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Section 1. Introduction

All comment letters received by the City of El Segundo (“City”) through December 9, 2021 have been included and
responded to herein. Comments that raise environmental issues pertinent to the analysis presented in the EIR have
been thoroughly addressed in these responses. The City received comment letters from two organizations prior to the
City’s Planning Commission meeting on December 9, 2021, and verbal comments were also presented at the meeting.

For the new comment letters received, individual comments within the body of each letter have been identified and
numbered. Brackets delineating the individual comments and a numeric identifier have been added to the right
margin of the letter. Responses to each bracketed comment are included on the page(s) following each comment
letter. Table 1 lists the comment letters received, including the commenting organization’s name; the assigned
numbering; and the date of the correspondence for responses provided in Section 2, Written Comments.

Table 1. List of Comment Letters Received

Comment
Letter Name Type Date
1 Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (via Mitchell | Organization | December 8, 2021
M. Tsai, Attorney at Law)
2 Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility Organization | December 9, 2021
(“SAFER”, via Lozeau Drury LLP)

Members of the public who attended the City’s Planning Commission meeting on December 9, 2021 were also
given opportunities to provide verbal comments. The individuals that provided comments are listed in Table 2.
Written transcriptions of the verbal comments are provided, with brackets delineating the individual comments and
a numeric identifier have been added to the right margin. Responses to each bracketed comment are included on
the page(s) following each comment letter. Table 2 lists the commenters from the City’s Planning Commission
meeting on December 9, 2021 and the assigned numbering for responses provided in Section 3, Verbal Comments.

Table 2. List of Verbal Commenters

Comments | Name Type Date
1 Nino Mascolo Individual December 9, 2021
2 Byron Washum Individual December 9, 2021
3 Ray Lawson (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters) Individual December 9, 2021
4 Paul Morrison Individual December 9, 2021
5 Amalia Fuentes - Supporters Alliance for Environmental Individual December 9, 2021
Responsibility ("SAFER")
6 Maria Barron Individual December 9, 2021
7 Matthew Klemp Individual December 9, 2021

As presented in Sections 2 and 3 below, none of the comment received identified deficiencies in the Draft or Final
EIR analyses that would require recirculation of the EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification, is presented below for reference:

(a) Alead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after
public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before
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certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can include changes in the project or
environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is
not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined
to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure
showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’'s
proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game
Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)

Although no comments have been raised that would require revisions to the Final EIR, these comments are available

to the City’s decision makers for their review and consideration as part of their deliberations on the Project’s
environmental documentation.
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Response to Comment Letter 1

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters
(via Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law)
December 8, 2021

In summary, this comment includes an introductory statement and a general summary of the proposed
Project’s description.

The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

This comment requests the City to provide notice to the commenter of all notices referring or related to
the proposed Project.

The commenter’s request will be granted in accordance with the California Public Records Act
(Government Code §§6250-6270); California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resource Code
§21000 et seq); and Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code §§65000-65010), as cited in the
letter. Additionally, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15094, the Lead Agency (the City of El
Segundo) shall file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five working days after deciding to carry out
or approve the Project. The NOD will also be filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk and the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse. The comment does not raise any specific
concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further
response to this comment is required.

In summary, this comment states the City should require the Project applicant to provide additional
community benefits such as local hire project labor agreement to construct the proposed Project.
Furthermore, the comment cites Comment 1-26 for more discussion.

Please refer to Response to Comment 1-26.

This comment requests that the City consider utilizing “skilled and trained workforce policies and
requirements”. This comment is interpreted to be a request that the City implement a “local hire”
requirement on the proposed Project, citing economic benefits and benefits to greenhouse gas, air
quality, and transportation impacts. As stated in Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Air Quality, 4.6, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, and Section 4.13, Transportation, there are no significant short-term construction-
related or long-term operational environmental impacts that are related to the length of vehicle trips or
the proximity of workers to the Project site. Therefore, there is no obligation under CEQA to consider
implementation of skilled and trained workforce requirements, and no changes to the EIR are required.

Additionally, the comment requests that the City require the Project to be built to standards exceeding
the 2019 California Green Building Code (CalGreen) to mitigate environmental impacts. Draft EIR
Sections 4.4, Energy and 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, determined impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation was required. The proposed Project would be built in accordance with the
current Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24) at the time of construction, which include robust
requirements for energy efficiency (Draft EIR page 4.4-14). Moreover, Table 4.6-8, Project Consistency
with Scoping Plan Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies, demonstrates that the proposed
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Project would be consistent with the City’s Municipal Code and CalGreen requirements (Draft EIR page
4.6-43). Given this, the proposed Project currently meets required standards and no change or addition
is required to the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. However, this comment is acknowledged and will
be taken into consideration by the City’s decision markers.

In summary, this comment cites various excerpts of case law and related to CEQA’s legislative intent to
inform decision makers and the public and avoid and reduce environmental impacts or adopt a
statement of overriding considerations.

The EIR for the proposed Project was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines,
codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section 15000 et seq. The comment does not
raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore,
no further response to this comment is required.

In summary, this comment states that significant revisions to Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft EIR, of
the Final EIR were made, thus, requiring recirculation of the EIR due to changes to transportation and
cumulative impacts analyses with the addition of three additional related projects.

Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR addressed concerns associated with cumulative
impact analyses. As discussed in Topical Response No. 1 - Cumulative Impacts (starting on Final EIR
page 2-2), the City added three reasonably foreseeable projects shown and incorporated in Table 2-2,
Additional Related Projects. Topical Response No. 1 determined the additions do not change the impact
conclusions in the Draft EIR, nor do they result in any new significant impacts or the need for new or
altered mitigation measures, as further demonstrated in Topical Response No. 1. Given that these
changes would not result in a new significant impact or in an increase in the severity of a previously
identified significant impact, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft
EIR is not required.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion about the Final EIR’s transportation analysis, Topical Response
No. 1 concluded the addition of three related projects would not change the Draft EIR’s determination.
Appendix A, Revised Future Analysis, of the Final EIR was included to support this conclusion. For
example, the addition of three related projects would not change the proposed Project’s proximity to
public transit and the Project (and other related projects) would cumulatively contribute to transit
ridership maintained by Metro and LADOT, which would result in less than significant impacts.
Additionally, the Final EIR demonstrated the addition of three related projects would not result in a
cumulatively significant impact related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT). As further described in Chapter
2 of the Final EIR, the Project’s VMT would fall below SCAG'’s efficiency-based threshold and the Project
site is located within an urbanized area served by public transit. Therefore, the Project’s contribution
to cumulative VMT would not be cumulatively considerable.

Finally, the comment notes changes to the Draft EIR have been made to the Project’s trip generation,
traffic volume, and level of service (LOS) analyses. As detailed in Chapter 2, Responses to Comments,
of the Final EIR, discussion of the changes in the LOS analysis were made for informational purposes
related to the applicability of the City’s General Plan policies. However, automobile delay and traffic
congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and
transportation analysis (California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). As such, the City’s LOS
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policy is not applicable under CEQA per Senate Bill (SB) 743. No change or addition to the EIR’s
environmental analyses are required.

In summary, this comment states the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters submitted comments
to the Draft EIR on April 12, 2021. However, an administrative error occurred. As such, the comment
letter was not included in Final EIR Chapter 2, Responses to Comments.

The City acknowledges the receipt of the pre-dated comment letter, which is included as Comments 1-
8 through 1-25. Please see Responses to Comments 1-8 through 1-25 for responses to the letter.

In summary, this comment states opposition to the proposed Project and requests revisions and
recirculation of the Draft EIR.

The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the City’s decision makers for
their review and consideration.

Responses 1-8 through 1-25 are for “Exhibit A, April 12, 2021 SWRCC Letter to Paul Samaras”

1-8

1-9

1-10

111

1-12

1-13

1-14

Please refer to Response to Comment 1-1.
Please refer to Response to Comment 1-2.
Please refer to Response to Comment 1-3.

In summary, this comment states a summary of the qualifications of Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. and
Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D and refers to their comments regarding the Draft EIR’s greenhouse gas emissions
analyses, which are attached to the primary comment letter.

The comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the analysis in the
Draft EIR. The aforementioned comments are included as Comments 1-26 and 1-28 through 1-51. As
such, please see Responses to Comments 1-26 and 1-28 through 1-51, for more discussion.

Please refer to Response to Comment 1-4.
Please refer to Response to Comment 1-5.

In summary, this comment recommends that the City adopt mitigation measures to mitigate public
health risks related to COVID-19 during construction of the proposed Project.

The potential for Project construction to cause COVID-19 to spread through worker exposure is not an impact
on the environment under CEQA, rather it is a public health concern under the purview of federal, state, and
local public health agencies. CEQA requires the consideration of significant changes in the environment
caused by a proposed project; therefore, an existing adverse environmental condition that a project does
not create or exacerbate is not responsible for mitigating that adverse condition. Implementation of the
proposed Project would not create or exacerbate an existing environmental hazard or an existing public
health hazard, and therefore, no mitigation is required. Compliance with existing mandates from federal,
state, and local public health agencies, including California Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s
(Cal/OSHA) COVID-19 Prevention Emergency Temporary Standards (ETS) are specifically intended to
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address workplace health and safety (OSHSB 2021). Policy mandates from public health agencies are
consistently updated to address rapidly changing circumstances and provide the most appropriate and
methods for protecting worker safety. For instance, the most recent Order from the County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Health requires that by January 17, 2022, mandates that employers must provide
their employees who work indoors and in close contact with other workers or the public, and require
them to wear, a well-fitting medical grade mask, surgical mask, or higher-level respirator, such as an
NO5 filtering facepiece respirator or KN95, at all times while indoors at the worksite or facility (LACDPH
2022). In addition to mandatory measures set forth by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Health related to masking in the workplace and Cal/OSHA’s COVID-19 Prevention Emergency Temporary
Standards (ETS), there are other federal OSHA standards that apply to protecting workers from infection
include: requirements for personal protective equipment (PPE) (29 CFR part 1910, Subpart | (e.g.,
1910.132 and 133)), respiratory protection (29 CFR 1910.134), sanitation (29 CFR 1910.141), and
OSHA's requirements for employee access to medical and exposure records (29 CFR 1910.1020).
Employers are also required by the General Duty Clause, Section 5(a)(1) of the OSH Act, to provide a safe
and healthful workplace free from recognized hazards that are causing or likely to cause death or serious
physical harm (OSHA 2021).

Therefore, compliance with mandatory federal, state, and local public health agency regulations would
ensure adequate and appropriate protections for workplace safety and the proposed Project would not
create or exacerbate an existing environmental or public health hazard. There is no aspect of the proposed
Project that would prevent or interfere with the United Brotherhood of Carpenters providing the Carpenter
union members with additional trainings related to COVID-19. No changes to the project description or
environmental analyses included in the Draft EIR are required.

In summary, this comment states the Draft EIR defers details within specific mitigation measures, as
detailed below.

In summary, this comment states MM-CUL-1 does not include details of the Worker Environmental
Awareness Program (WEAP) to reduce potential impacts to archeological resources. As described in Draft
EIR Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, mitigation measure MM-CUL-1 includes numerous requirements that
must be included in the training program, which include: (1) inform workers about sensitivity of the Project
area, (2) provide specific details on the kinds of archaeological materials that may be identified during
construction, (3) explain the importance of and legal basis for the protection of significant archaeological
resources, (4) provide actions to be taken in the event of a discovery of cultural resources (see MM CUL-2),
(5) define “tribal cultural resources” and include appropriate management requirements relating to
inadvertent discovery of a potential tribal cultural resource, and (6) each worker shall also learn the proper
procedures to follow in the event that cultural resources or human remains are uncovered during ground-
disturbing activities, which must include work curtailment or redirection, and the immediate contact of the
site supervisor and archaeological monitor. Contrary to the commenter's assertion, these required
components of the WEAP are detailed and include measurable performance standards for accomplishing
the objectives of the WEAP. Additionally, the development of the WEAP must be conducted by a qualified
archaeologjst that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology,
and must ultimately be prepared to the satisfaction of the City. Thus, no change to the Draft EIR is required
nor does MM-CUL-1 defer critical details necessary to reduce impacts.

In summary, this comment states MM-GEO-1 does not include details of the Paleontological Resources
Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) to reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources. As described
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in Draft EIR Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, mitigation measure MM-GEO-1 includes numerous requirements
that must be included in the program, which include: (1) must be consistent with the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology (SVP) (2010) guidelines, (2) must provide requirements for preconstruction meeting
attendance and worker environmental awareness training, (3) must provide procedures for adequate
paleontological monitoring and discoveries treatment, (4) must provide paleontological methods [including
sediment sampling for microvertebrate fossils], reporting, and collections management, (5) must require
that a qualified paleontologist attend the preconstruction meeting and a qualified paleontological monitor
be on-site during all rough grading and other significant ground-disturbing activities [including augering] in
previously undisturbed, Pleistocene Sand Dune deposits, and (6) in the event that paleontological resources
(e.g., fossils) are unearthed during grading, must require that a paleontological monitor temporarily halt
and/or divert grading activity to allow recovery of paleontological resources. Contrary to the commenter’s
assertion, these required components of the PRIMP are detailed and include measurable performance
standards for accomplishing the objectives of the PRIMP. Additionally, the development of the PRIMP must
be conducted by a qualified paleontologist that meets SVP guidelines and must ultimately be prepared to
the satisfaction of the City. Therefore, no change to the Draft EIR is required.

