term of the Project’s Development Agreement, which is not the same as the construction schedule. The
commenter also notes that the Draft EIR identified five sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project
Site, four of which are within 310 feet of the Project Site. In fact, the Draft EIR identifies seven sensitive
receptor locations, all but one of which are located within 305 feet of the Project Site (Draft EIR, pages
IV.K-5 and IV.K-6). These locations represent the locations most likely to be impacted by noise sources
associated with the Project. The commenter claims that the Draft EIR does not accurately reflect the noise
levels associated with construction equipment that would be used on the Project. As discussed in the
Draft EIR (pages IV.K-18 and IV.K-19), Federal Highway Administration data on construction equipment
noise levels, in addition to typical patterns of equipment utilization for the construction phases that would
be associated with the Project, were used to develop the average noise source levels that were then used
to determine the construction noise impacts of the Project. These average noise source levels represent
the operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment simultaneously. Although noise levels
fluctuate over time, the source levels used in the Draft EIR analysis provide a representative average that
would be experienced at the surrounding receptors. This is a standard methodology for assessing
construction noise impacts in the City. Based upon these source levels, the Draft EIR concludes (page IV.K-
20) that Project construction on the West Block would not cause an increase of 5 dBA over ambient noise
levels at any of the nearby sensitive receptors, which is the City’s significance criterion. Accordingly,
impacts from construction activities on the West Block would be less than significant. The Draft EIR
concludes that one sensitive receptor (Receptor R2, Rutland Apartments) would experience noise levels
in excess of 5 dBA over ambient levels from construction activity on the East Block, which would be
mitigated through provision of a noise barrier between the East Block construction area and the Rutland
Apartments (Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure MM-NOI-1, page IV.K-40). Accordingly, the Draft EIR properly
concludes (page IV.K-41) that construction noise impacts of the Project would be less than significant after
mitigation.

Response to Comment 10-23

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate inconsistencies between the
Project and applicable land use plans. The commenter specifically contends that the Draft EIR: (1) does
not evaluate the Project’s conflicts with existing zoning requirements; (2) does not evaluate the Project’s
consistency with all relevant General Plan policies; (3) does not evaluate the Project’s consistency with
the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy; (4) does not evaluate consistency with the Draft Southeast Los
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Angeles Community Plan and Community Plan Implementation Ordinance; and (5) does not address the
consistency of the proposed Sign District with the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan goals and
objectives. The commenter provides detailed comments with regard to each of these contentions in
Comments 10-24 through 10-30. Responses to these comments are provided below.

Response to Comment 10-24

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR land use analysis assumes that the Project will be constructed
in a manner that is inconsistent with existing zoning requirements. See Response to Comment 9-21.

Response to Comment 10-25

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR land use analysis did not consider the Project’s consistency
with all relevant General Plan policies. The commenter further contends that the Project as proposed is
inconsistent with many of the policies that are not examined in the Draft EIR. However, the commenter
does not specify which policies are not examined in the Draft EIR, with which the Project would be
inconsistent. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-
making bodies in considering whether or not to approve the Project. See also Response to Comments 9-
22 through 9-30.

Response to Comment 10-26

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the Project’s consistency with the City’s
Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP), and the ILUP Community Benefits requirements. See Response to
Comments 9-31 and 9-32.

Response to Comment 10-27

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the Project’s consistency with
the Draft Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan. See Response to Comment 9-50.

Response to Comment 10-28

The commenter contends that the impacts of the Project’s proposed signage district are not accurately
assessed with respect to land use and planning. See Response to Comment 9-17.

Response to Comment 10-29

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the Project’s proposed signage
district relative to the City’s existing signage regulations. See Response to Comments 9-17 and 9-18.

Response to Comment 10-30

The commenter contends that the City’s current signage regulations prohibit signage that constitute a
hazard to safe and efficient operation of vehicles on streets and freeways. See Response to Comment 9-
5.
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Response to Comment 10-31

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR should have included an environmental justice analysis.
Environmental justice effects are not considered to be significant impacts to the physical environment as
that term is defined under CEQA. However, if it is acknowledged that the community surrounding the
Project Site would be considered low income, consideration of environmental justice would involve
determination of whether potentially significant adverse environmental impacts would be created as a
result of the Project, and whether the potential impacts would rise to a level that appreciably exceeds the
impact upon the general population. Environmental justice does not simply consider whether a project
would impact a low-income community. Rather, considerations of environmental justice are intended to
identify situations where a project would result in disproportionate impacts on a low income community,
as compared to similar impacts that are experienced from projects located in higher income communities.
As discussed in the Draft EIR (pages V-1 and V-2), the Project would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts related to aesthetics (signage, shade/shadow); air quality (regional construction and operational
emissions); traffic (intersection and driveway impacts); and noise (traffic noise). These are typical impacts
associated with urban development that can potentially be experienced in all neighborhoods throughout
the City where development projects are proposed, regardless of income. None of these impacts would
be disproportionately experienced by the surrounding low-income community. Impacts associated with
electronic signage are experienced throughout the City, as are shade/shadow impacts associated with
new development in residential areas. The Project’s impacts related to air emissions are regional in nature
in that they contribute to overall levels of ozone and nitrogen oxides throughout the South Coast Air Basin
that are experienced by all residents of the Basin, and are experienced at higher levels in the inland areas
of the Basin because of climatic and geographical conditions. These effects are not related to income.
Traffic impacts are often more disproportionately experienced in higher income neighborhoods, such as
West Los Angeles, because of the concentration of development in these areas. Similarly, such higher
income communities experience higher traffic noise impacts because of these higher traffic levels.
Accordingly, the impacts of the Project would not be disproportionately experienced by a low income
community, and no environmental justice effects would be associated with the Project.

