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NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

September 26, 2025

From: County of Los Angeles,
Department of Economic
Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th
Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90020

To: State Clearinghouse,
Responsible and Trustee
Agencies, and Interested
Individuals

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting

The County of Los Angeles, Department of Economic Opportunity
(County), will serve as the Lead Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to prepare a Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) to the County’s previously certified
2014 LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan EIR (2014 Master
Plan EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2014051061)* for the Los Angeles
County General Hospital Campus Community Plan (Proposed Project).
While some elements of the 2014 Master Plan have been implemented
to date, the Proposed Project would include a new Master Plan that
would serve as the guiding document to facilitate future redevelopment
of the Project Site.

! Following certification of the 2014 Master Plan EIR, the County approved three Addenda
to that EIR, including one in 2017 regarding the Recuperative Care Village Phase |, one in
2023 regarding the Recuperative Care Village Phases IV and V, and one in 2025
regarding the General Hospital and West Campus Stabilization Project. All prior CEQA
approvals will be discussed in the SEIR.
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The County is soliciting input from responsible and trustee agencies as well as other agencies
required to receive this notice; the State Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation; and members
of the public, organizations, and any other interested parties regarding the scope and content of
the information to be included and analyzed in the SEIR. In addition, pursuant to Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 21092.4(a), the Proposed Project is considered a project of statewide, regional,
or areawide significance such that transportation planning agencies shall be consulted and have
been included in this solicitation. Agencies should comment on the elements of the environmental
information that are relevant to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the Proposed
Project. The SEIR will serve as the environmental document for responsible and trustee agencies
when considering any discretionary approvals related to the Proposed Project. As required by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a)(a), this Notice of Preparation (NOP) provides a description of
the project, location of the project, and probable environmental effects of the project. A
description of existing conditions is also provided in this NOP.

1. Project Location: The Project Site encompasses approximately 81.9 acres that make up the Los
Angeles County General Hospital Campus (also referred to as the Campus) at and around 1200
State Street, on parcels of land owned by the County within the City of Los Angeles. As owner of
the Project Site, the County is bound only by its own policies and regulations when considering
future development and activities that implement the Proposed Project, including projects and
activities undertaken by private entities in furtherance of the Proposed Project.

The Project Site includes a main campus and four areas separated from the main campus by local
roadways; this is the same area evaluated in the 2014 Master Plan EIR. The main campus is
generally bounded by Zonal Avenue, North Mission Road, Marengo Street, and North Chicago
Street. State Street bisects the main campus (see Figure 1, Project Location). The Project Site is not
on a hazardous waste site that is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code.

2. Existing Conditions: The parcels that make up the Project Site are owned by the County,
designated as Public Facilities by the City of Los Angeles General Plan, and are zoned for public
facilities (PF-1) by the City of Los Angeles. According to the City of Los Angeles Northeast Los
Angeles Community Plan, the area around the Campus is defined as being part of a Community
Center land use area. State Street is the only street that provides vehicular traffic that crosses the
main campus. It bisects the Campus between Zonal Avenue on the north and Marengo Street on
the south and provides bus, shuttle, and private vehicle access to the existing plaza at General
Hospital.
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The area of the main campus east of State Street contains the majority of the active clinical (both
inpatient and outpatient) services on the Campus. This area contains the Los Angeles General
Medical Center, central plant, the outpatient department building, and clinic tower. The Los
Angeles General Medical Center buildings are connected to parking structure 9 by a pedestrian
bridge that crosses over Marengo Street. This area is the primary public-facing portion of the Los
Angeles General Medical Center.

Completed in 1933, the former General Hospital is the dominant building on the east side of the
main campus because of its height and presence on a crest within the Campus. General Hospital, at
1.2 million square feet and 19 stories, was built along with two administrative buildings, a
gatehouse, and a utility tunnel and bridge. Several modular structures have been added at the
historic entry plaza as well as to the north, east, and south of General Hospital.

The area of the main campus west of State Street includes the Los Angeles County Medical
Examiner’s facilities, on-grade and structural parking, and support buildings, many of which are
one-story modular buildings. Most of the modular buildings will be undergoing demolition
pursuant to previous County approvals from the 2014 Master Plan, including, but not limited to,
outbuildings, warehouses, and barracks. The County medical examiner’s administration building,
pharmacy building and viaduct, old administration building, west central power plant, and
gatehouse are on the southwest corner of the main campus. In the northern portion of the main
campus, at the southwest corner of Mission Road and Zonal Avenue, is the location of phases IV
and V of the Recuperative Care Village (psychiatric subacute facility, mental health urgent care
center, and the residential withdrawal management facility) that is currently under construction
(the former Women’s and Children’s Hospital site).