In summary, this comment states MM-HAZ-1 does not include any specific performance standards for
removal or a plan for review. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
mitigation measure MM-HAZ-1 includes language to ensure abatement procedures for the removal of
specified materials are in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations, including those of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (which regulates disposal), Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (which regulates employee exposure), and the South Coast Air Quality Management
District. Section 4.7.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances, of the Draft EIR identifies federal, state,
regional, and local regulations included for analysis of the proposed Project and compliance during Project
activities. Additionally, Table 4.1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the Final EIR identifies
the City of EI Segundo Development Services Department as the agency responsible for monitoring
implementation of MM-HAZ-1.. As such, mitigation measure MM-HAZ-1 includes the necessary performance
standards and regulatory compliance in order to adequately reduce impacts. Therefore, no change to the
Draft EIR is required.

In summary, this comment states MM-HAZ-2’s proposed Hazardous Materials Contingency Plan (HMCP)
does not include a plan or performance standards to mitigate soil vapor to less than significant levels. As
described in Draft EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, mitigation measure MM-HAZ-2
includes numerous requirements that must be included in the plan, which include: (1) must include training
procedures for identification of contamination, (2) must describe procedures for assessment,
characterization, management, and disposal of hazardous constituents, materials, and wastes, and
notification in accordance with all applicable state and local regulations, (3) must manage and dispose of
any contaminated soils in accordance with local and state regulations, and (4) must include health and
safety measures, which may include but are not limited to periodic work breathing zone monitoring and
monitoring for volatile organic compounds using a handheld organic vapor analyzer in the event impacted
soils are encountered during excavation activities. MM-HAZ-2 includes language to ensure the development
of the proposed HMCP is in accordance with all applicable state and local regulations. Moreover, the MM-
HAZ-2 states contaminated soils shall be managed and disposed of in accordance with local and state
regulations. Section 4.7.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances, of the Draft EIR identifies federal, state,
regional, and local regulations included for analysis of the proposed Project and compliance during Project
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1-17

1-18

1-19

activities. For example, in the event of asbestos removal, Project activities would be required to comply with
the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (Title 40 of the United States Code (USC),
Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 61, Subpart M) and the Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (Title 15 USC,
Chapter 53, Subchapter |, Section 2601 et seq.). Regarding the implementation of the proposed HMCP,
Project activities would be required to comply with the Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials
Management Regulatory Program (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.11, Sections
25404-25404.9). Additionally, Table 4.1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the Final EIR
identifies the City of El Segundo Development Services Department as the agency responsible for
monitoring implementation of MM-HAZ-2. As such, mitigation measure MM-HAZ-2 includes the necessary
performance standards and regulatory compliance in order to adequately reduce impacts. Therefore, no
change to the Draft EIR is required.

In summary, this comment states that the Draft EIR does not support its findings with substantial evidence.

This comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the analyses in the Draft
EIR. Instead, as shown in Comments 1-17 through 1-20, concerns related to greenhouse gas emissions, air
quality, transportation, and hazards and hazardous materials are identified as specific examples of the
commenter’s concern. Please see Responses to Comments 1-17 through 1-20 for more discussion.

In summary, the comment begins with an overview of caselaw related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
and asserts the Draft EIR did not support its findings on GHG impacts, utilized an incorrect quantitative
analysis of GHG emissions, incorrectly relied upon an outdated quantitative GHG threshold, did not identify
a potentially significant GHG impact; did not consider performance-based standards under California Air
Resources Board’s (CARB’s) 2017 Scoping Plan or performance-based standards under Southern California
Association of Governments’ (SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) plan, and did not consider all feasible mitigation to reduce GHG emissions.

No details or substantiation for these comments is provided; rather, the comment summarizes in a bulleted
list the reasons that are discussed in detail the SWAPE letter dated April 12, 2021. Responses to the more
detailed issues raised in that letter are included in Responses to Comments 1-29 through 1-49 below. None
of the issues raised constitute new information that would result in significant impacts that would result in
the need for recirculation of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Responses to Comments 1-29 through 1-49 below.

In summary, the comment asserts the Draft EIR’s Air Quality analysis is not supported by
substantial evidence.

No details or substantiation for these comments is provided; rather, the comment summarizes in a bulleted
list the reasons that are discussed in detail the SWAPE letter dated April 12, 2021. Responses to the more
detailed issues raised in that letter are included in Responses to Comments 1-30 through 1-42 below
correspond to each of the bulleted items listed in the comment. None of the issues raised constitute new
information that would result in significant impacts that would result in the need for recirculation of the Draft
EIR. Please refer to Responses to Comments 1-30 through 1-42 below.

In summary, this comment states that the VMT analysis does not accurately reflect total VMT as home-based
VMT analysis does not includes trips made from the other uses on the Project site, such as retail and hotel.
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In the absence of VMT guidance from the City of EI Segundo, State CEQA guidance from the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) was used. This document provides suggestions to lead agencies
regarding methodologies to analyze VMT associated with a project. For residential projects, OPR
recommends that a proposed project exceeding a level of 15% below existing daily household VMT per
capita may indicate a significant transportation impact. Household VMT per capita for PCC was determined
by using the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) 2016 Regjional Transportation Plan
(RTP) travel demand model. The SCAG travel demand model identifies trip purposes as Home-Based Work
(HBW) and Home-Based Other (HBO), where trips have been produced by residential land uses and trips
have been attracted by nonresidential land uses. Therefore, all trips produced or attracted to the residential
use have been included in the VMT analysis for the project and provides an accurate estimate of the project
related VMT per capita or resident.

While this is a mixed-use project with retail uses, the State’s guidance does not require VMT analysis for
local-serving retail land uses on the grounds that they do not increase VMT and defines local serving as less
than 50,000 square feet. Since the proposed commercial components of the Project total 11,252 square
feet, (i.e., less than 50,000 square feet) the VMT analysis properly focused on the proposed residential
components of the Project. The hotel uses are already an existing use on the Project site and therefore, were
not included in the analysis.

This comment also includes a footnote referring to the City of Santa Clarita VMT Guidelines. The Santa
Clarita guidelines are intended to provide guidance for office, retail, and residential projects and thus
discusses all of the different trip types. The Santa Clarita guidelines follows the OPR guidance in screening
local serving retail projects with less than 50,000 square feet from VMT analysis as local serving retail
generally improves the convenience of shopping close to home and has the effect of reducing vehicle travel.
The guidelines also provides thresholds for each project type as outlined in the OPR guidance. Although
Santa Clarita’s local CEQA guidelines are in no way applicable to the City of El Segundo, it can be noted for
purposes of this response that the analysis done in this EIR is consistent with the Santa Clarita guidelines.
No change to the Draft EIR is required.

In summary, this comment states that additional investigation is required to characterize contamination on
the Project site associated with nearby contaminated sites, including the adjacent gas station and regional
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination.

With regards to the PCE and TCE contamination: As noted in the second paragraph of Draft EIR page 4.7-5,
groundwater flow is west-southwest, making the PCE contamination plume downgradient from the Project
site. The known and suspected contamination sources listed as part of the investigation are also
downgradient of the Project site. Investigations on nearby properties, conducted between 2016 and 2018,
further evidence the regional PCE and TCE contamination observed southwest of the subject property has
not impacted the area of the Project site (see Appendix F of the Draft EIR).

Furthermore, a soil vapor investigation was conducted at 650 and 700 N Pacific Coast Highway, less than
200 feet northeast of the Project site, did not identify PCE or TCE contamination in soil vapor above current
(2019) Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs) (City of El Segundo 2021). As such, there are no identified
sources of PCE or TCE on, adjacent to, or upgradient of the Project site, there is no evidence of contamination
upgradient of the Project site, and there is no evidence that the contamination plume has impacted the
Project site. The Phase | ESA determined that there were no conditions that would require further analysis.
Therefore, there is no evidence of impacts to future occupants.
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With regards to the gas station, it is noted that contamination may be present due to operational violations,
but contamination has not been identified during multiple former investigations. Out of an abundance of
precaution, MM-HAZ-2 was proposed to mitigate the most likely potential contamination which may be
identified during construction. Should any contamination be identified, it would be removed, the release
would be reported in accordance with environmental regulatory rules and regulations (California Code of
Regulations Title 19, Section 2631), and confirmation sampling would be conducted to confirm removal.
These actions would further remove potential impacts to future occupants during operation of the proposed
Project. No changes or additions to the project description or analyses included in the Draft EIR are required.

In summary, this comment states the Draft EIR’s Project Objectives are narrow and affect the consideration
of reasonable alternatives, specifically related to Project Objectives 1 and 5.

Each project objective was prepared in accordance with Section 15124(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Project Objective 1 is outlined in Draft EIR Section 3.5, Project Objectives, and states the following, “Provide
for comprehensive site planning that maintains the existing hotel uses while providing for a mixed-use
multiple-family and commercial neighborhood that is compatible with the surrounding land uses” (Draft EIR
page 3-18). Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, this objective is an accurate articulation of the Project
Applicant’s objective, which is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, and would allow for
consideration of a range of alternatives with reduced impacts on the environment. Alternative development
scenarios are not unduly constrained by the retention of the existing hotels, as additional residential and
commercial uses could occur in multiple configurations. Further, the commenter’'s potentially preferred
scenario of not maintaining the existing hotels would not be beneficial from an environmental perspective
(i.e., would increase demolition and construction-related impacts to the environment).

With regard to Objective 5, the comment notes the objective calls for “increasing the efficient use of land by
eliminating surface parking lots and providing parking garages that allow for sharing among hotel
commercial, and residential land uses.” Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, this objective is an accurate
articulation of the Project Applicant’s objective, which is also consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6, and would allow for consideration of a range of alternatives with reduced impacts on the
environment. Eliminating underutilized surface parking lots to allow for a densification of land use intensity
and a diversity of land uses that share parking facilities to minimize parking and encourage alternative
modes of transportation is specifically supportive of many City General Plan policies and objectives as
outlined in Table 4.9-1 in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, and SCAG RTP/SCS goals as outlined in Table
4.6-6 in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR.

Importantly, both of these Objectives allow for numerous potential alternative development scenarios that
involve both additional residential and commercial uses in multiple configurations. The retention of the
existing hotels and redevelopment of underutilized surface parking are objectives of the Project Applicant
and would not limit consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(c) states: “the range alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more
of the significant effects.” (emphasis added). Therefore, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, these two
Project Objectives would not “curtail any meaningful analysis or consideration of Project alternatives that
substantially reduce the Project’s environmental impacts.” No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

In summary, this comment cites provisions of the California Government Code and case law for background
on State planning and zoning law.
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The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

In summary, this comment states the Draft EIR does not demonstrate consistency with the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS), in accordance with SB 375, and cites Comments 1-28 through 1-51 for examples.

Draft EIR Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning discusses regional regulations such as the SCAG RTP/SCS
within Section 4.9.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances (Draft EIR page 4.9-4). Moreover, under
Section 4.9.4, Impact Analysis, and Table 4.6-6, Project Consistency with the Connect SoCal (SCAG 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS) within Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR analyzes the proposed
Project’s consistency with each goal identified within the SCAG RTP/SCS (Draft EIR pages 4.9-11 through
4.9-12 and 4.6-33 through 4.6-37). However, this particular comment does not identify the aforementioned
specific examples related to the analysis in the Draft EIR. Additionally, please see Responses to Comments
1-26 and 1-28 through 1-51, below, for more discussion.

In summary, this comment states the Draft EIR does not demonstrate consistency with State Housing
Element law and cites provisions of the California Government Code and case law for background.

Draft EIR Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning discusses the City’'s General Plan and zoning regulations
within Section 4.9.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances (Draft EIR pages 4.9-5 through 4.9-8).
Moreover, under Section 4.9.4, Impact Analysis, Table 4.9-1, General Plan Consistency Analysis, outlines
the applicable policies of the General Plan and analyzes the proposed Project’s consistency with each
applicable provision (Draft EIR pages 4.9-12 through 4.9-33). Applicable goals and policies of the City’s
Housing Element are identified and subsequent Project consistency analyses are detailed under Table 4.9-
1 on Draft EIR pages 4.9-20 and 4.9-21. The comment does not identify specific examples of inconsistency
within the Draft EIR’s consistency analysis.

Additionally, the comment asserts the Draft EIR does not analyze consistency with the latest Regjonal
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and states the Project as proposed does not include affordable housing
units. Moreover, the comment states the Draft EIR’s provision for a future development agreement should
be included within the Draft EIR’s Project Description.

Section 4.11, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR details Housing Element law and the City’s 5th and
6th Cycle RHNA allocation. Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR revised the City’s fair share
allocation for the 2021-2029 RHNA planning period. As such, the comment correctly states the City’s 6th
Cycle RHNA allocation. However, the comment incorrectly asserts Draft EIR page 4.11-6 as the latest RHNA
allocation. At the time of drafting the Draft EIR (February 2021), the City’s 5th Cycle RHNA allocation was
identified and discussed since this RHNA planning period ended in October 2021.. In anticipation of the 6th
Cycle, the Draft EIR includes Table 4.11-7, SCAG’s 6th Cycle Estimate of RHNA Allocation based on Approved
RHNA Methodology (Draft EIR page 4.11-10) and analyzes the Project’s contribution to the current planning
period in Section 4.11.4, Impact Analysis (Draft EIR page 4.11-17).