Response to Comment 10-32

The commenter contends that the analysis of population, housing and employment impacts is inadequate
because it does not evaluate the characteristics of jobs associated with the Project, and evaluate the
ability of local workers to fill these jobs. Specifically, the commenter contends that the Draft EIR’s
statements regarding construction employment are inaccurate. The Draft EIR concludes (page IV.L-7) that
relocation of workers to the region to fill construction jobs is not expected because construction workers
move from job to job as construction occurs in different areas, and that, construction workers are
matched with skill requirements at each construction project. As further noted in the Draft EIR (page IV.L-
8), the Project would create jobs from the activities in The Reef and the new commercial development,
which would expand the economic base of the community. These jobs would be available to community
residents. The extent to which these jobs match the needs and desires of community residents is
speculative, and would constitute a social and economic impact that is not an impact on the environment
under CEQA.

Response to Comment 10-33

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR incorrectly concludes that housing growth associated with
the Project would be within Citywide and Community Plan housing growth projections because it does
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not consider affordability of housing to be provided by the Project. The Draft EIR considered the addition
of 1,444 housing units, and between 2,224 and 6,309 permanent residents that would be associated with
the development of the Project in light of the adopted growth projection for the City of Los Angeles
subregion developed by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), and the forecasts of
population and housing growth developed by the City of Los Angeles for the Draft/Proposed Southeast
Los Angeles Community Plan, which is the most recent forecast developed for the Community Plan area.
The projected housing and population growth associated with the Project would be within these forecasts
(Draft EIR, pages IV.L-10 and IV.L-11). As discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.L-7), the evaluation of
significance for population and housing growth, in accordance with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, shall
be made on a case-by-case basis considering whether the Project would cause growth or accelerate
development in an undeveloped area that exceeds projected/planned levels for the year of project
occupancy. Because the Project would be consistent with the applicable forecasts, it would not result in
development that exceeds projected/planned levels, and therefore the Draft EIR appropriately concludes
that that the impacts of housing and population growth associated with the Project would be less than
significant. With respect to affordable housing, there is no City requirement that the Project include
affordable housing (see Response to Comment 9-22), and the provision of affordable housing is not
required to mitigate an environmental impact of the Project (see Response to Comment 10-8).

Response to Comment 10-34

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR should address impacts of the Project related to housing
prices and effects on other housing supply. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 10-35

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not take into account the share of Project area growth
that would be taken up by the Project. The Draft EIR identifies (pages IV.L-10 and IV.L-11) that projected
housing and population growth associated with the Project would represent approximately 19 percent of
the projected housing growth, and between 8 and 22 percent of the projected population growth within
the Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan area between 2008 and 2035. Because the Project Site
represents one of the few large, available development sites within the Community Plan area, and the
concentration of growth in a transit station area would be consistent with state, regional, and local land
use plans, it is not unreasonable to expect that any project on this site would represent a substantial
portion of the projected growth within the Community Plan area. Accordingly, the Project would not call
the forecasts of population and housing growth for the Community Plan into question.

Response to Comment 10-36

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR analysis of cumulative impacts is flawed because it uses a
related projects list developed for the Project’s traffic analysis. With respect to addressing cumulative
impacts in EIRs, CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) provides that either a list of past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, or a summary of projections contained
in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan, or related planning document, that describes or evaluates
conditions contributing to the cumulative effect, be used to evaluate potential cumulative effects. The
related projects list contained in Section Ill, Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR fulfills the first option
set forth in Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1). However, the related projects list was not the only source of
information regarding the sources of potential cumulative effects evaluated in the Draft EIR. The
commenter contends that the related projects list is not an appropriate source for determining cumulative
air quality impacts. The commenter is correct. The Draft EIR (page I1V.C-29) identifies the South Coast Air
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Basin as the geographic area of impact for cumulative air quality impacts, which would include all existing
and proposed development within the Basin. The Draft EIR evaluates cumulative air quality impacts in
accordance with the methodology established by the SCAQMD and concludes that the Project’s VOC and
NOx emissions would be cumulatively considerable. The commenter further contends that the related
projects list was used in the evaluation of impacts under every impact category. As noted above with
respect to air quality, this contention is incorrect. In each section of the Draft EIR, a cumulative impacts
analysis is provided which first identifies the geographic area of impact, and then evaluates potential
cumulative impacts of the Project, along with other projects, for that geography. Where the potential
cumulative impacts are localized, the analysis uses the relevant projects from the related projects list to
assess whether the Project, in conjunction with those projects, would result in cumulatively considerable
effects. Where the potential for cumulative effect extends beyond the radius of the related projects list,
the analysis supplements the related projects list with additional relevant information that establishes the
potential for cumulative effects within the identified geography. As such, the cumulative impacts analyses
provided in the Draft EIR address “the Project’s incremental impacts which, when combined with other
projects which may have related impacts in that category, may be cumulatively considerable”, as
suggested by the commenter. No additional analysis is required.