Directly across the street from the main campus to the northwest, at the northwestern corner of
Mission Road and Griffin Avenue, is a cluster of Spanish Colonial buildings that house facilities for
administration, counseling, social work, facilities support, and clinical support. This area includes

the College of Nursing and Allied Health as well as parking lot 14.

At the northeast corner of this intersection is a vacant lot that previously was developed with
several medical buildings, parking lot 15, Livingstone annex, and employee childcare center (since
moved to State Street in the main campus).

At the southeast corner of Mission Road and Zonal Avenue at 1300 Mission Road is Building C of
the Los Angeles General Medical Center (formerly known as the Rand Schrader Clinic); the
Carpenter’s Mill building, known as “Big Blue;” and parking lot 6A.

At the time of issuance of this NOP, several components analyzed in previous environmental
documentation for the Project Site are complete or underway (namely, demolition of the former
Women's and Children’s Hospital to allow for the construction of the Recuperative Care Village),
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with several buildings approved for demolition, including, but not limited to, outbuildings,
warehouses, and barracks. These activities are being conducted pursuant to the County’s approval
of two addenda to the 2014 EIR in 2014 and 2017. In addition, seismic stabilization and selective
demolition will be underway in General Hospital pursuant to the County’s June 2025 approval of
an addendum to the 2014 Master Plan EIR.

3. Description of the Proposed Project: The Proposed Project includes implementation of a new
Master Plan that would guide future redevelopment of the Project Site into a mixed-use
community. This would include development of residential uses, including affordable housing.
Commercial/retail, hospitality, community benefits, educational facilities, warehouse, general
office, medical office, hospital, and industrial uses would also be developed across the Campus.
Implementation of the Master Plan would include adaptive reuse of the 1.2-million-square-foot
General Hospital to accommodate a range of uses, as listed previously. Parking, open spaces, and
infrastructure improvements would be implemented across the Project Site. Demolition of existing
buildings is proposed. The new Master Plan would serve as a regulatory document with central
concepts for design and connectivity in the Campus that would serve as a guide for future
redevelopment of the Project Site.

4. Probable Environmental Effects: The Draft SEIR will include information about the conclusions
from the analysis conducted in the 2014 Master Plan EIR and subsequent addenda. The Draft SEIR
will focus on potentially significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project and will identify
the reasons that other effects will not be potentially significant. An initial study was not required to
determine that an SEIR will be prepared and therefore was not prepared, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15063(a).

The environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR will include potential preconstruction, construction,
and operation impacts as well as any project-specific and cumulative effects. The Draft SEIR will
evaluate all 20 of the environmental topics required by current (2025) CEQA Guidelines Appendix
G; however, based on the 2014 Master Plan EIR and current available information, it is anticipated
that the following topics could result in potential significant environmental effects—aesthetics, air
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use, noise,
population and housing, public services, recreation, tribal cultural resources, transportation,
utilities and service systems, and wildfire. Consistent with the 2014 Master Plan EIR, it is
anticipated that the Proposed Project would not have the potential to adversely affect agriculture
and forestry resources and mineral resources, and this will be reviewed in the Draft SEIR.

Feasible mitigation measures will be proposed for impacts that are determined to be potentially
significant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(A). The SEIR may include previously
adopted mitigation measures from the 2014 Master Plan EIR where appropriate. A new mitigation
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monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) will be developed for any mitigation measures
incorporated in the analysis. An analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the
Proposed Project will be discussed in the Draft SEIR.

This NOP is available for review and comment from September 26, 2025, to October 27, 2025. A
digital copy of this NOP can be viewed at: https://opportunity.lacounty.gov/how-we-help/capital-
development-projects/.

Printed copies are available for public review at the following locations:

Los Angeles County Wellness Center City Terrace Library

1200 N State Street, Los Angeles, CA 90033 4025 City Terrace Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90063
Located in the Forecourt Information Kiosk and

Fitness Trail Information Kiosk

Chinatown Branch Library El Sereno Branch Library

639 N. Hill Street 5226 Huntington Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90012 Los Angeles, CA 90032
Benjamin Franklin Library Anthony Quinn Library

2200 East 1st Street 3965 East Cesar Chavez Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90033 Los Angeles, CA 90063

Lincoln Heights Branch Library Malabar Branch Library

2530 Workman Street, Los Angeles, CA 90031 2801 Wabash Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90033

Weritten Comments:

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, comments must be sent at the earliest possible date
but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. Due to the time limits mandated by State
law, written comments must be sent via mail or email no later than 5:30 p.m. on October 27, 2025.

Lead Agency Contact:
Interested parties may submit their written comments by the deadline to:

Attn: Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Development
County of Los Angeles
Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90020
generalhospital@opportunity.lacounty.gov
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Public Scoping Meeting:

A public virtual scoping meeting will be held on October 8, 2025, from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., to
solicit input from any interested parties on the scope and content of the SEIR in conformance with
PRC Section 21083.9. Staff will summarize the issues raised at these meetings, but anyone wishing
to make formal comments on the scope of issues or content of the SEIR must do so in writing.