Lastly, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project proposes 263 new
housing units. Section 3.3.8, Development Agreement, further states (as the comment indicates) that
the Project would provide benefits including some provision of affordable housing in return for a
proposed Development Agreement between the City and the Applicant. Moreover, the Draft EIR states
“It]he full benefits will be negotiated between the parties but will not create any environmental impacts”
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(Draft EIR page 3-17). As shown above, the Draft EIR adequately analyzes Project consistency with the
City’s Housing Element and demonstrates the addition of 263 new units would contribute to the City’s
RHNA allocation for the 6th Cycle (which started in October 2021). Furthermore, the affordable housing
provision is outside the scope of CEQA. Per Section 15064 (e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “economic
and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” No changes to the Draft EIR’s project description or environmental analyses are
required. For informational purposes only, the Development Agreement (proposed at the time of
drafting these Responses to Additional Comments) is comprised of a total of 32 affordable housing
units (12% of the total housing units), including 1 very-low income unit and 14 low income units within
PCC South, and 2 very-low income units and 15 low income units in PCC North.

1-25 In summary, this comment requests for the Project’s denial and to revise and recirculate the EIR to address
the aforementioned concerns.

The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the City’s decision makers for their
review and consideration. The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

Response 1-26 is for “Exhibit A of A, March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai”

1-26 In summary, the commenter states that by implementing a local hire provision requiring 10-mile worker
trip lengths, the Project could reduce potential GHG emissions associated with construction worker trips.

This comment is interpreted to be a request that the City implement a “local hire” requirement on the
proposed Project, citing benefits to greenhouse gas, air quality, and transportation impacts through
decreased trip lengths. As stated in Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Air Quality, 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
and Section 4.13, Transportation, there are no significant short-term construction-related or long-term
operational environmental impacts that are related to the length of vehicle trips or the proximity of
workers to the Project site. CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the
construction scenario described in Section 4.6.3, Thresholds of Significance. Construction of the
proposed Project was anticipated to commence in October 2021 and reach completion in July 2024,
lasting a total of 34 months.! On-site sources of GHG emissions include off-road equipment and off-
site sources including haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. Overall, the Project was
estimated to result in approximately 1,977 MT CO2e per year and 66 MT CO2e amortized over 30 years
consistent with SCAQMD guidance, which states that construction emissions should be amortized over
30 years (SCAQMD 2008). Thus, the GHG analysis adds amortized construction emissions to the
estimated annual operational emissions and then compares operational emissions to the proposed
SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. As presented on Table 4.6-4 of the EIR, the Project’s
GHG emissions associated with development of the proposed Project would be 2,921 MT CO2¢, which
is below the SCAQMD GHG threshold of 3,000 MT CO2ze per year. No changes to the Draft EIR are
required and additional mitigation measures are not required to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore,
there is no obligation under CEQA to consider implementation of skilled and trained workforce
requirements, and no changes to the EIR are required.

1 As explained in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, October 2021 represents the earliest possible start date. In practice, construction
may begin at a later date. However, using an earlier start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario construction
impacts, because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards
for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles.
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Response 1-27 is for “Exhibits B and C of A, Curriculum Vitae for Paul Rosenfeld and Matt Hagemann”

1-27

This comment represents the curriculum vitae of Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., and Matt Hagemann, P.G.,
C.Hg. The comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No response is required.

Responses 1-28 to 1-50 are for “Exhibit D of A, SWAPE Letter to Greg Sonstein”

1-28

1-29

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s air quality,
health risk, and GHG impacts.

The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

In summary, the comment states that changes to the default modeling inputs in the CalEEMod
modeling were incorrect and questions the estimated GHG emissions quantified in the Draft EIR and
underlying assumptions included in the model.

As specifically identified in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2
User’s Tips documentation, "Users are encouraged to understand the defaults and provide site specific
data (e.g., construction schedule, construction equipment type, results of traffic study, predicted water
usage, etc.), if available, for a more accurate analysis" (CAPCOA 2017). As such, the changes to the
default CalEEMod assumptions for the project emissions modeling were appropriate based on
applicant input and project-specific information.

CalEEMod provides default values for input parameters such as for high-turnover restaurant, mid-rise
apartments, and retail square footages. After the minimum project characteristic and land use
information is inputted, CalEEMod provides default values so that the model may still be used to
evaluate emissions from a land use development project in the event that such detailed information is
not yet known (for instance, for a project in the planning stage). Similarly, CalEEMod provides a host of
default values for the construction emissions analysis. Construction default values were utilized where
Project information was not readily available. Default inputs that were updated according to information
provided by the applicant include construction schedule phase lengths for major activities (e.g.,
demolition, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating); construction equipment
lists for these major activities and hours of usage per day, construction truck and vehicle worker trips,
and grading/excavation information. The construction methodology including information provided by
the applicant are provided in the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.2-24 in Section 4.2.4, Approach and
Methodology and beginning on page 4.6-26, Section 4.6.3, Approach and Methodology.

Project-specific information was applied to the CalEEMod model where appropriate and based on
information obtained from the Project applicant regarding site-specific characteristics of the site and
Project components. The Project applicant and their contractor(s) represent ‘experts’ in estimating
construction activities for the Project based on their experience with similar projects and their need to
estimate construction activities, such as duration of construction and equipment needed, for
budgeting. Substantial evidence is defined in the CEQA statute to mean “facts, reasonable assumptions
predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (14 CCR 15384(b)). Because assumptions
provided the Project applicant and their team represent an expert opinion supported by facts, these
assumptions constitute substantial evidence under CEQA that can be used to more accurately estimate
project-generated emissions.
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1-30

Regarding operations, Project-specific data was used from the transportation analysis including the
Project’s trip generation rates for each land use type. The emissions estimates also assume compliance
with regulations (state or local) are also taken into account for certain input variables such as compliance
with building energy standards and utility renewable energy standards, as adopted by the State of
California, some of which are not currently programmed into the model by default since many laws have
been updated since the release of the model. Therefore, the use of Project-specific data in CalEEMod is
appropriate and fully in line with the CalEEMod User’s Guide and the Draft EIR’s analysis is based on
substantial evidence and is adequate as presented. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required.

Regarding the commenter’s question about CalEEMod input consistency with the Draft EIR, please refer
to Response to Comment 1-30.

In summary, the comment states that Appendix C-1 contains model inputs were not consistent with
information disclosed in the Draft EIR, specifically that the CalEEMod land use inputs were not
consistent with the project description land use metrics.

The minor discrepancy in the modeled inputs have been adjusted for the purpose of responding to this
comment and are presented below. As shown, adjustments to CalEEMod have been conducted, which
include revisions to the square footage as well as updates to the model. The Draft EIR CalEEMod inputs
assumed 314,659 square feet of residential space, 11,000 square feet of commercial/retail space,
and 763 parking spaces. The revised CalEEMod inputs assume 327,021 square feet of residential
development, 11,252 square feet of commercial/retail uses, and 792 parking spaces.

At the time that the Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was released and the time that the analysis
was prepared, the version of the CalEEMod was Version 2016.3.2 was the most appropriate and
available model to use for the analysis. CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0 was released in June 2021. As
with previous updates of CalEEMod, CalEEMod 2020.4.0 includes updates per current industry values
and bug fixes. The key changes incorporated into CalEEMod 2020.4.0 were incorporating the CARB
EMFAC 2017 update, including the Institute of Transportation Engineers 10th edition trip rates
released in 2017, and incorporation of 2019 Title 24 Standards. The results of this re-run of CalEEMod
to incorporate the minor discrepancies in the data inputs and the updated CalEEMod are shown below,
in comparison to the results shown in the Draft EIR. As shown, the changes in the CalEEMod outputs
are negligible when compared to the outputs in the Draft EIR and the significance thresholds. As such,
the negligible changes in modeling results shown below are not substantive, do not change the analysis
presented in the Draft EIR, do not result in new information, and do not require any revisions to the
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR.

A portion of Table 4.2-9 from Section 4.2, Air Quality of the Draft EIR is repeated below and includes
the estimated maximum daily construction emissions generated during construction of the proposed
Project as assessed in the Draft EIR as well as the emissions generated by the updated CalEEMod
analysis. Details of the updated emission calculations are provided in Appendix A to this document.
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Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.2-9. Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

VOCs NOx CcO SOx PM10 PM2.5
Maximum Construction Emissions Pounds per Day

Draft EIR Maximum Daily Emissions | 49.34 41.60 27.18 0.08 4,52 2.61

SCAQMD threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55

Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No
Updated Maximum Daily Emissions | 49.05 41.22 27.73 0.07 4,52 2.62
Difference | (0.29) (0.38) 0.55 (0.01) 0.00 0.01

Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Notes:

VOCs = volatile organic compounds; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.s = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Emissions noted in parentheses represents a negative number.

A portion of Table 4.2-10 from Section 4.2, Air Quality of the Draft EIR is repeated below and includes the
maximum daily area, energy, and mobile source emissions associated with operation (Year 2025) of the
proposed Project as assessed in the Draft EIR as well as the emissions estimated in the updated CalEEMod
analysis. Details of the updated emission calculations are provided in Appendix A to this document.

Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.2-10. Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions

VOC NOx (610) SO« PM1o PM2s
Total Operational Emissions Pounds per Day

Draft EIR Project Total 11.47 19.12 53.79 0.15 10.52 3.25

SCAQMD Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No
Updated Project Total 14.54 10.56 69.92 0.13 10.55 3.24
Difference 3.07 (8.56) 16.13 (0.02) 0.03 (0.01)

Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Notes:

VOCs = volatile organic compounds; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM1o = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.s = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Emissions noted in parentheses represents a negative number.

A portion of Table 4.2-11 from Section 4.2, Air Quality of the Draft EIR is repeated below and includes
the localized significance thresholds for construction activities of the proposed Project as assessed in
the Draft EIR as well as the emissions generated by the updated CalEEMod analysis. Details of the
updated emission calculations are provided in Appendix A to this document.

Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.2-11. Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis for Project Construction

NO2 CO PMa1o PM2s
Maximum On-Site Emissions Pounds per Day
Draft EIR Project Total 40.50 21.15 2.80 2.44
SCAQMD LST 91 664 5 3
LST exceeded? No No No No
Updated Construction Emissions 27.52 18.24 1.58 1.23
Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan Final EIR 12171

February 2022

279



Responses to Comments

Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.2-11. Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis for Project Construction

NO2 (6:0] PMa1o PM2s
Maximum On-Site Emissions Pounds per Day
Difference (12.98) (2.91) (1.58) (1.21)
LST exceeded? No No No No

Notes:

NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM1o = coarse particulate matter; PM2s = fine particulate matter; SCAQMD = South
Coast Air Quality Management District.

Emissions noted in parentheses represents a negative number.

A portion of Table 4.6-3 from Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR is repeated below
and includes the construction GHG emissions for construction activities of the proposed Project as
assessed in the Draft EIR as well as the GHG emissions generated by the updated CalEEMod analysis.
Details of the updated emission calculations are provided in Appendix A to this document.

Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.6-3. Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO2 CHa N20 CO2e
Total Construction Emissions Metric Tons per Year
Draft EIR Project Total 1,969.95 0.28 0 1,977.08
Updated Construction Emissions 1,851.36 0.26 0 1,877.17
Difference (118.59) (0.02) 0 (99.91)

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N20 = nitrogen dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.
Emissions noted in parentheses represents a negative number.

A portion of Table 4.6-4 from Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft EIR is repeated below
and includes the operational GHG emissions (including the amortized construction emissions) for
operational activities of the proposed Project as assessed in the Draft EIR as well as the GHG emissions
generated by the updated CalEEMod analysis. Details of the updated emission calculations are
provided in Appendix A to this document.

Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.6-4. Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO2 CHa N20 CO2e
Total Operational Emissions Metric Tons per Year
Draft EIR Project Total 2,435.45 1.17 0.02 2,920.96
Updated Operational Emissions 2,443.28 1.20 0.02 2,563.72
Difference 7.83 0.03 0 (357.24)

Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; CHa = methane; N20 = nitrogen dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent.
Emissions noted in parentheses represents a negative number.

The proposed Project’s construction health risk assessment (HRA) used the estimated annual
construction exhaust PM1o emissions as a surrogate for diesel particulate matter (DPM), generated
during construction of the Project. As presented in Additional Data for Draft EIR Table 4.2-9 above, the
revised estimations of construction emissions indicate that PMio emissions would not change
compared to what was estimated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the results of the HRA for the Project
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would remain unchanged and the Project would result in a less than significant impact after
implementation of mitigation measure MM-AQ-1.

As discussed in Section 4.4, Energy, of the Draft EIR, fuel consumption from construction equipment
was estimated by converting the total CO2 emissions from each construction phase to gallons using
conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. The conversion factor for gasoline is 8.78
kilograms per metric ton CO2 per gallon, and the conversion factor for diesel is 10.21 kilograms per
metric ton CO2 per gallon. Furthermore, fuel consumption from mobile trips, during both construction
and operations, was also estimated by converting the total CO2 emissions from the construction phase
to gallons using the conversion factors for CO2 to gallons of gasoline or diesel. As presented in
Additional Data for Draft EIR Tables 4.6-3 and 4.6-4 above, the revised CO2 emissions generated during
both construction and operations are expected to negligibly change compared to the CO2 emissions
estimated in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the petroleum consumption associated with the proposed Project
would not be considered inefficient or wasteful and impacts would remain less than significant impact.

1-31 In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR did not include the total amount of demolition haul
trips required for the Project and claims that the default number of demolition hauling trips was
underestimated by 431 trips.