Response to Comment 10-37

The commenter contends that impacts to fire protection services during construction are not adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR because the Draft EIR incorrectly identifies these impacts as temporary. The
Draft EIR (page IV.M.1-5) identifies that Project construction could potentially impact fire protection
services provided by the Los Angeles Fire Department by increasing the potential for on-site fires, and by
potentially affecting access to the Project Site as a result of construction traffic and lane closures. The
Draft EIR concludes that impacts to fire protection services associated with Project construction would be
less than significant, not only because they are temporary, but because of standard safety precautions
and provision of fire flow to the construction site that are employed on all construction projects and
enforced by the City’s Department of Building and Safety, Fire Department, and the California
Occupational Safety and Health Agency, as well as the establishment of a construction traffic control plan,
approved by LADOT, that ensures that adequate emergency access is maintained to the Project Site
throughout the construction process. Accordingly, the Draft EIR concludes (page IV.M.1-5) that Project
construction would not require the expansion, consolidation or relocation of fire facilities, which is the
City’s significance threshold for fire protection services, and impacts during construction would be less
than significant.

Response to Comment 10-38

The commenter contends that the impacts to police and fire protection services during construction are
not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR notes (pages IV.M.1-5, and IV.M.2-4) that the
Project could include temporary partial; lane closures during construction. The Draft EIR further notes
that any such closures would be regulated by LADOT as part of a construction traffic control plan
(Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-TR-1, Draft EIR, page IV.N-48), which would assure that access is
maintained throughout the area during Project construction. The Project proposes no full closures of any
streets during construction, and partial closures would be limited to one lane on streets that presently
contain multiple through lanes (Hill Street, Broadway, Main Street). Existing intersections in the Project
vicinity are all operating at acceptable Level of Service (LOS D or better, Draft EIR, Table IV.N-2, pages
IV.N-9 and IV.N-10). In addition, there are many other streets in the area that can provide access and
alternate routes in the event of temporary traffic conditions. There are many construction projects in
downtown Los Angeles at this time that involve temporary lane closures that have been permitted by
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LADOT, and there is no evidence that police and fire access has been impeded in this area. Accordingly,
the mitigation measures proposed by the commenter are not necessary. Regulatory Compliance Measure
RC-TR-1 includes addressing limiting potential lane closures to off-peak periods, and scheduling deliveries
in off-peak periods (Draft EIR, page IV.N-49).

Response to Comment 10-39

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR does not sufficiently examine potential impacts to crime and
demand for police services. The Draft EIR states (page IV.M.2-4) that impacts to police services would be
potentially significant because of the increase in on-site activity that would be associated with the Project.
This assessment was based upon information provided by the Los Angeles Police Department (Draft EIR,
Appendix IV.M-2), the City agency responsible for providing police and public safety services to the Project
Site and surrounding area. The commenter suggests that the analysis should have included an analysis of
existing police calls to the Project Site and a projection of the anticipated calls after Project construction.
This analysis would be infeasible as the LAPD has no methodology for providing projections of service calls
for a Project based on project characteristics, and there are no known methodologies for projecting the
level of service calls based upon a project’s land uses. Accordingly, the Draft EIR provides a qualitative
analysis of projected impacts on police services based on the known characteristics of the existing Project
Site and the expected characteristics of the Project, and concludes that the impacts would be significant
(Draft EIR, page IV.M.2-5). The impact would be mitigated to less than significant through the provision
of on-site security features in coordination with the LAPD, per their request (Draft EIR, Appendix IV.M-2),
and is set forth in Mitigation Measure MM-PS-1 (Draft EIR, page IV.M.2-8). The specifics of the security
features to be provided would be determined through this process, which would provide a more accurate
assessment of Project on-site security requirements than can be obtained at this time, since these
measures are dependent upon specific Project design and conditions in the surrounding area related to
crime and security.

Response to Comment 10-40

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR should provide additional open space and recreational
opportunities for current residents, in order to address the existing shortage of neighborhood and
community park acreage for current residents of the area. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Southeast
Los Angeles Community Plan area includes neighborhood and community parkland at a ratio below the
City wide average. The provision of park and recreation in the City is subject to many factors that are
beyond the influence of the Project, including the availability of land, and the resources necessary to
develop new parks, which fall under the purview of the Department of Recreation and Parks, and the City
Council. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Southeast Community Plan area, like the City as a whole,
would be considered deficient with respect to neighborhood and community parks (Draft EIR, page
IV.M.4-1).