Scoping Meeting Link:

https://opportunity-
lacounty.zoom.us/j/2442405570?pwd=NtvXbBnMpdhPC7WNrCdJQEeDQhe3aj.1

Spanish translation will be provided at the scoping meeting. In compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act, if you require disability-related accommodations, including sign language
interpretation, or translation into another language, please call (626) 300-3230.




LA COUNTY GENERAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS COMMUNITY PLAN
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Figure 1 - PI'OjeCt Locatlon

i P

. j;@fﬂ@l‘m_-

= Project Site Boundary

—+—+—— Railroad

Project Site Boundary Area Acreage: 81.9

Source: Nearmap 2025.




department
of economic
opportunity

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Hilda L. Solis

Holly J. Mitchell

Lindsey P. Horvath

Janice Hahn

Kathryn Barger

EXECUTIVE LEADERSHIP

Kelly LoBianco
Director

Jessica Kim
Chief Deputy

Cynthia Bogdanovich
Administrative Deputy

Leila Lee
Assistant Director, Business
and Economic Development

Kate Vacanti
Assistant Director, Workforce

Krystin Hence
Assistant Director, Capital
Development

GET IN TOUCH

510 S. Vermont Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90020
opportunity.lacounty.gov
deo@opportunity.lacounty.gov
844-777-2059

America’s Job Centers:
(888) 226-6300

Office of Small Business:
(800) 432-4900

LS ) =
Carporrt™

REVISED NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A SUBSEQUENT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCOPING PERIOD EXTENSION

Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report

October 28, 2025

To: State Clearinghouse,
Responsible and Trustee
Agencies, and Interested
Individuals

From: County of Los Angeles,
Department of Economic
Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th
Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90020

Subject: Revised Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report and Scoping Period Extension

The County of Los Angeles, Department of Economic Opportunity
(County), will serve as the Lead Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to prepare a Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) to the County’s previously certified
2014 LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan EIR (2014 Master
Plan EIR) (State Clearinghouse No. 2014051061)* for the Los Angeles
County General Hospital Campus Community Plan (Proposed Project).
While some elements of the 2014 Master Plan have been implemented
to date, the Proposed Project would include a new Master Plan that
would serve as the guiding document to facilitate future redevelopment
of the Project Site.

! Following certification of the 2014 Master Plan EIR, the County approved three Addenda
to that EIR, including one in 2017 regarding the Recuperative Care Village Phase |, one in
2023 regarding the Recuperative Care Village Phases IV and V, and one in 2025
regarding the General Hospital and West Campus Stabilization Project. All prior CEQA
approvals will be discussed in the SEIR.
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On September 26, 2015, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting were
issued for the SEIR for the Proposed Project. The NOP set a public review period that was to end on
October 27, 2025. The County has received requests to extend the scoping period of the NOP. In
response to this request, the County is granting an extension of the scoping period for an
additional 25 days from September 26, 2025, through November 21, 2025.

The County is soliciting input from responsible and trustee agencies as well as other agencies
required to receive this notice; the State Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation; and members
of the public, organizations, and any other interested parties regarding the scope and content of
the information to be included and analyzed in the SEIR. In addition, pursuant to Public Resources
Code (PRC) Section 21092.4(a), the Proposed Project is considered a project of statewide, regional,
or areawide significance such that transportation planning agencies shall be consulted and have
been included in this solicitation. Agencies should comment on the elements of the environmental

information that are relevant to their statutory responsibilities in connection with the Proposed
Project. The SEIR will serve as the environmental document for responsible and trustee agencies
when considering any discretionary approvals related to the Proposed Project.

The NOP is available for review and comment from September 26, 2025, to November 21, 2025. A
digital copy of the NOP can be viewed at: https://opportunity.lacounty.gov/how-we-help/capital-

development-projects/.

Printed copies are available for public review at the following locations:

Los Angeles County Wellness Center

1200 N State Street, Los Angeles, CA 90033
Located in the Forecourt Information Kiosk
and Fitness Trail Information Kiosk

Chinatown Branch Library
639 N. Hill Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Benjamin Franklin Library

2200 East 1st Street

Los Angeles, CA 90033

This library is temporarily closed.

Lincoln Heights Branch Library
2530 Workman Street
Los Angeles, CA 90031

City Terrace Library
4025 City Terrace Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90063

El Sereno Branch Library
5226 Huntington Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90032

Anthony Quinn Library
3965 East Cesar Chavez Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90063

Malabar Branch Library
2801 Wabash Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90033
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Weritten Comments:

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, written comments must be sent via mail or email no
later than 5:30 p.m. on November 21, 2025.