CalEEMod provides default values for input parameters such as for high-turnover restaurant, mid-rise
apartments, and retail square footages. After the minimum project characteristic and land use
information is inputted, CalEEMod provides default values so that the model may still be used to
evaluate emissions from a land use development project in the event that such detailed information is
not yet known (for instance, for a project in the planning stage). Similarly, CalEEMod provides a host of
default values for the construction emissions analysis. Construction default values were utilized where
Project information was not readily available. Default inputs that were updated according to information
provided by the applicant include construction schedule phase lengths for major activities (e.g.,
demolition, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating); construction equipment
lists for these major activities and hours of usage per day, construction truck and vehicle worker trips,
and grading/excavation information. The construction methodology including information provided by
the applicant are provided in the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.2-24 in Section 4.2.4, Approach and
Methodology and beginning on page 4.6-26, Section 4.6.3, Approach and Methodology.

Haul truck trips during the demolition phase was based on demolition and earthwork quantities
provided by the Project’s applicant. During Phase 1, it was assumed that 41,660 square feet of
buildings and 6,000 square feet of pavement would require demolition. For Phases 2 and 3, it was
assumed that a total of 131,000 square feet of pavement would require demolition. In order to
estimate the number of haul trucks from pavement removal, CalRecycle’s Construction/Demolition and
Inert Debris Tools and Resources rate of 2,400 pounds per cubic yard of debris for asphalt was utilized.
Assuming a depth of 4 inches and an area of approximately 3.01 acres of pavement to be removed
would result in a volume of approximately 1,939 tons of debris. Therefore, Project was estimated to
result in 200 one-way haul trips during the demolition phase of Phase 1. In addition, the Project would
result in 200 one-way haul trips during the demolition subphase of Phase 2/3. The commenter states
that the model should have included 178,660-square-feet of demolition, which is an incorrect
assumption. CalEEMod estimates demolition trips based on the square footage of buildings to be
demolished and/or the tons of debris to be removed. The commenter incorrectly summed the existing
buildings square footage with the total pavement area, thus overstating the amount of haul trips
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required for the demotion phase, since the commenter states the total demolition of building material
would be 178,660-square-feet. Notably, pavement debris in CalEEMod is expressed as tons of debris,
not square footage of the area. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

1-32 In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly estimates the grading acreage.

The Project’s total acres of grading was accurately estimated in CalEEMod, which is based on Project
site specific information. As discussed in Section 3.1, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the total site
includes 6.23 acres, which includes the developed hotel properties. As such, 3.88 acres would be
subject to grading/construction activities for Phases 1 and 2/3. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion,
the text included from the CalEEMod User Guide does not demonstrate an insufficiency regarding the
analysis presented in the Draft EIR. The total net acreage to be graded of 3.88 acres, as provided by
the proposed Project applicant, was used to determine the total area to be graded during each grading
phase of the proposed Project. The text emphasized by the commenter appears to expressly condone
the use of the total area to be graded as a means of determining the amount of grading needed on the
site. Furthermore, each grading phase (Phase 1 and 2/3) is assumed to occur over two months, with
multiple pieces of construction equipment working within each of the sites for the duration of the
proposed Project’s construction. Two-month grading period for each phase with multiple pieces of
equipment working within the site, represents a reasonable, if not conservative, approach to analysis
for grading a total of 3.88 acres. Therefore, the model was updated based on site specific information
provided by the proposed Project applicant and no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

1-33 In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly makes adjustments to the material
moisture content contained in the model.

The default values in CalEEMod model for the road dust (e.g., material silt content, material moisture
content, and mean vehicle speed) are statewide averages used in the EPA’s AP-42 methods for
calculating fugitive dust emissions from paved and unpaved roads. Users are able to override the
defaults in CalEEMod if data specific to the project is known. Furthermore, local jurisdictions can also
provide guidance to users as to what default properly reflects known regional road dust parameters.
The proposed Project site is underlain by quaternary Dune Sand deposits, Appendix E of the Draft EIR.
It was determined that the proposed Project site is likely to be underlain by similar subsurface sandy
materials with a thin cap of artificial fill. Overall, the underlying soils are likely to be comprised of Dune
Sand deposits, which has a high concentration of sand that gives them a gritty feel, with varying amount
of silt and clay materials that should be slightly moist to moist and loose to very dense. Density is
anticipated to increase with depth. The proposed Project would be required to comply with the
provisions in SCAQMD Rule 403 to prevent, reduce or mitigate fugitive dust emissions from each
grading site. SCAQMD Rule 403 restricts visible fugitive dust to the project property line, restricts the
PM10 emissions to less than 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) and restricts the tracking out of
bulk materials onto public roads. Additionally, the proposed Project will utilize one or more of the best
available control measures (identified in the tables 1 and 2 of the rule), which may include adding
freeboard to haul vehicles, covering loose material on haul vehicles, watering of all active sites
periodically, maintaining moisture content of exposed soils, using chemical stabilizers and/or ceasing
all activities during periods of high wind. Furthermore, the geotechnical due-diligence report indicated
that the maximum moisture content of soils sampled was approximately 16.9%. In addition, the
percentage of silt in CalEEMod was adjusted based on the UC Davis Soil Resource Laboratory for the
Project area. The interactive tool allows for the identification of U.S. Department of Agriculture-National
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1-34

1-35

1-36

Cooperative Soil Survey (USDA-NCSS) soil survey data for locations throughout the State. Soils within
the Project area would be comprised of approximately 3.7% clay and 93% sand, with the remainder
being silt. Therefore, the model was updated based on site specific information the applied moisture
content of exposed soils and the excavation materials silt characteristics provided included in the
geotechnical due-diligence report by the proposed Project applicant in order to reduce fugitive dust
emissions during all graining and earthwork activities per SCAQMD Rule 403. Therefore, the model was
updated based on site specific information provided by the proposed Project applicant and no changes
to the Draft EIR are required.

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly makes adjustments to the material silt
content contained in the model.

Please see Responses to Comment 1-33.

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly makes adjustments to the haul trips
contained in the model. The number of hauling trips was collectively reduced by 386 trips, from the
cumulative default value of 2,506 trips to 2,120 trips.

The Project’s demolition and total acres of grading was accurately estimated in CalEEMod, which is
based on Project site specific information provided by the proposed Project applicant. Overall, the
proposed Project would result in the grading of 3.88 acres. Construction worker estimates and vendor
truck trips by construction phase were based on information provided by the Project applicant. Haul
truck trips during the demolition and grading phases were based on demolition and earthwork
quantities provided. During Phase 1, it was assumed that 41,660 square feet of buildings and 6,000
square feet of pavement would require demolition. For Phases 2 and 3, it was assumed that a total of
131,000 square feet of pavement would require demolition. Grading is estimated to involve 17,700
cubic yards of soil for export, which would be required for Phase 2. Per information provided by the
applicant, the Project was assumed to use haul trucks with a capacity of 20 cubic yards during
grading/excavation activities. Therefore, Project was estimated to result in 200 one-way haul trips
during the demolition phase of Phase 1. In addition, the Project would result in 200 and 1,720 one-
way haul trips during the demolition and grading subphases of Phase 2/3. The commenter states that
the model should have included at least 178,660-square-feet of demolition, which is an incorrect
assumption (refer to Response to Comment 1-31). CalEEMod estimates demolition trips based on the
square footage of buildings to be demolished and/or the tons of debris to be removed. The commenter
incorrectly summed the existing buildings square footage with the total pavement area, thus
overstating the amount of haul trips required for the demotion phase, since the commenter states the
total demolition of building material would be 178,660 square feet. Therefore, no changes to the Draft
EIR are required.

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR fails to mention or justify the changes to the
construction related architectural coating areas.

The CalEEMod model assumed the default architectural exterior and interior square footages as
presented in Appendix C-1 of the Draft EIR. CalEEMod however assumes that the Project’s total square
footage (325,659 square feet of buildings and 317,850 square feet of parking area) would undergo
application of architectural coatings for both Phases 1 and Phases 2/3 concurrently, thus
overestimating emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Therefore, in order to correctly
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1-37

1-38

estimate the application of architectural coatings for both Phase 1 and Phases 2/3, the default exterior
and interior square footages were utilized in the model which was reallocated based on the specific
development undertaken during Phase 1 and Phases 2/3. As previously discussed, Phase 1 would
include development of 3,273 SF of retail and 187 parking spaces; Phase 2 would include development
of 120 dwelling units (146,550 SF), 2,056 square feet of retail and 3,700 square feet of restaurant,
and 336 parking spaces; and Phase 3 would include development of 143 dwelling units (176,039 SF),
2,223 square feet of retail, and 240 parking spaces. Thus, the interior and exterior architectural square
footages used in CalEEMod reflect the specific land use quantities inputted in the land use section of
CalEEMod but adjusted for the specific construction phases (Phase 1 and Phases 2/3). Therefore, no
changes to the Draft EIR are required.

In summary, the comment states that the air quality and GHG emissions modeling underestimates the
number of weekday and Sunday trips during operations.

The proposed Project’s trip generation from Section 4.13, Transportation of the Draft EIR, indicated that
the overall trips generated from operations would be 2,517 weekday trips. The CalEEMod data was based
on 2,507 trips and has been updated for the purpose of this response, as demonstrated in Response to
Comment 1-29, which reflects that the proposed Project would generate approximately 2,517 trips. The
air quality and GHG emission calculations modeling were revised as presented in Tables 4.2-10 and Table
4.6-4. Furthermore, the commenters assertion that weekday and Sunday trips were underestimated are
incorrect. The Saturday and Sunday trip generation rates were adjusted based on the default proportions
allocated in CalEEMod, based on the weekday trip generation rates presented in Table 4.13-1 of Section
4.13, Transportation. As presented in Table 4.2-10 and 4.6-4, the proposed Project-generated criteria air
pollutant and GHG emissions would minimally change compared to the output presented in the Draft EIR,
assuming the same trip generation from Section 4.13, Transportation. Details of the updated emission
calculations are provided in Appendix A to this document.

In summary, the comment states that the air quality and GHG emissions modeling included
unsubstantiated changes to the default energy use values, and the model may underestimate the
Project’s energy-source operational emissions.

Page 4.2-28 of Section 4.2 discusses that the input parameters were adjusted in good faith in
compliance with the 2019 Title 24 standards since CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2 assumes compliance
with the 2016 Title 24 standards. The 2019 Title 24 standards are the currently applicable building
energy efficiency standards that became effective on January 1, 2020. As discussed in Section 4.2, Air
Quality (page 4.2-28), the California Energy Commission (CEC) Impact Analysis for the 2019 Update to
the California Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-Residential Buildings, the first-year
savings for newly constructed non-residential buildings, are 197 gigawatt hours of electricity, 76.6
megawatts of demand, and 0.27 million therms of gas, representing reductions from the 2016 Title 24
standard of 10.7%, 9%, and 1%, respectively. The first-year savings for multi-family buildings are 91
gigawatt hours, 4.1 megawatts of demand, and 0.25 million therms of gas. On a percent savings basis
compared to the 2016 standards, the multi-family, savings are 2% of electricity, 8% of demand and 5%
of gas. Furthermore, the 2022 Title 24 standards are under development. The 2022 standards focus
on four key areas in new construction: encouraging electric heat pump technology and use; establishing
electric-ready requirements when natural gas is installed; expanding solar photovoltaic system and
battery storage standards; and, strengthening ventilation standards to improve indoor air quality. In
August 2021, the CEC adopted the 2022 standards; but, before those standards can become effective,
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they must be approved by the California Building Standards Commission. If approved, the 2022 Title
24 standards will go into effect on January 1, 2023. Therefore, the Project would likely need to meet
the more stringent 2022 standards. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

1-39 In summary, the comment states that the air quality and GHG emissions modeling included
unsubstantiated changes to the default wastewater treatment system percentages. The model
assumes that the Project’s wastewater would be treated 100% aerobically. The commenter states that
the use of 100% aerobic wastewater treatment percentages in the model is incorrect.

As shown on Page 44, Appendix A, Calculation Details for CalEEMod solids produced from aerobic
processes are digested in anaerobic digesters; thus, anaerobic facilities are assumed in the CalEEMod
aerobic wastewater treatment process (CAPCOA 2017). Furthermore, the wastewater treatment system
assumptions are used by CalEEMod to quantify the Project’'s GHG emissions associated with
wastewater treatment. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

1-40 In summary, the comment states that the air quality emissions modeling included these measures,
based solely on the Project’s compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, is unsubstantiated.

The proposed Project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to control dust emissions
generated during the grading activities. Standard construction practices that would be employed to
reduce fugitive dust emissions include watering of the active sites three times per day depending on
weather conditions which was reflected in the modeling’s “mitigated” output which would result in a
55% reduction in fugitive dust emissions. As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR (page
4.2-14), the Project would be required to comply with all applicable SCAQMD Rules and Regulations,
including, but not limited to, Rule 401 (Visible Emissions), Rule 402 (Nuisance), and Rule 403 (Fugitive
Dust). Compliance with these rules would minimize fugijtive dust generated during Project construction
to the maximum extent practical. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

1-41 In summary, the comment states that the CalEEMod operational mitigation measures included in the
model are incorrect and may underestimate the Project’s operational emissions.