The Draft EIR evaluated the potential impacts of the Project on parks and recreation facilities and
concluded (page IV.M.4-6) that the Project would meet the LAMC open space requirement of 162,250
square feet, of which 73 percent (118,464 sq.ft.) would be common open space (common open space
includes open space areas fully open to the public). This area would include the public mid-block paseo
that would be provided within the Project between Hill Street and Main Street, along with community
rooms and recreation rooms). The proposed mid-block paseo would comprise the vast majority (108,985
sq.ft., or 92 percent of public open space, see Table II-4, page II-19 of the Draft EIR) of the public open
space provided by the Project. This would consist of space that is clearly open to the public, as it would
provide access to retail uses, and would include public gathering places, such as amphitheaters, and
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outdoor seating and eating areas. These spaces would be obviously open to the public, and would not
require additional advertisement or direction to the public to permit or promote their use by the
community. Accordingly, the additional measures suggested by the commenter would not be necessary
to ensure effective use of these spaces by the surrounding community.

Additionally, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would work to not further exacerbate existing park
deficiencies in the area because it would include private open space and recreational facilities that would
reduce demand on City facilities (Draft EIR, page IV.M.4-6). Nonetheless, the Draft EIR concludes that the
Project’s impacts on City park and recreational facilities would be alleviated through compliance with the
City’s existing impact fees, through payment of either Quimby fees or Dwelling Unit Construction tax
(Draft EIR, page IV.M.4-7). Accordingly, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts to parks and recreational
facilities would be reduced to less than significant through compliance with existing regulatory
requirements (Draft EIR, page IV.M.4-7).

Response to Comment 10-41

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR should have “chosen” the Environmentally Superior
Alternative to the Project. The commenter correctly notes that the Draft EIR analyzed five alternatives to
the Project, and identified Alternative 3, the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative, as
environmentally superior to the Project (Draft EIR, page VI-108). However, the commenter contends that
CEQA requires that this Alternative be adopted instead of the Project, and that public agencies cannot
approve the Project as presently proposed. This contention is incorrect. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6
requires that an EIR consider a reasonable range of alternatives to a Project, including a No Project
Alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that, if the No Project Alternative is
environmentally superior to the Project, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives. Accordingly, the Draft EIR identifies the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage
alternative as environmentally superior to the Project. This meets the requirements of CEQA. The City’s
decision-making bodies will take this information as provided in the Draft EIR into account in determining
whether or not to approve the Project. However, the decision-making bodies are under no obligation to
adopt the environmentally superior alternative if they determine that the alternative is infeasible due to
economic, environmental, legal, social, or technological factors. As noted in the Draft EIR (page VI-59 and
VI-60), the Reduced Height/Reduced Signage Alternative would not meet all Project Objectives to the
same degree as the Project. The objectives met by the Alternative to a lesser degree than the Project
include the economic factor of reduced revenues to the City of Los Angeles, and the social and economic
factor of reducing the ability to attract events to the City of Los Angeles.

Response to Comment 10-42

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR is flawed, and must be revised and recirculated to provide
meaningful public review of the Project. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged, and will be
considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification) defines issues associated
with re-circulation which include disclosure of a “new significant information” that involves “a new
significant impact”, “substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact”, or “feasible project
alternatives or mitigation measures that the project proponent declines to adopt.” As described in
Responses 10-1 through 10-41 above, no new significant information, as defined by CEQA, has been

identified. Accordingly, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.
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Response to Comment 10-43

The commenter attaches the Study “Assessing Health and Equity Impacts of the Reef Development in
South Central Los Angeles”, prepared by Human Impact Partners, dated October, 2015, (hereinafter
referred to as the “Study”). As discussed in Response to Comment No. 10-8, the Study does not provide
substantial evidence of an indirect displacement of housing or population that would be attributable to
the Project, for the following reasons:

e The Study examines a Study Area that contains a variety of diverse neighborhoods, but provides
general conclusions regarding existing conditions that do not acknowledge these differences or
distinguish between these neighborhoods. In particular, the Study Area is not representative of
the Project Site and its immediately surrounding area, as these areas have different characteristics
with regard to housing product, and housing occupancy, than does the remainder of the Study
Area.

e Based on data for the individual census tracts that comprise the Project Site and surrounding area,
persons presently living in the area of the Project Site, and the immediately surrounding area are
more likely to live in high density residential buildings, and at lower household sizes, than the
remainder of the Study Area. This has implications for projecting the effects of the Project with
respect to indirect displacement, because the Project would provide a housing product that is not
in high demand outside the immediate area of the Project Site, and suggests that the Project
would complement, not compete with housing and businesses in the surrounding area. This
scenario is as plausible as the one suggested by the Study.

e The Study provides anecdotal information regarding public investment and security in the Study
Area, based on input from a focus group convened by the commenter, which is speculative as to
the location of the effects being referred to, or their applicability to the Project Site or surrounding
area.

e To provide its estimate of the potential displacement that could result from the Project, the Study
identified “cost burdened” households, based on U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development criteria related to housing costs and income, within % mile, % mile, and 1-2 miles of
the Project Site, and uses an average household size to estimate the number of people affected.
The Study then assesses the “likelihood of property value increase” for each of these radii (Very
High, High, and Moderate). No evidence is presented as to how the Project will cause this increase
in property value, or how it will result in displacement of existing residents.

e Even the Study itself acknowledges that the possible effects presented are speculative:
“Gentrification driven by the Reef Project could lead residents and businesses to be displaced as
they are priced out of the area.” (page 19 of the Study, emphasis added).

Accordingly, the Study does not provide evidence of potential displacement that is attributable to the
Project, and does not support any claim of a potential environmental impact of the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 11

Unién Del Barrio
Ron Gochez, Political Secretary
[no address]

Response to Comment 11-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 11-2
through 11-10.

Response to Comment 11-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Response to Comment 9-3.

Response to Comment 11-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 11-4 through 11-10.

Response to Comment 11-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 11-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54, 73,99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 11-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 11-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 11-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 11-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,
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distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 11-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 12

Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles
Noreen McClendon, Executive Director

Post Office Box 11337

4707 South Central Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90011

Response to Comment 12-1

The commenter expresses support for the Project, and does not comment directly on the Draft EIR. No
response is required. The commenter’s opinion will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies
in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 13

St. John’s Well Child & Family Center
Jim Mangia, MPH, President & CEO
808 W. 58t Street

Los Angeles, CA 90037

Response to Comment 13-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 13-2
and 13-3.

Response to Comment 13-2

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. The commenter expresses concern regarding increases in air pollution due to Project
construction. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 13-3

The comment includes closing remarks, and states that the Project need not usurp, displace, or disrespect
the existing community. The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications
and actions related to the Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list
for all notices, decisions, and documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 14

Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment
Martha Sanchez, ACCE CD9 Chapter Chair

133 30" Street

Los Angeles, CA 90011

Response to Comment 14-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 14-2
through 14-10.

Response to Comment 14-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Response to Comment 9-3.

Response to Comment 14-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 14-4 through 14-10.

Response to Comment 14-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 14-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54,73, 99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 14-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 14-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 14-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 14-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,
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distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 14-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 15

Coalition to Ban Billboard Blight
Dennis Hathaway, President
2700 Military Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90064

Response to Comment 15-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 15-2
through 15-8.

Response to Comment 15-2

The commenter states that the analysis of the aesthetics impacts resulting from the proposed signage in
the Draft EIR are incorrect. See Responses to Comments 9-8 through 9-15.

Response to Comment 15-3

The commenter states that the analysis of the safety impacts on freeway traffic due to the proposed
signage are incorrect in the Draft EIR. See Response to Comment 9-5.

Response to Comment 15-4

The commenter states that the measures in the Draft EIR with respect to signs classified as Limited
Animation 1 and Controlled Refresh 1 in Vertical Sign Zone 3 are inadequate. The commenter bases this
conclusion on the traffic hazard that could be associated with lighted signage during hours of darkness.
See Response to Comment 9-5.

Response to Comment 15-5

The commenter states that the amount of energy that would be required for the proposed signage is not
adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR. The energy consumption associated with Project signage is
discussed in Section 1V.0.4 (Utilities/Electricity) of the Draft EIR. The commenter correctly cites the
electricity consumption associated with signage identified in Table 1V.0.4-2 on page IV.0.4-5 of the Draft
EIR. The commenter’s opinion regarding the level of energy consumption associated with Project signage
is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or
not to approve the Project. However, as discussed in the Draft EIR (page 1V.0.4-4), the Project’s electricity
demand can be accommodated by existing generation and supply infrastructure. Accordingly, the Draft
EIR appropriately concludes that the Project’s impacts related to electricity would be less than significant.

Response to Comment 15-6

The commenter states that additional information is needed in the Draft EIR analysis to understand the
impacts of the proposed signage. With respect to Vertical Sign Zone 1 signs that are no more than
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incidentally visible from the public right of way, see Response to Comment 9-8. With respect to potential
effects associated with the content of the signage, see Response to Comment 9-7.

Response to Comment 15-7

The commenter suggests that an alternative be added to the Draft EIR that excludes the Sign
Supplemental Use District. See Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 15-8

The commenter notes that the City Planning Commission approved a new citywide sign ordinance on
October 22, 2015, which restricts sign districts to areas zoned Regional Center or Regional Commercial;
the ordinance is pending before City Council. The commenter also states that the Project would not
comply with the pending ordinance. See Response to Comment 9-18. The commenter contends that the
only effective mitigation for the impacts of Project signage is for the amount of signage to be reduced,
and that the proposed animated signage visible from freeways and residential neighborhoods be
eliminated. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and will be considered by the City’s decision-
making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 16

Los Angeles/Orange Counties Building and Construction Trades Council
Ron Miller, Executive Secretary

1626 Beverly Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90026

Response to Comment 16-1

The commenter expresses support for the Project, and does not directly comment on the Draft EIR. No
response is required. The commenter’s opinion will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in
determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 17

SoCal Environmental Justice Alliance
Joe Bourgeois
[no address]

Response to Comment 17-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 17-2
through 17-9.