In order to capture the traffic reductions based on the Project’s site-specific location, the report on
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission
Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures was utilized. It is primarily focused on the
quantification of project-level mitigation of GHG emissions associated with land use, transportation,
energy use, and other related project areas. The Project would, improve the pedestrian network, this
measure will increase the sidewalk coverage to improve pedestrian access. Providing sidewalks and an
enhanced pedestrian network encourages people to walk instead of drive; improve transit access, the
proposed Project would provide new living and working opportunities in close proximity to transit, thereby
increasing ridership. Public transit that operates in the vicinity of the Project site includes the Metro C
Line (formerly Green Line) and multiple bus lines. The Metro C Line is a light rail line running between
Redondo Beach and Norwalk, with the closest station approximately 0.51-mile east of the Project site.
There are two Metro bus lines, one Beach Cities bus line, and two Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) Commuter Express lines that run in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area (Metro
Line 232; Metro Line 625; Beach Cities Line 109; LADOT Commuter Express 438; and LADOT Commuter
Express 574); and would be located in an area with high destination accessibility, the Project site is
located within an urbanized portion of the County of Los Angeles with access to housing and employment.
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The commenter also states that the water reduction measures applied in CalEEMod was incorrect. The
20x2020 Water Conservation Plan sets forth a statewide road map to maximize the state’s urban water
efficiency and conservation opportunities between 2009 and 2020, and beyond. It aims to set in
motion a range of activities designed to achieve the 20% per capita reduction in urban water demand
by 2020. These activities include improving an understanding of the variation in water use across
California, promoting legislative initiatives that incentivize water agencies to promote water
conservation, and creating evaluation and enforcement mechanisms to assure regional and statewide
goals are met. Furthermore, the Project would be required to meet the California Green Building
Standards Code, also called the “CALGreen Code.” As mandated by law, California buildings must
reduce the maximum flow of water by 20% on all plumbing fittings and fixtures. Therefore, a 20%
reduction in water usage was applied in CalEEMod in compliance with the CALGreen Code and state
water reduction goals.

This commenter also states that the Draft EIR's GHG analysis incorrectly assumes reductions
associated with solid waste emissions. The Draft EIR’s assumption that the Project would reduce the
amount of solid waste that would be landfilled by 50% was based on mandatory compliance with AB
939, AB 341, and AB 1826 (as discussed in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions). The Project
would also provide storage areas for recyclables and green waste, as well as food waste storage.
Therefore, the Project would comply with AB 939, AB 341, and AB 1826 would ensure that the
anticipated solid waste reductions are realized. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required.

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR diesel particulate matter health risk emissions are
inadequately evaluated and their screening-level construction HRA indicates a potentially significant impact.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion the construction HRA relies upon a flawed air model, and as
discussed in Response to Comments 1-29 through 1-35, the CalEEMod User’s Tips documentation,
"Users are encouraged to understand the defaults and provide site specific data (e.g., construction
schedule, construction equipment type, results of traffic study, predicted water usage, etc.), if available,
for a more accurate analysis". As such, the changes to the default CalEEMod assumptions for project
emissions modeling were appropriate based on applicant input and Project-specific information.

The commenter also states that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the Project’s operational health risk
impacts. The Project would not result in a long-term source of TAC emissions. No residual TAC emissions
and corresponding cancer risk are anticipated after construction, and no long-term sources of TAC
emissions are anticipated during operation of the Project. Additionally, CARB has published the Air
Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (CARB 2005), which identifies
certain types of facilities or sources that may emit substantial quantities of TACs and therefore could
conflict with sensitive land uses, such as “schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare
centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential communities.” The Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook is a guide for siting of new sensitive land uses, but it does not mandate specific separation
distances to avoid potential health impacts. The enumerated facilities or sources include the following;:

. High-traffic freeways and roads
. Distribution centers

. Rail yards

o Ports
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. Refineries

° Chrome plating facilities

) Dry cleaners

. Large gas dispensing facilities.

The Project would not include any of the previously listed land uses and would not expose sensitive receptors
to TAC emissions from these sources.

Regarding the commenter’'s assertion that health risk impacts from Project operation should also be
evaluated, a 30-year exposure duration vastly exceeds the 6-month requirement set forth by Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). As discussed in the construction HRA (Appendix C-2
of the Draft EIR), the construction HRA was performed in accordance with the OEHHA approved the 2015
Risk Assessment Guidelines Manual (OEHHA 2015). SCAQMD requires that all HRAs prepared for CEQA
documents follow SCAQMD policies in conjunction with the 2015 Risk Assessment Guidelines Manual. For
the purposes of the construction HRA, given the less-than-lifetime exposure period, and the higher breathing
rates and sensitivity of children to construction-generated TACs, the cancer risk calculation assumes that
the exposure would affect children early in their lives. For the residential health risk, the HRA assumes
exposure would start in the third trimester of pregnancy and occur for 34 months, over the duration of
construction activities.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion of the incorrect application of construction-related mitigation and
failure to adequately analyze health risks associated with DPM, the commenter uses a screening
model, known as AERSCREEN, to evaluate health risk impacts from diesel emissions during
construction of the proposed Project. While the AERSCREEN model is an acceptable model by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) and SCAQMD, it is a screening model. As a screening model,
it overestimates impacts with the general understanding that if AERSCREEN does not show impacts,
then impacts would also not occur if a more detailed analysis is conducted using a more refined model.
AERSCREEN is a simplified model in that it does not consider meteorological data or topographical
data. AERSCREEN assumes calm wind conditions at all times and a stable atmosphere (i.e., no
atmospheric mixing). AERSCREEN also has simplified emissions input fields such that it typically
overestimates emission impacts from varying construction activities.

In addition, the SCAQMD does not have guidance requiring that construction and operational health
risk be evaluated together. Based on an email from Michael Krause, Planning and Rule Manager with
SCAQMD, who is an expert, a project’s construction and operational health risks need to be evaluated
separately. Thus, the construction HRA is analyzed in accordance with industry guidance and an
operational HRA is not necessary.

Further, the comment states that the commenter prepared a screening-level health risk assessment
using changed CalEEMod inputs with the assumption that health risks should be combined for
construction and operation of the Project. The commenter has not provided any substantive comments
that would alter model inputs or the findings of the emissions calculations in the Draft EIR. Construction
health risks were evaluated in the Draft EIR using the EPA and SCAQMD refined model, known as
American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model (AERMOD). This
model takes into account meteorological data and topographical data. It also accounts for the
geography of a project site, locations of emissions sources, the time of day emissions would occur,
locations of sensitive receptors, and other factors to a much greater degree than AERSCREEN, which
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better represents the real world environment. Based on the construction HRA using this refined model,
AERMOD, using AERMOD methodologies from the SCAQMD, and using the age sensitivity factors and
other health risk evaluation parameters recommended by the SCAQMD and the Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk impacts were determined to be less than the SCAQMD
significance thresholds for cancer risk and non-cancer chronic risk for DPM after implementation of
MM-AQ-1, which would require the use of Tier 4 interim equipment for all construction equipment
greater than 75 horsepower.

The analysis was modeled to assume a construction start date of October 2021, which represented
the earliest date of construction at the time the analysis was prepared, anticipating when air quality
and GHG assessments would be initiated.2 Assuming the earliest start date for construction represents
the worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions because equipment and vehicle
emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards for in-use off-
road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles
in later years. Tier 4 standards for engine horsepower between 11 horsepower and 75 horsepower
were available starting in 2008. For engines with horsepower between 75 and 175, Tier 4 engines were
available starting in 2012. For engine horsepower between 175 and greater than 1,200, Tier 4 engines
were available starting in 2011. As such, equipment engines that meet Tier 4 emission standards are
currently available at the time of this analysis, and would continue to be available during the Project’s
construction years (through 2024) (USEPA 2016).

Furthermore, an exemption from using Tier 4 equipment may be granted by the City of El Segundo if
the Project proponent documents that equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available and
provided corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions are achieved from other
construction equipment. For example, if a Tier 4 Interim piece of equipment is not reasonably available
at the time of construction and a lower tier equipment is used instead (e.g., Tier 3), another piece of
equipment would be replaced with an alternative-fueled (not diesel-fueled) equipment to offset the
emissions associated with using a piece of equipment that does not meet Tier 4 standards. As such,
the use of the air quality modeling results is correct and is appropriately relied upon. The Draft EIR
adequately evaluated the proposed Project’s potential health risk impacts from construction and
determined that they would be less than significant after implementation of MM-AQ-1.

Therefore, based on the above considerations the Draft EIR’s health risk analysis is adequate as presented.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s GHG analysis, as well as the subsequent less-than-
significant impact conclusion is incorrect.

Please see the following Responses to Comments:

1) The Draft EIR’s quantitative GHG analysis relies upon an incorrect and unsubstantiated air
model; Please refer to Responses to Comments 1-29 through 1-41.

2) The Draft EIR’s quantitative GHG analysis relies upon an outdated threshold; Please refer to
Response to Comment 1-45.

As explained in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, October 2021 represents the earliest possible start date. In practice, construction

may begin at a later date. However, using an earlier start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario construction
impacts, because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards
for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles.
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3) The Draft EIR’s unsubstantiated air model indicates a potentially significant impact; Please refer
to Response to Comment 1-46.

4) The Draft EIR fails to consider the performance-based standards under CARB’s Scoping Plan;
Please refer to Response to Comment 1-47.

5) The Draft EIR fails to consider the performance-based standards under SCAG’s RTP/SCS; Please
refer to Response to Comment 1-48.

1-44 The commenter states that the modeling underestimates the Project’s emissions, and the Draft EIR’s
guantitative GHG analysis should not be relied upon to determine Project significance.

Please see Responses to Comments 1-29 through 1-41.

1-45 The commenter states that the Draft EIR incorrectly applies the GHG threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year.
Regarding the commenters assertion that the Draft EIR used an outdated quantitative GHG threshold,
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) formed a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold
Working Group to work with SCAQMD staff on developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds until
statewide significance thresholds or guidelines are established. From December 2008 to September
2010, the SCAQMD hosted working group meetings and revised the draft threshold proposal several
times, although it did not officially provide these proposals in a subsequent document. The SCAQMD
has continued to consider adoption of significance thresholds for residential and general land use
development projects. The most recent proposal, issued in September 2010, uses the following tiered
approach to evaluate potential GHG impacts from various uses (SCAQMD 2010):

Tier 1 Determine if CEQA categorical exemptions are applicable. If not, move to Tier 2.

Tier 2 Consider whether or not the project is consistent with a locally adopted GHG reduction plan
that has gone through public hearing and CEQA review, that has an approved inventory,
includes monitoring, etc. If not, move to Tier 3.

Tier 3 Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of screening thresholds
for individual land uses. The 10,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2¢e)
per year threshold for industrial uses and stationary projects would be recommended for
use by all lead agencies. Under option 1, separate screening thresholds are proposed for
residential projects (3,500 MT COze per year), commercial projects (1,400 MT COze per
year), and mixed-use projects (3,000 MT COze¢ per year). Under option 2, a single numerical
screening threshold of 3,000 MT COze per year would be used for all non-industrial
projects. If the project generates emissions in excess of the applicable screening threshold,
move to Tier 4.

Tier 4 Consider whether the project generates GHG emissions in excess of applicable
performance standards for the project service population (population plus employment).
The efficiency targets were established based on the goal of AB 32 to reduce statewide
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2020 efficiency targets are 4.8 MT COze per
service population for project level analyses and 6.6 MT CO2e per service population for
plan level analyses. If the project generates emissions in excess of the applicable efficiency
targets, move to Tier 5.
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Tier 5 Consider the implementation of CEQA mitigation (including the purchase of GHG offsets)
to reduce the project efficiency target to Tier 4 levels.

Based on the supporting analysis outlined in SCAQMD'’s draft GHG guidance and meeting notes, this
3,000 MT CO2¢e per year level would capture 90% of GHG emissions from new residential or commercial
projects in the region (SCAQMD 2008). This type of market capture analysis captures a substantial
fraction of the GHG emissions from future development to accommodate for future population and job
growth and excludes small development projects that would contribute a relatively small fraction of the
cumulative statewide GHG emissions.

Therefore, the Draft EIR relies on use of the 3,000 MT CO2e per year threshold because it has been
recommended by SCAQMD and SCAQMD is an expert agency in the region. Furthermore, the SCAQMD
provides substantial evidence that the thresholds are consistent with policy goals and 2050 GHG
emissions reduction targets set by the State. Specifically, the thresholds were set at levels that capture
90% of the GHG emissions form the above-described uses, consistent with Executive Order (EO) S-3-05
target of reducing GHGs to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR would result in potentially significant GHG emissions
exceeding the 2030 “Substantial Progress” threshold of 660 MT CO2e per service population per year
and AEP’s “2030 Land Use Efficiency Threshold” of 2.6 MT CO2e per service population per year.

Overall, the CEQA Guidelines do not prescribe specific methodologies for performing an assessment,
do not establish specific quantitative thresholds of significance, and do not mandate specific mitigation
measures. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines emphasize the lead agency’s discretion to determine the
appropriate methodologies and thresholds of significance consistent with the manner in which other
impact areas are handled in CEQA (CNRA 2009). State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 states that
a lead agency shall make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to describe, calculate, or
estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency has the discretion to
determine, in the context of a particular project, whether to: (1) use a model or methodology to quantify
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, and which model or methodology to use, or (2) rely
on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards. The City appropriately applied their
discretion to apply a numeric GHG threshold recommended by the SCAQMD and is not required to apply
alternative thresholds as recommended by the commenter. Regarding the commenters assertion that
the Project would result in significant GHG emissions, as presented in Table 4.6-4 of Section 4.6,
Greenhouse Gas of the Draft EIR, GHG emissions associated with development of the proposed Project
would be below the SCAQMD GHG threshold of 3,000 MT COze per year, with the Project resulting in
approximately 2,921 MT CO2ze per year. Response to Comments 29 through 49 discusses the adequacy
of the utilized CalEEMod input parameters.