Response to Comment 17-2

The commenter contends that the Draft EIR is inadequate, and that a Supplemental EIR is required to be
prepared and circulated for public comment. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged, and will be
considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
See Response to Comment 9-54.

Response to Comment 17-3

The commenter contends that additional mitigation measures are required to be included in the Draft EIR
to reduce the aesthetics impacts. See Response to Comments 9-10 through 9-15. The “mitigation
measures” suggested by the commenter are in fact changes to the signage program that are more
appropriately addressed as alternatives to the Project, and are indeed addressed in Alternatives 1 and 3
that are evaluated in the Draft EIR (Draft EIR, pages VI-4 through VI-6). See also Response to Comment 9-
53. The commenter further contends that the environmentally superior alternative must be chosen
selected in order to mitigate the significant impact to aesthetics. See Response to Comment 10-41.

Response to Comment 17-4

The commenter contends that the environmentally superior alternative must be chosen in order to
mitigate significant light and glare impacts. See Responses to Comment 9-53 and 10-41.

Response to Comment 17-5

The commenter requests that mitigation measures, such as reduced building height, be included in the
EIR to reduce the impact due to shade and shadow. The commenter also suggests that an alternative be
included in the EIR that reduces the shadow impacts on the Rutland Apartments. Alternative 4, the
Reduced Density Alternative, included reduced height buildings, and would avoid the significant and
unavoidable shadow impact of the Project on the Rutland Apartments (Draft EIR, page VI-65).

Response to Comment 17-6

The commenter requests that additional mitigation measures for impacts during Project construction and
operation from VOCs and NOx be included in the EIR, as well as alternatives that have less-than-significant
impacts on air quality. See Response to Comment 10-17.
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Response to Comment 17-7

The commenter requests that additional mitigation measures for cumulative impacts during Project
operation from traffic noise be included in the EIR, as well as alternatives that have less-than-significant
cumulative impacts from traffic noise. As noted in the Draft EIR (page 1V.K-40), no mitigation measures
are available to address cumulative noise impacts, which result from cumulative traffic levels. Alternatives
3 (Reduced Height/Reduced Signage) and 4 (Reduced Density) would have lower traffic generation than
the Project, and would avoid the significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic noise impact on 17t Street
(west of Hill Street), as discussed in the Draft EIR (pages VI-49 and VI-75, respectively).

Response to Comment 17-8

The commenter suggests that the Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR include additional mitigation
measures that reduce traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level. See Response to Comment 10-21.

Response to Comment 17-9

The commenter indicates that Mitigation Measure MM-TR-12 may not be feasible if the Sports Museum
property owner does not agree to the driveway modifications included in that measure. If the mitigation
measure is not feasible, then the commenter suggests that alternatives be analyzed in the EIR. As noted
in the Project Traffic Study (Appendix IV.N, page 7-7), the proposed modifications were conceptually
agreed to by the Sports Museum. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page IV.N-43), the Main Street driveway
would be located mid-block, as would be required by LADOT. During the design process, alternatives for
the location of this driveway were studied, including locating the Project driveway opposite one of the
existing driveways for the Sports Museum. These alternate locations were determined to be infeasible
for numerous reasons. The new driveway would be signalized, and LADOT requires signals to be located
approximately midblock for adequate signal spacing and to provide room for back-to-back left turn
lanes. Moving the driveway north or south to coincide with the existing Sports Museum driveways would
not provide sufficient room for back-back left turn lanes. As such, there are no alternative locations for
this driveway. Accordingly, the Draft EIR properly identifies the potential significant and unavoidable
impact at the Sports Museum driveway, in the event that the Sports Museum driveway cannot be
relocated (Draft EIR, page IV.N-56).

Response to Comment 17-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and requests that the Draft EIR address the Environmental Justice
Element as outlined in the California General Plan Guidelines. With respect to environmental justice, see
Response to Comment 10-31. The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions,
notifications and actions related to the Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the
distribution list for all notices, decisions, and documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the
Project.
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Comment Letter No. 18

Watts Labor Community Action Committee
Timothy Watkins, President & CEO

10950 Central Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90059

Response to Comment 18-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 18-2
through 18-10.

Response to Comment 18-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Response to Comment 9-3.

Response to Comment 18-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 18-4 through 18-10.

Response to Comment 18-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 18-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54,73, 99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 18-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 18-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 18-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 18-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,
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distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 18-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 19

Regarding Case: Env-2014-1773-EIR

To whom this may concern:

As a longtime resident of South Los Angeles where my family have roots here for
over 50 years and are very proud of it. | am in favor for the plans The Reef has in its
development project and feel many opportunities and benefits us those living here in

the area will benefit.

Investment and positive change is what we need here in my community. | have a
baby daughter and two teenagers and if a project like this will assist in giving them
pride of where they're from and give them opportunities with work and school, |
welcome a project of this caliber as long as the developers are responsible and do
what they say they will do, assist the community. The City shouldn’t be persuaded to
slow down this EIR document. Let's focus on real issues, jobs, education and the

welfare of those that live in our community.
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Comment Letter No. 19

Aileen Sanchez
South Los Angeles Resident
[no address]

Response to Comment 19-1

The commenter expresses support for the Project, and does not directly comment on the Draft EIR. No
response is necessary. The commenter’s opinion will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies
in determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 20

Hello

| am writing about project number ENV-2014-1773-EIR.

1
| have heard that as a part of the Reef project, there will be proposed pedestrian circulation
improvements along Washington Boulevard and Hill Street, among other streets. Are there any plans to
make these streets safer and more pedestrian friendly?
These are long and unattractive blocks. Are there any plans to make them wider for pedestrian walking, 2
more aesthetically pleasing, and most importantly, safer? —
Will improvements be taken into consideration and what will they do to improve public safety in the area? 3

I've been following the Reef project and it's addition to the neighborhood is likely to bring more activities
in the evening. The Reef project is expected to bring more lighting and will bring more foot traffic to that 4
area.




4 cont.
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Comment Letter No. 20

Evelyn Ramirez
[no address]

Response to Comment 20-1

The commenter inquires as to making Washington Boulevard and Hill Street safer and more pedestrian
friendly as part of the Project. As discussed in the Draft EIR (pages II-16 and 1I-17), the Project would
include minimum 15-foot wide sidewalks on Washington Boulevard (east of Broadway), Broadway and
Main Street, and minimum 20 foot sidewalks on Washington Boulevard (west of Broadway), Hill Street,
and Broadway, adjacent to The Reef building. Pedestrian enhancements would be provided on Broadway
to facilitate access to the public mid-block paseo within the Project (Draft EIR, Project Design Feature PDF-
TR-1, pages IV.N-18 and IV.N-19). The Project would also include enhancements to promote pedestrian
connectivity to the Blue Line station (Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure MM-TR-1, pages IV.N-54 and IV.N-55).

Response to Comment 20-2

The commenter inquires as to widening sidewalks, and making sidewalks more aesthetically pleasing and
safe. With respect to sidewalk widths under the Project, see Response to Comment 20-1. As discussed in
the Draft EIR (pages II-18 and 11-19), the Project would include public amenities, such as street trees, tree
well covers, outdoor seating, bike racks, and trash receptacles to improve the existing aesthetic qualities
of the streets surrounding the Project Site. The Project would also increase activity on the Project Site,
and provide on-site security to enhance the safety of the Project Site and surrounding area (Draft EIR,
pages IV.M.2-8 and IV.M.2-9).

Response to Comment 20-3

The commenter inquires as to improvements and their contribution public safety in the Project area. See
Responses to Comments 20-1 and 20-2.

Response to Comment 20-4

The commenter states that the Project is likely to bring activity in the evening, more lighting, and more
foot traffic. As discussed in the Draft EIR (page 11-18), the Project would include street lighting, and other
sources of on-site lighting that would increase nighttime ambient lighting levels, but would be consistent
with lighting levels of an urban area (Draft EIR, page IV.B.2-11). The commenter inquires as to how the
Project will improve walking and safety in the area. See Responses to Comments 20-1 and 20-2.
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Comment Letter No. 21
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Comment Letter No. 21

Azusena Favela
Community Resident
1162 E. 48™ Street
Los Angeles, CA 90011

Response to Comment 21-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 21-2
through 21-11.

Response to Comment 21-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Response to Comment 9-3.

Response to Comment 21-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 21-4 through 21-11.

Response to Comment 21-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 21-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54,73,99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 21-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 21-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 21-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.
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Response to Comment 21-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,
distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 21-10

The commenter states that the proposed towers would constitute a substantial change to the visual
prominence of the Project Site. See Response to Comment 9-12.

Response to Comment 21-11

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 22
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Comment Letter No. 22

Clemente Franco
1295 Sunset Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Response to Comment 22-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 22-2
through 22-11.

Response to Comment 22-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Response to Comment 9-3.

Response to Comment 22-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 22-4 through 22-10.

Response to Comment 22-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 22-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54,73, 99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 22-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 22-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 22-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 22-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,
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distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 22-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 23

Martha Sanchez
133 East 30 Street
Los Angeles, CA 90011

Response to Comment 23-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. In addition, the
commenter expresses concern regarding the language used in the Draft EIR, because the commenter is
not fluent in English. See Response to Comment 10-2. Specific comments raised in the remainder of the
comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 23-2 through 23-4.

Response to Comment 23-2

The commenter expresses concerns regarding construction impacts (i.e., noise, traffic, and air quality), as
well as safety concerns with respect to the local Metro Rail line. The comment does not directly address
the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged, and will be considered by the City’s decision-
making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project.

Response to Comment 23-3

The commenter expresses concern regarding the economic and health impacts of the Project on low-
income residents. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 23-4

The comment includes closing remarks, and expresses the commenter’s feelings of exclusion, being
unwelcome, and discriminated against due to the reasons expressed in prior comments. The commenter
requests to be notified on all hearings, decisions, notifications, and actions related to the Project. The
Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and documents
distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 24

George Torres
857 E. 4rd Street
Los Angeles, CA 90011

Response to Comment 24-1

The comment is an introduction and, as such, is acknowledged for the record and will be considered by
the City’s decision-making bodies in determining whether or not to approve the Project. Specific
comments raised in the remainder of the comment letter are addressed in Responses to Comments 24-2
through 24-11.