In summary, the comment states that their modeling indicates that the Project’s VMT would exceeds
the CARB 2017 Scoping Plan projections for 2010, 2025, and 2030.

CARB released the updated Mobile Source Strategy that demonstrates how the State can
simultaneously meet air quality standards, achieve 2030 and 2050 GHG emission reduction targets,
decrease health risk, and reduce petroleum consumption from the transportation sector. CARB
developed a scenario-based modeling system that was used to identify foreseeable emission
reductions associated with existing mobile-source regulations, and to explore different combinations
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of further advancements in technologies, fuels, and transportation system efficiencies. This modeling
usefully relates VMT and GHG metrics to each other, and can be a useful source of information for
planners considering projects using one or the other of these metrics. Specifically, in support of the
Mobile Source Strategy, CARB developed two scenarios using the model that are particularly relevant
with respect to GHG emissions from the transportation sector. Notably, the baseline scenario
represents the mobile-source GHG emissions reductions associated with existing mobile-source
controls, regulations, foreseeable deployment of technology, and current projections of VMT included
in the existing RTP/SCSs adopted by the State’'s 18 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)
pursuant to SB 375. Furthermore, the Cleaner Technologies and Fuels (CTF) scenario evaluates what
level of additional deployment of cleaner vehicle technologies and fuels combined with slower growth
in VMT would be necessary to achieve state air quality targets and climate goals of 40% reduction in
GHG emissions from 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% by 2050. The existing total VMT per capita (2015-
2018 average) was 24.6 and the existing light-duty VMT per capita (2015-2018 average) was 22.2.

As presented in Section 4.13, Transportation, the daily household VMT per capita for the Project -was
determined by using the SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS travel demand model (SCAG 2016). The SCAG travel
demand model identifies trip purposes as Home-Based Work and Home-Based Other, where trips have
been produced by residential land uses and trips have been attracted by nonresidential land uses. The
other trip type, Non-Home-Based, is produced and attracted by nonresidential land uses. The average
trip length and vehicle trips for all Home-Based Work and Home-Based Other productions are used to
calculate the daily household VMT per capita for residential uses.

Residential is already an existing land use in the Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ) located in the City
in which the Project is located, and the model therefore includes residential trips and average trip
lengths. It is assumed that the Project’s residential trips would have the same characteristics as the
existing residential trips in the zone. The VMT per capita assumed for the Project site was therefore
based on the vehicle trips and average trip lengths for the TAZ in which the Project is located from the
SCAG model, which indicates a daily household VMT per capita of 10.9 for all home-based production
trips within the TAZ, which is 23% below the City’s VMT of 14.2. As such, the proposed Project’s daily
household VMT would not conflict with the transportation assumptions embedded in the 2017 Scoping
Plan and with 2050 State climate goals. Therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required and
impacts would remain less than significant.

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider performance-based goals under
SCAG’s RTP/SCS and SB 375 (e.g., per capita emission targets or VMT per capita benchmarks).

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 states that a lead agency should make a good-faith effort,
based on available information, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG emissions
resulting from a project. A lead agency has the discretion to determine, in the context of a particular
project, whether to: (1) use a model or methodology to quantify GHG emissions resulting from a project,
and which model or methodology to use; or (2) rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based
standards. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the City has not adopted quantitative project-level significance
thresholds for assessing impacts related to GHG emissions applicable to the proposed Project,
therefore, the SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e was used to assess the Project’s GHG emissions
as discussed above.
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As discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation of the Draft EIR, as the City has not yet adopted new
transportation impact study guidelines including the VMT metric and significance criteria in compliance
with Senate Bill (SB) 743 guidelines, the impact thresholds used for this Project are based on the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines. The proposed Project is estimated to
generate 10.9 daily household VMT per capita, which is lower than 15% below the existing City daily
household VMT per capita, and the Project was determined to have a less-than-significant VMT impact.
Given the less than significant VMT impact, the GHG emissions from per capita VMT associated with
the Project are assumed to be consistent with the VMT goals of the 2017 Scoping Plan and SCAG’s
2020-2045 RTP/SCS. Furthermore, Impact GHG 4.6b evaluates the consistency of the Project with
plans adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions separate from the quantitative analysis. The
Project is found to be consistent with the applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce GHG
emissions, including the emissions reduction measures discussed within 2017 Scoping Plan, Assembly
Bill (AB) 32, EO S-3-05 and B-30-15, and SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. The Specific Plan allows land
use designations which creates a mix of land uses that are within walking distance of one another, and
introduces retail uses along the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) to provide streets that are attractive to
pedestrians. The Project would promote healthy, walkable communities. Therefore, if the Project would
not conflict with these plans, the City would be able to achieve its GHG reduction goals, and, therefore,
these plans can be used at a Project level to show that a project would not have a significant cumulative
effect on the environment as it relates to GHG impacts.

As the substantial evidence provided on pages 4.6-29 through 4.6-46 of Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, of the Draft EIR shows, the Project would be consistent with the applicable provisions of
these plans. Therefore, the Draft EIR properly concludes, based on substantial evidence, that the
Project’s GHG impacts are less than significant and mitigation measures are not required.

In summary, the comment states that the Project would result in potentially significant health risk and
GHG impacts that should be mitigated further, thus, the Project should incorporate the mitigation
measures provided.

Please see Responses to Comment 1-42.

Additionally, it is important to note, CEQA does not require adoption of every imaginable feasible
mitigation measure. CEQA’s requirement applies only to feasible mitigation that will “substantially
lessen” a project’s significant effects. (Public Resources Code, § 21002.) As explained by one court: A
lead agency’s “duty to condition project approval on incorporation of feasible mitigation measures only
exists when such measures would [avoid or] ‘substantially lessen’ a significant environmental effect.”
(San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d
1502, 1519.) “Thus, the agency need not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme
brought to its attention or proposed in the project EIR.” (Ibid.) Rather, an EIR should focus on mitigation
measures that are feasible, practical, and effective. (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa
County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 365.). Furthermore, as presented in Section
4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed Project would not result in
significant impacts requiring the need for additional mitigation.

In summary, this comment provides a generic disclaimer about the comment letter. The comment does
not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR;
therefore, no further response to this comment is required.
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Responses 1-51 through 1-52 are for “Attachments A through F of Exhibit D of A”

1-51 The commenter provided their own health risk, air quality, and GHG calculations to determine
significance of the Project due to construction and operations. The comment does not raise any specific
concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further
response to this comment is required.

1-52 In summary, this comment provides the curriculum vitae of Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., and Matt Hagemann,
P.G., C.Hg. The comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

Response 1-53 is for “Exhibit B, April 12, 2021 SWRCC Letter”

1-53 This comment represents a copy of an email from the commenter to the City dated April 12, 2021 with
a reference to an attachment. The City assumes the attachment is in reference to the aforementioned
comments. No further response is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter 2

Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility
(“SAFER”, via Lozeau Drury LLP)
December 9, 2021

In summary, this comment includes an introductory statement for the comment letter and asserts the
Final EIR does not adequately inform about or analyze environmental impacts, and does not impose
feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts. Additionally, the comment notes further comments
within Comment Letter 2 were prepared with the assistance of Francis “Bud” Offermann, P.E., CIH
(included as Comments 2-9 and 2-10). Please see Response to Comments 2-9 and 2-10 for more
discussion. The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

In summary, this comment correctly summarizes the Project Description for the proposed Project.
However, the comment states the site is bound by Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) to the north.
For informational purposes, LAX is not located immediately adjacent to the Project site, but instead 0.5-
mile to the north. The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

In summary, this comment cites various excerpts of case law and related to CEQA’s legislative intent to
inform decision makers and the public and avoid and reduce environmental impacts or adopt a
statement of overriding considerations. The EIR for the proposed Project was prepared in compliance
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section
15000 et seq. The comment does not raise any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no further response to this comment is required.

In summary, this comment states that the Project would expose residents and commercial employees
of the Project to significant impacts related to indoor air quality, and in particular, emissions of the
cancer-causing chemical formaldehyde.

Workers are not considered sensitive receptors under CEQA but are covered by the standards and
protocols of the Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA). Discussion of impacts on
indoor air quality on future occupants of new construction is not specified or required by the City’s CEQA
Guidelines, State CEQA Guidelines, or California’s air district guidelines. California air districts base
their thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes on the levels that scientific and factual data
demonstrate that the air basin can accommodate without affecting the attainment date for the state
and federal ambient air quality standards (AAQS). The AAQS is based on maximum pollutant levels in
outdoor air that would not harm the public’s health. Furthermore, the commenter speculates on indoor
air quality associated with finishes used on building material and furniture. Indoor air quality does not
rise to the level of substantial evidence because it is generalized and does not address the specific
impacts of this Project. Building materials are required to reduce exposure to toxic substances through
compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board
regulations, such as 40 CFR Part 770, Formaldehyde Emission Standards for Composite Wood
Products. The regulations typically apply to manufacturers, distributors, importers, fabricators, and
retailers of the products. All building materials used for the project would be required to comply with
the applicable federal and state standards.
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The Project (both nonresidential and residential uses) will need to comply with the 2019 CALGreen
Code, which specifies that composite wood products (such as hardwood plywood and particleboard)
meet the requirements for formaldehyde as specified in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic
Control Measures. The 2019 CALGreen building code also does not allow added formaldehyde-based
resins or ultra-low emitting formaldehyde resins, and requires documentation of compliance with the
California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic Control Measures. (See Section 5.504.4.5, Chapter 5, Part
11, 2019 California Green Building Standards Code, July 2019, incorporated herein by this reference.)
Furthermore, the 2019 Title 24 standards increased the level of air filtration required for new
residential construction, from minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) 6 to MERV 13, per American
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE), with the stated goal of
reducing indoor PM2.5 concentrations. To accommodate the higher efficiency filter requirements, the
proposed changes would also require that return grilles be able to accommodate at least a 2-inch deep
filter to ensure that MERV 13 filters can be installed with minimal impact on HVAC system performance.
MERV 13 filters remove at least 90% of particles sized 3.0 and 10.0 microns, 85% of particles sized
1.0 to 3.0 microns, and 50% of particles sized 0.3 to 1.0 microns, which would minimize the potential
for new residents to be exposed to substantial TAC and PM2.5 emissions. The commenter is
speculating in the assertion that composite wood materials would be used in the interior of the building.
Indoor building materials will not be known until the building permit stage, and as stated above, these
materials will be required to comply with the California Air Resources Board and 2019 CALGreen
building code.

The commenter’s conclusions were not based on the assumption that the Project would be built in
accordance with CARB'’s Air Toxic Control Measures and 2019 CALGreen building code. The commenter
provides no evidence to substantiate a contrary conclusion that in spite of the proposed Project using
materials that comply with the standards of the CARB’s Air Toxic Control Measures, the proposed
Project would still expose occupants to toxic substances that results in exceeding the SCAQMD CEQA
significance health risk threshold. No changes to the Draft EIR is required.

In summary, this comment states that the SWRCC included a memorandum which concluded that there is
Substantial Evidence that the Project will have significant adverse air quality, health risk, and GHG impacts.

The SWRCC letter has been responded to in full in Response to Comment Letter 1 (see Responses to
Comments 1-1 through 1-53) in this document. As discussed in these responses, all comments raised
have been addressed and no new significant environmental impacts were raised that were not
adequately addressed through the Draft EIR.

The commenter states that there is substantial evidence that the Project may have a significant health
impact as a result of DPM.

The SWRCC letter included similar assertions regarding DPM-related health risk. See Comment Letter
1 (Response to Comment 1-42) in this document. As discussed in this response, the comment raised
has been addressed and no new significant environmental impacts were raised that were not
adequately addressed through the Draft EIR.

The commenter states that they believe that the impact conclusions contained in the Draft EIR are
inadequate. Specifically, the commenter states that the Project would result in significant impacts
based on 1) The Draft EIR’s quantitative GHG analysis relies upon an incorrect and unsubstantiated air
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2-10

211

2-12

model; 2) The Draft EIR’s quantitative GHG analysis relies upon an outdated threshold; 3) The Draft
EIR’s unsubstantiated air model indicates a potentially significant impact; 4) The Draft EIR fails to
consider the performance-based standards under CARB’s Scoping Plan; and; 5) The Draft EIR fails to
consider the performance-based standards under SCAG’s RTP/SCS.

The SWRCC letter included similar assertions related to the Draft EIR’s greenhouse gas emission
analysis. See Comment Letter 1 (Response to Comment 1-43) in this document. As discussed in this
response, the comment raised has been addressed and no new significant environmental impacts were
raised that were not adequately addressed through the Draft EIR.

This comment notes the aforementioned comments (included as Comments 2-4 through 2-7) as
reasons why the EIR is inadequate. Additionally, the comment expresses opposition to the proposed
Project. The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the City’s decision
makers for their review and consideration.

The commenter states that the Project would expose residents and commercial employees of the
Project to significant impacts related to indoor air quality, and in particular, emissions of the cancer-
causing chemical formaldehyde.

Please see Response to Comment 2-4.

This comment includes the curriculum vitae of Francis “Bud” J. Offermann Il, P.E., CIH. The comment
does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the environmental analysis in
the Draft EIR. No response is required.

In summary, the comment states that the Draft EIR did not support its findings with substantial evidence.

This comment is a direct repeat of comments provided in Comment Letter 1 (see Responses to
Comments 1-8 through 1-25). As discussed in the responses, the comments raised have been
addressed and no new significant environmental impacts were raised that were not adequately
addressed through the Draft EIR.

The commenter provides technical modeling to discuss the potential for local hire requirements to
reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the potential GHG impacts.