Response to Comment 24-2

The commenter states that the City’s zoning does not allow animated signage on the Project Site. See
Response to Comment 9-3.

Response to Comment 24-3

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze the impact of destabilizing the surrounding
community, displacement and gentrification. See Responses to Comments 9-22 and 10-8.

The commenter also states that mitigation measures are available for many of the significant unavoidable
impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and requests that the Draft EIR be revised and recirculated. See
Responses to Comments 24-4 through 24-10.

Response to Comment 24-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately evaluate the indirect displacement of
residents, and the impact of gentrification. See Response to Comment 10-8.

Response to Comment 24-5

The commenter requests that the land use analysis in the Draft EIR be expanded to include conflicts with
existing zoning requirements, the impact of the proposed Supplemental Use District for Signage on City
Land Use policy, several relevant General Plan policies, and consistency with the City’s Industrial Land Use
Policy. See the following Responses to Comments:
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Comment Response
Number of discretionary actions 9-3
Conflict with Existing Zoning Requirements 9-21
Conflict with Signage Policy 9-19

Consistency with General Plan Policies

Housing Element Objective 1.1 and 1.2; Policies
1.1.2,1.2.2,1.2.8, 2.2.3, 2.5.1, and Programs 8, | 9-22
54, 73,99 and 101

Health Element Policy 1.7 and Program 86 9-23
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy

9-24
1.5-2
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 11-

9-26
2.3
Framework Element Policy 3.14.6 9-27
Framework Element Policy 4.2.1 9-29
Consistency with the Industrial Land Use Policy 9-31 and 9-32

and provision of community benefits

Response to Comment 24-6

The commenter states that the Project will increase traffic during construction, which would create
congestion on local roadways. See Response to Comment 10-19.

Response to Comment 24-7

The comment states that the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project during operation would be
higher than what is indicated in the Draft EIR. See Responses to Comments 10-20 and 10-21. With respect
to the potential transportation benefits of locating higher income housing near transit stations, see
Response to Comment 9-35.

Response to Comment 24-8

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts to nearby sensitive receptors during
Project construction and operation from VOCs and NOx, including air filters, air-proof windows, and
indoor spaces. See Response to Comment 10-17.

Response to Comment 24-9

The commenter requests additional mitigation measures for impacts from the proposed signage,
including limiting the signage to non-animated signs. With respect to the impacts of proposed signage as
addressed in the Draft EIR, including consistency with the surrounding community, hazards to drivers,

The Reef Project lll. Responses to Comments
Final Environmental Impact Report
Page 111-342



City of Los Angeles June 2016

distractions to schools, health effects of lighting, and inclusion of additional mitigation measures, see
Responses to Comments 9-3 through 9-7. With respect to an additional alternative with non-animated
signage, see Response to Comment 9-53.

Response to Comment 24-10

The comment includes closing remarks, and reiterates concern for displacement of low-income residents.
The commenter requests to be notified of all hearings, decisions, notifications and actions related to the
Project. The Lead Agency will include the commenter on the distribution list for all notices, decisions, and
documents distributed by the Lead Agency related to the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 25

Erin Strelich

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email: erin.strelich@lacity.org

Re: The Reef Project - ENV-2014-1773-EIR
Dear Ms. Strelich:

| have owned and operated Anne McGilvray & Company at the LA Mart for 25 years. As a longtime
stakeholder in this community, | am very excited about the Reef Project.

The Environmental Impact Report details an incredible investment that provides opportunities both for
me as a business owner in the building, and to the surrounding businesses and residents in the
community. For example, The Reef Project will provide a convenient location for our customers to stay

when they visit our showroom, as well as restaurants, cafes, and public plazas.

These enhancements will help to ensure that the small businesses like ours within the LA Mart will
continue to thrive for many years to come, providing quality jobs and attracting customers to the city

from around the country.

The Reef Project is an exciting development that will be positive for the LA Mart community, and for all
of South LA.

Sincerely,
Lies| Ludwig
CEO

Anne McGilvray and Company

CC: Councilman Curren Price
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Comment Letter No. 25 [Form Letter No. 1]

This comment letter is a form letter submitted by 25 individuals who are currently tenants of The Reef
building. A single response to the issues raised in the form letter is provided below. All of the letters
have been included in Appendix J to the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 25-1

The commenter expresses support for the Project, and does not directly comment on the Draft EIR. No
response is required. The commenter’s opinion will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in
determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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Comment Letter No. 26 [Form Letter No. 2]

This comment letter is a form letter submitted by 55 individuals located in the surrounding community.
A single response to the issues raised in the form letter is provided below. All of the letters have been
included in Appendix K to the Final EIR.

Response to Comment 26-1

The commenter expresses support for the Project, and does not directly comment on the Draft EIR. No
response is required. The commenter’s opinion will be considered by the City’s decision-making bodies in
determining whether or not to approve the Project.
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