This comment is interpreted to be a request that the City implement a “local hire” requirement on the
proposed Project, citing benefits to greenhouse gas, air quality, and transportation impacts through
decreased trip lengths. As stated in Draft EIR Sections 4.2, Air Quality, 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
and Section 4.13, Transportation, there are no significant short-term construction-related or long-term
operational environmental impacts that are related to the length of vehicle trips or the proximity of
workers to the Project site. CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the
construction scenario described in Section 4.6.3, Thresholds of Significance. Construction of the
proposed Project is anticipated to commence in October 2021 and reach completion in July 2024,
lasting a total of 34 months.3 On-site sources of GHG emissions include off-road equipment and off-

3 As explained in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, October 2021 represents the earliest possible start date. In practice, construction
may begin at a later date. However, using an earlier start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario construction
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2-14

2-15

site sources including haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. Overall, the Project was
estimated to result in approximately 1,977 MT CO2e per year and 66 MT CO2e amortized over 30 years,
consistent with SCAQMD guidance which states that construction emissions should be amortized over
30 years (SCAQMD 2008). Thus, the GHG analysis adds amortized construction emissions to the
estimated annual operational emissions and then compares operational emissions to the proposed
SCAQMD threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. As presented on Table 4.6-4 of the EIR, the Project’s
GHG emissions associated with development of the proposed Project would be 2,921 MT CO2e, which
is below the SCAQMD GHG threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. No changes to the Draft EIR are
required and additional mitigation measures are not required to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore,
there is no obligation under CEQA to consider implementation of skilled and trained workforce
requirements, and no changes to the EIR are required.

This comment represents the curriculum vitae of Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., and Matt Hagemann, P.G.,
C.Hg. The comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No response is required.

The commenter states that the input parameters of the air quality and GHG modeling are unsubstantiated.

This comment is a direct repeat of comments provided in Comment Letter 1 (see Responses to
Comments 1-28 through 1-51). As discussed in the responses, the comments raised have been
addressed and no new significant environmental impacts were raised that were not adequately
addressed through the Draft EIR.

This comment represents the curriculum vitae of Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., and Matt Hagemann, P.G.,
C.Hg. The comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the
environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No response is required.

impacts, because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards
for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles.
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Response to Verbal Comment 1

Nino Mascolo
Individual
December 9, 2021

In summary, this comment states the Draft EIR does not adequately address water quality and water supply
under drought conditions. Additionally, the comment expresses concern with the Project’s water consumption.

The commenter was not specific in their concerns related to water quality. Please see Draft EIR Section
4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, for discussion related to existing regulations and Project-specific
analysis related to water quality standards.

In summary, this comment states the Draft EIR does not analyze Project impacts to water supply. As
mentioned by the commenter, a Water Supply Will Serve Letter (included as Appendix G-2 of the Draft
EIR) was referenced in the Draft EIR’s analysis. Appendix G-2 was prepared by the City’s Water
Department to support the analysis contained within Section 4.15, Utilities and Service Systems, of the
Draft EIR and represents assurance for the Project’s anticipated water demands by providing and
requiring potable water connections. In return, the City will charge the Project Applicant various fees
for providing potable water and wastewater services to serve the proposed Project (Draft EIR page 4.15-
21). Additionally, the Draft EIR summarizes applicable components and cites the City’s Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP), which provides scenarios for anticipated water supply and demand,
including availability to serve during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. As detailed further in Section
4.15, it was determined that the City would be able to meet the demand proposed by the Project and
result in less than significant impacts (Draft EIR pages 4.15-19 through 4.15-22). No change or addition
to the EIR’s environmental analyses are required.

In summary, this comment states comments related to parking. The comment expresses support for
Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR’s conclusion suggesting the following:

“A before and after study could be conducted on the adjacent residential streets to
understand if the project has an effect on street parking. Based on the results of the study
and if desired by the City and the residents in the adjacent neighborhoods, a residential
parking district could be implemented to deter non-residential users from parking on the
street.” (Appendix J-2 page 14)

Moreover, the comment correctly states impacts to parking are not within the scope of the
environmental analysis as required by CEQA. Nevertheless, this suggestion to provide parking permits
for residents and employees will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration.

Additionally, the commenter suggests the Project’s future residents and users would not park in the
proposed parking structure, stating the structure is too far from the proposed units. For clarification,
each area within the Project site would provide parking spaces as shown in Table 3-2, Conceptual Site
Plan and Specific Plan Buildout Summary, within Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. No
change or addition to the EIR’s environmental analyses are required.
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1-3 This comment notes discussion within the Section 4.13, Transportation, of the Draft EIR which states
five study intersections are projected to operate at a level of service (LOS) E or worse during AM or PM
peak periods under Future Plus Project conditions (Draft EIR pages 4.13-19 and 4.13-20). Moreover,
the comment suggests mitigation should be incorporated to reduce impacts.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13, Project improvements are planned for the eastbound lane of
Mariposa Avenue at PCH (see Development Standard C.1 of the Specific Plan), which would be
reconfigured as a part of the proposed Project, from one left lane and one through-right lane to one
left, one through, and one right-turn lane. This infrastructure improvement has been taken into account
for the plus-Project scenarios of the environmental analysis. The plus-Project scenarios of the impact
analysis have also been analyzed without the Project improvement to show its potential benefit when
compared to the baseline conditions (Draft EIR page 4.13-15). The analysis shows that LOS at Mariposa
Avenue and PCH is better with the addition of the Project-related improvement than without. A queuing
analysis was conducted for the eastbound approach with and without Project improvement to show the
potential improvement in queue length. The results of this analysis are shown in Appendix E of the TIA
(Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR) (Draft EIR page 4.13-19).

However, the commenter’s concern for traffic congestion is no longer considered an environmental
topic of concern under CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). The Draft EIR
includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) for
informational purposes only. The analysis is included as it relates to the applicability of General Plan
policies (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1). Although, automobile delay and traffic
congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment, analysis was prepared related to the
Project’s consistency with Section 15064.3(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. No change or addition to
the EIR’s environmental analyses are required.
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Response to Verbal Comment 2

Byron Washum
Individual
December 9, 2021

2-1 In summary, this comment states an intention to provide written comments addressing parking and

traffic impacts as well as “transformative changes” resulting from the Project. Without specific
comments related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no response is required.
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Response to Verbal Comment 3

Ray Lawson
Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters
December 9, 2021

31 The commenter notes his representation with the Southwest Regional Carpenters union, and states
hiring local members to work on the proposed Project would help reduce impacts to greenhouse gas
emissions. The comment further details example benefits of the union. This comment does not express
specific concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Nevertheless, the
comment will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration.
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43

Response to Verbal Comment 4

Paul Morrison
Individual
December 9, 2021

This comment notes that he lives across for the proposed parking structure and expresses concerns
with Project-related impacts, detailed below. This comment does not express specific concerns related
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Please see Responses to Comments 4-2
through 4-3 for more discussion.

This comment raises concern for the displacement of residents due to construction-related impacts
associated with noise, vibration, and air quality, which would displace nearby residents. The Draft EIR
analyzed impacts related to noise and vibration as well as air quality within Sections 4.10, Noise and
4.2, Air Quality, respectively. If impacts were determined to be potentially significant, mitigation was
incorporated to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. All thresholds of significance for noise
and air quality were reduced to be less than significant with the exception of Threshold 4.2(a), where it
was determined that there is no feasible mitigation measure for population growth in the context of the
assumptions underlying the Air Quality Management Plan. However, construction-related impacts
associated with these environmental topic areas are not applicable to Threshold 4.11(b) regarding
displacement of “substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.” Displacement refers to the physical displacement of people or
housing. As described in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Population and Housing, no housing uses are located
on the Project site and Project implementation would not require demolition of existing housing or
displace people or housing. Construction-related impacts associated with the Project would not
physically displace residents surrounding the Project site. No change or addition to the environmental
analysis found within the Draft EIR is required.

In summary, this comment states the Project Applicant and the City should consider mitigation for
residents with lower incomes. This comment does not express specific concerns related to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Furthermore, impacts to rents, for example, are
outside the scope of CEQA. Per Section 15064 (e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “economic and social
changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”

In conclusion, the comment suggests periodic evaluation of the potential impacts as a result of the
proposed Project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, to ensure that the mitigation
measures identified in the EIR are implemented, the City must adopt a program for monitoring or
reporting on the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. The
“mitigation monitoring and reporting program” is monitored by the City to ensure that all mitigation
measures have been implemented to the satisfaction of the City. Additionally, the comment regarding
periodic evaluation will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration.
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Response to Verbal Comment 5

Amalia Fuentes
Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility ("SAFER")
Individual
December 9, 2021

The commenter referenced a written letter that was submitted on April 12, 2021 that has substantial
evidence of a significant health risk impact from indoor air quality issues. Case law determines that
agencies should study impacts on projects’ residents. Future residents of the project will be exposed
to a cancer risk of 120/1,000,000. Project employees will be exposed to a cancer risk of
17.7/1,000,000. Both of these exceed the California environmental quality act threshold of
10/1,000,000. This assumes that all the material will meet air quality management district regulations.

Workers are not considered sensitive receptors under CEQA but are covered by the standards and
protocols of the Occupational Health and Safety Administration (OSHA). Discussion of impacts on
indoor air quality on future occupants of new construction is not specified or required by the City’s CEQA
Guidelines, State CEQA Guidelines, or California’s air district guidelines. California air districts base
their thresholds of significance for CEQA purposes on the levels that scientific and factual data
demonstrate that the air basin can accommodate without affecting the attainment date for the state
and federal ambient air quality standards (AAQS). The AAQS is based on maximum pollutant levels in
outdoor air that would not harm the public’s health. Furthermore, building materials are required to
reduce exposure to toxic substances through compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and the California Air Resources Board regulations, such as 40 CFR Part 770, Formaldehyde
Emission Standards for Composite Wood Products. The regulations typically apply to manufacturers,
distributors, importers, fabricators, and retailers of the products. All building materials used for the
project would be required to comply with the applicable federal and state standards.

The Project (both nonresidential and residential uses) will need to comply with the 2019 CALGreen
Code, which specifies that composite wood products (such as hardwood plywood and particleboard)
meet the requirements for formaldehyde as specified in the California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic
Control Measures. The 2019 CALGreen building code also does not allow added formaldehyde-based
resins or ultra-low emitting formaldehyde resins and requires documentation of compliance with the
California Air Resources Board’s Air Toxic Control Measures. (See Section 5.504.4.5, Chapter 5, Part
11, 2019 California Green Building Standards Code, July 2019, incorporated herein by this reference.)
Furthermore, the 2019 Title 24 standards increased the level of air filtration required for new
residential construction, from minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) 6 to MERV 13, per American
Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE), with the stated goal of
reducing indoor PM25 concentrations. To accommodate the higher efficiency filter requirements, the
proposed changes would also require that return grilles be able to accommodate at least a 2-inch deep
filter to ensure that MERV 13 filters can be installed with minimal impact on HVAC system performance.
MERV 13 filters remove at least 90% of particles sized 3.0 and 10.0 microns, 85% of particles sized
1.0 to 3.0 microns, and 50% of particles sized 0.3 to 1.0 microns, which would minimize the potential
for new residents to be exposed to substantial TAC and PM2s emissions. Furthermore, building
materials will be required to comply with the California Air Resources Board and 2019 CALGreen
building code.
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5-2

The commenter’s conclusions were not based on the assumption that the Project would be built in
accordance with CARB’s Air Toxic Control Measures and 2019 CALGreen building code. The commenter
provides no evidence to substantiate a contrary conclusion that in spite of the proposed Project using
materials that comply with the standards of the CARB’s Air Toxic Control Measures, the proposed
Project would still expose occupants to toxic substances that results in exceeding the SCAQMD CEQA
significance health risk threshold. No changes to the Draft EIR is required.

The commenter states the Project will have DPM impacts on sensitive receptors within 125 meters of
the project site. These sensitive receptors will be exposed to a cancer risk of 79/1,000,000 which also
exceeds the related threshold.

Construction health risks were evaluated in the Draft EIR using the EPA and SCAQMD refined model,
known as American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD). This model takes into account meteorological data and topographical data. It also accounts
for the geography of a project site, locations of emissions sources, the time of day emissions would
occur, locations of sensitive receptors, and other factors, which represents the real world environment.
Based on the construction HRA using this refined model, AERMOD, using AERMOD methodologijes from
the SCAQMD, and using the age sensitivity factors and other health risk evaluation parameters
recommended by the SCAQMD and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA),
health risk impacts were determined to be less than the SCAQMD significance thresholds for cancer
risk and non-cancer chronic risk for DPM after implementation of MM-AQ-1, which would require the
use of Tier 4 interim equipment for all construction equipment greater than 75 horsepower.

The analysis assumes a construction start date of October 2021, which represented the earliest date
of construction when air quality and GHG assessments were initiated.4 Assuming the earliest start date
for construction represents the worst-case scenario for criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions
because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more
stringent standards for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover
replacing older equipment and vehicles in later years. Tier 4 standards for engine horsepower between
11 horsepower and 75 horsepower were available starting in 2008. For engines with horsepower
between 75 and 175, Tier 4 engines were available starting in 2012. For engine horsepower between
175 and greater than 1,200, Tier 4 engines were available starting in 2011. As such, equipment
engines that meet Tier 4 emission standards are currently available at the time of this analysis, and
would continue to be available during the Project’s construction years (through 2024). Please refer to
the US EPA’s Nonroad Compression-lgnition Engines: Exhaust Emission Standards for details
(available: https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P1000A05.pdf).

Furthermore, an exemption from using Tier 4 equipment may be granted by the City of El Segundo if
the Project proponent documents that equipment with the required tier is not reasonably available and
provided corresponding reductions in criteria air pollutant emissions are achieved from other
construction equipment. For example, if a Tier 4 Interim piece of equipment is not reasonably available
at the time of construction and a lower tier equipment is used instead (e.g., Tier 3), another piece of
equipment would be replaced with an alternative-fueled (not diesel-fueled) equipment to offset the

As explained in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, October 2021 represents the earliest possible start date. In practice, construction
may begin at a later date. However, using an earlier start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario construction
impacts, because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards
for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles.
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emissions associated with using a piece of equipment that does not meet Tier 4 standards. As such,
the use of the air quality modeling results is correct and is appropriately relied upon. The Draft EIR
adequately evaluated the proposed Project’s potential health risk impacts from construction and
determined that they would be less than significant after implementation of MM-AQ-1.

Therefore, based on the above considerations the Draft EIR’s health risk analysis is adequate as presented.
5-3 The commenter states that the Draft EIR has flaws in the calculations of GHG from the Project.

The SWRCC letter included similar assertions related to the Draft EIR's greenhouse gas emission
analysis. See Comment Letter 1 (Response to Comment 1-29) in this document. As discussed in this
response, the comment raised has been addressed and no new significant environmental impacts were
raised that were not adequately addressed through the Draft EIR.
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6-3

6-4

6-5

66

Response to Verbal Comment 6

Maria Barron
Individual
December 9, 2021

This comment provided the resident’s address, which is within the vicinity of the Project site. However,
this comment does not express specific concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s
environmental analysis. No response is required.

The comment expresses similar concerns as mentioned by other speakers related to noise, pollution,
and parking. The comment does not express specific concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR’s environmental analysis. For informational purposes, the Sections 4.10 (Noise), 4.2 (Air Quality),
4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality), and 4.13 (Transportation) address the aforementioned areas of
concern. No further response is required.

This comment disagrees with the suggestion made by Nino Mascolo (see Response to Comment 1-2)
regarding parking permits for Project residents. Instead, this comment suggests parking permits should
be given to existing residents surrounding the Project site to allow for parking on the street. This
comment does not express specific concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental
analysis. No response is required. Nevertheless, this comment will be provided to City decision makers
for their review and consideration.

In summary, this comment states Project-related impacts associated with noise and pollution will be
“unbearable” for nearby residents. The Draft EIR analyzed Project-related impacts in accordance with
the State CEQA Guidelines and existing relevant plans, policies, and programs. As mentioned above,
Sections 4.10 (Noise), 4.2 (Air Quality), and 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) address the
aforementioned environmental topics of concern. Impact determinations are summarized in Table ES-
1 as mentioned previously. If impacts were determined to be potentially significant, mitigation was
incorporated to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. All thresholds of significance for noise,
air quality, and hydrology and water quality were reduced to be less than significant with the exception
of Threshold 4.2(a), where it was determined that there is no feasible mitigation measure for population
growth in the context of assumptions used for the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan.
Nevertheless, this comment will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration.

This comment notes a City program that provided double-paned windows to residents. However, the
comment states the program ended and asks for the program to be restored. This comment does not
express specific concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. No
response is required. Nevertheless, this comment will be provided to City decision makers for their
review and consideration.

In summary, this comment states opposition to the Project’s proposed residential unit count and
proposed height. The commenter’'s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the City’s
decision makers for their review and consideration.
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Response to Verbal Comment 7

Matthew Klemp
Individual
December 9, 2021

In summary, this comment states he lives nearby the Project site. In addition, the commenter notes
two previously submitted letters on the Draft EIR but states no response other than they would be
included in the administrative record was made. Please see Response to Comment I-21 within Chapter
2, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR for more discussion on previously submitted comments
from “Matthew Klemp”.

Additionally, the comment expresses concern related to noise, parking, and traffic. The Draft EIR analyzed
Project-related impacts in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines and existing relevant plans,
policies, and programs. Sections 4.10 (Noise) and 4.13 (Transportation) address the aforementioned
topics of concern. Impact determinations are summarized in Table ES-1 as mentioned previously. If
impacts were determined to be potentially significant, mitigation was incorporated to reduce impacts to
a less-than-significant level. All thresholds of significance for noise and transportation were reduced to be
less than significant. This comment does not express specific concerns related to the adequacy of the
Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. No further response is required.

In summary, this comment questions the Draft EIR’s assumptions of walkability and transit of current
and future residents and visitors of the city. The following response includes portions of Response to
Comment Letter I-21 (included within Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR):

The EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed Project based on the existing conditions
of the Project site and area; applicable standards that are in place at the local, regional, state, and
national levels; and, conservative assumptions based on default data from similar project types. While
the availability of transit and the mixed-use nature of the Project and its surroundings may present a
potential environmental benefit and are features discussed in the EIR, the environmental conclusions
in the EIR do not hinge upon widespread use of alternative transport modes amongst the future
residents, employees, guests, and visitors of the proposed Project. Rather, the analysis assumes that
a majority of the future residents, employees, guests, and visitors would use single-occupancy vehicles.

Regarding the Project’s proximity to downtown EI Segundo, the distance is approximately 1.5 miles,
which equates to an approximately 30-minute walk. While the potential for walking to downtown is
mentioned in the EIR and is set forth as part of one of the Project objectives, the analysis in the EIR is
not based on the potential for future Project residents to walk to downtown El Segundo. Rather, a
conservative trip credit for alternative transport modes was taken for the purposes of the Project’s
vehicle trip calculations. The trip credit is minimal (5% of the Project’s total vehicle trips) and is based
on the mixed-use nature of the Project and Project area, combined with proximity to transit.

The analysis in the EIR assumes that 5% of the Project trips would take transit, walk, or bike. However,
U.S. Census data from 2019 shows that 6.7% of residents in El Segundo take transit, walk, or bike. As
such, data collected in the Project area indicates that the assumptions in the EIR analysis for use of
alternative transportation modes are conservative in nature and that the EIR assumes reduced use of
alternative transportation modes relative to current rates of use in the surrounding community. While
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the EIR describes the transit-oriented nature of the proposed Project and its proximity to existing
businesses and services, the quantitative analyses (e.g., traffic generation, traffic-related noise
generation) remain conservative with respect to vehicle use versus alternative transportation use.
Furthermore, no additional walk/bike/transit trip generation credit was taken in the Draft EIR for the
Project’s proximity to Downtown El Segundo.

The comment also states that there is a lack of reliable transit in the Los Angeles area. However, the
Metro C Line Mariposa Station is 0.51-mile from the Project site. Metro Line 232, LADOT Commuter
Express Line 574, and Beach Cities Transit Line 109 also run along Pacific Coast Highway with stops
near the Project site. Metro C Line Mariposa Station is considered to be within walking distance of the
Project site (see Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR). The distance between the Project site and the Mariposa
Station equates to an approximately 12-minute walk. Metro Route 232 has average headways of 20
minutes during weekday morning peak periods and 30 minutes during weekday afternoon peak periods
(Draft EIR, Appendix J-1). Furthermore, to provide a better bus system for Los Angeles County, the
NextGen Bus Plan was approved in October 2020 by Metro. Service improvements are planned for
Metro Route 232 to provide a 15-minute frequency during peak hours. Nevertheless, as described
above, the trip credits taken in the EIR analysis for transit use are conservative with respect to existing
reliance on transit, walking, and bicycling in the surrounding community.

Finally, the Project site is adjacent to a transit-priority area, which is an area delineated by SCAG to identify
locations where transit use is practical and where transit-oriented development is encouraged. Plans and
policies are in place at the local, regional, and state level to encourage increased use of alternative modes
of transportation and to support mixed-used and higher density housing near transit. The proposed
Project is supportive of these policies, as it would locate higher density housing and mixed-use
development in proximity to transit. As these plans and policies are carried out, the use of alternative
modes of transportation is also expected to increase over time, particularly in urbanized areas.

In summary, this comment questions the Draft EIR’s assumptions of vehicles per unit for future
residents of the proposed Project. The proposed Project includes an adequate amount of parking and
would provide parking garages for the on-site residents, hotel guests, employees, and restaurant/retail
patrons. Because the proposed Project would provide sufficient parking, and because parking
adequacy is not considered an impact on the environment, no parking-related mitigation measures are
required under CEQA. While CEQA does not require an analysis of parking, a parking evaluation was
nevertheless included as part of the Draft EIR for informational purposes and in response to community
concerns For more information, please see Section 4.13.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-2 of the
Draft EIR. No change or addition is required of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis. Nevertheless,
this comment will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration.

Additionally, the comment asserts walkability assumptions within the Draft EIR. For more discussion on
walkability, please see Response to Comment 7-2, above.

The comment also raises concerns for traffic congestion on Mariposa Avenue and Pacific Coast
Highway. The commenter’s concern for traffic congestion is no longer considered an environmental
topic of concern under CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). The Draft EIR
includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) for
informational purposes only. The analysis is included as it relates to the applicability of General Plan
policies (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1). Although, automobile delay and traffic
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congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment, analysis was prepared related to the
Project’s consistency with Section 15064.3(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Finally, the comment asserts the Draft EIR excludes single-family homes as sensitive receptors to noise.
This comment is similar to Comment 121-8 (included within Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, of the
Final EIR). The comment incorrectly states that single-family homes were not included in the noise
analysis for the Draft EIR. As noted in Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR:

“Additional sensitive receptors are located farther from the Project site in the surrounding
community, such as single-family residences west of Washington Street, and due to this
increased distance (over 500 feet from the Project boundary), those receptors would be
less impacted by noise and vibration levels than the above-listed sensitive receptors” (Draft
EIR pages 4.10-5 and 4.10-6).

Therefore, single-family homes were not excluded from the Draft EIR as noise-sensitive receptors; the
nearest sensitive receptors are analyzed to provide the most conservative analysis. No change or
addition is required of the Draft EIR’s environmental analysis.

In summary, this comment states opposition to the Project’s proposed density, trip generation, and
parking. The comment asserts the proposed Project would exacerbate existing parking and traffic
conditions. For discussion on the Project’s impacts to parking and traffic, see Response to Comment
7-3, above. The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the City’s decision
makers for their review and consideration.

In summary, this comment states alternative sites should be considered for the proposed Project. This
comment is similar to Comment 121-12 (included within Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, of the
Final EIR). As such, following response includes portions of Response to Comment 121-12:

Alternatives to the proposed Project, including alternate locations, are evaluated in Chapter 6 of the
Draft EIR. Alternate locations to the proposed Project site were ultimately rejected as infeasible. The
reasons for this conclusion are summarized below, followed by a description as to why the commenter’s
specific suggestions for alternate locations are determined to be infeasible.

Infeasibility of Alternate Locations

1) Alternate locations would not avoid or reduce the Project’s environmental impacts. As stated
in Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines, the key question and first step in analyzing
alternative sites is whether any of the significant effects of a project would be avoided or
substantially lessened by putting that project in another location. Only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of a project need to be considered in
the EIR. There are no significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project
that relate to the location of the Project site, and development of the Project on another site in
the City is not likely to lessen or avoid the environmental impacts that require mitigation.
Rationale for this determination is provided in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR.

2) No known sites are available within the City of an approximately equivalent size to the Project

site that could be redeveloped with a mixed-use, hotel, commercial, and residential
development. One of the factors for feasibility of an alternative, as defined in the CEQA
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Guidelines, is “whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have
access to the alternative site.” The City evaluated the possibility for other sites, and this
evaluation is summarized in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR. The City determined that potential
alternate locations were not suitable due to a variety of factors (land use designations,
hazardous site conditions, and/or property ownership.)

Suggested Alternate Locations

The commenter’s specific suggestions for alternate locations are addressed as follows:

East of Pacific Coast Highway or south of Grand Avenue. The commenter suggests developing
the proposed Project on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway and/or to the south of Grand
Avenue. The commenter presents the option of rezoning a site on the east side of Pacific Coast
Highway to accommodate mixed-use residential. As stated in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR,
development of the Project on another site along Pacific Coast Highway could provide a transition
from the City’s offices to the east and residential uses to the west, similar to the proposed Project
site. However, other sites along Pacific Coast Highway were determined to be infeasible because
no such sites are under control by the Project applicant, which is a factor for feasibility under
CEQA. Additionally, other sites along Pacific Coast Highway may not be considered by the City to
be appropriate for the increased height and density that is proposed for the Project. Furthermore,
locating residential uses east of Pacific Coast Highway would place new residents farther away
from services and amenities, such as parks, City Hall, the police station, and schools. This may
result in increased vehicle trips within the City and/or increased development impacts, in the
event that new public services and amenities need to be developed elsewhere in the City.
Residents would also be required to cross Pacific Coast Highway to access public services, which
could present increased traffic safety effects. The City did consider a parcel located near Pacific
Coast Highway and Rosecrans Avenue, between The Point Shopping Center and Plaza El
Segundo. However, the parcel is between two sets of railroad tracks and is contaminated due to
historic heavy industrial uses. Further, the former owner, Chevron, recorded restrictions on most
of the properties in this area to prohibit residential and hotel uses. In general, the areas south of
Grand Avenue are highly industrialized, and adding residences to this area would likely introduce
an incompatible land use.

In conclusion, the City acknowledges the comment and it will be provided to City decision makers for
their review and consideration.
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