Lead Agency Contact:
Interested parties may submit their written comments by the deadline to:

Attn: Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Development
County of Los Angeles
Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90020
generalhospital@opportunity.lacounty.gov




From: Eileen Hunt

To: General Hospital Project

Cc: Rehman, Wagas; Duran-Medina, Guadalupe; Tina Backstrom; Lauren Hodgins; Kevin Ocubillo; Tomas Carranza;
Jesus Serrano; LADOT DevReview CEN

Subject: NOP - LA County General Hospital Campus Community Plan Subsequent EIR [LA General Campus Redevelopment
Master Plan (Supplemental EIR)]

Date: Friday, October 24, 2025 6:07:15 PM

Attachments: CEN 14 42593 LAC+USC Medical Center Assessment Letter with LACO Responses.pdf

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Dear Ms. Krystin Hence,

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) had commented in a letter
dated October 22, 2014 addressed to the LA County Department of Public Works (attached
including LA County responses) on the previous traffic study for the proposed LAC+USC
Medical Center Master Plan Project.

We would appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the forthcoming

transportation study prepared for the LA County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. This forthcoming transportation study should be
prepared following our latest Transportation Assessment Guidelines August 2022 (attached).

Should you have any questions, please contact our LADOT Central Development Review
team <ladot.devreview.cen@lacity.org>.

Eileen Hunt

Acting Transportation Engineer
Central/Metro Development Review
Transportation Planning & Development
Services

EE

(S]]

Los Angeles Department of Transportation

=]

]

=

On July 1, 2025 City Council approved updates to the Development Review Fees for transportation assessment
(Council File 15-0719-S19). The updated fees will be effective on August 10, 2025. You may review the ordinance
at these links: original zoning code and new zoning code. Applicants should plan ahead for any new filings as
deemed appropriate.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA
- DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
100 S. Main St., 10" Floor
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
(213) 972-8470
FAX (213) 972-8410

Seleta J. Reynolds
GENERAL MANAGER

ERIC GARCETTI
MAYOR

2051 Marengo St/ 1200 N. State St
LADOT Case No. 14-42593

October 22, 2014

Jeff Pletyak, PE

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Traffic and Lighting Division

1000 South Fremont Avenue

Building A-9E, 4" Floor

Alhambra, CA 91803

Subject: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR THE PROPOSED LAC+USC
MEDICAL CENTER MASTER PLAN PROJECT (DEIR SCH #2014 051061)

Dear Mr. Pletyak,

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) appreciates the opportunity
to review and comment on the traffic study prepared by Fehr & Peers dated August 2014 for
the proposed LAC+USC Medical Center Master Plan project. The proposed project is
located at 2051 Marengo Street and 1200 N. State Street within the Boyle Heights and
Lincoln Heights areas of the City of Los Angeles. The main portion of the medical center
campus is bounded by Zonal Street, Mission Road, Marengo Street, and Chicago Street.
The campus also includes parcels on the northeast, northwest and southwest corners of
Mission Road & Zonal Avenue/Griffin Avenue. The site is under the jurisdiction of Los
Angeles County; nonetheless, the traffic study was prepared following LADOT's traffic study
guidelines since the project site is surrounded by the City of Los Angeles.

In order to evaluate the effects of the project’s traffic on the available transportation
infrastructure, the significance of the project’s traffic impacts is measured in terms of
change to the volume-to-capacity (\V/C) ratio between the “future no project” and the “future
with project” scenarios. This change in the V/C ratio is compared to established threshold
standards to assess the project-related traffic impacts. Based on LADOT's traffic impact
criteria’, the study included the detailed analysis of 21 intersections and determined that the
proposed development is expected to result in four significant traffic impacts. The results of
the traffic impact analysis, which adequately evaluated the project’s traffic impacts on the
surrounding community, are summarized in Attachment 1.

: Per the DOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, a significant impact is identified as an increase in the Critical

Movement Analysis (CMA) value, due to project related traffic, of 0.01 or more when the final (“with project”) Level of Service (LOS)
is LOS E or F; an increase of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0.040 or more when the final LOS is
LOS C.

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

A.

Project Description

The proposed master plan envisions a series of improvements to the campus’
medical facilities, including new or renovated buildings and facilities for in-patient
and out-patient care, 450 new hospital beds, medical offices, laboratories and other
supporting functions. The master plan also anticipates the development of
community-oriented and wellness-related facilities, educational uses, and retail
opportunities and enhanced outdoor space. The western area of the master
plan allows for the development of bio-tech research and development facilities.
Supporting parking facilities would be located throughout the campus. With a
projected build out year of 2040, the Master Plan provides a framework within which
the site can be developed in the coming decades.

Parking within the LAC+USC campus is currently provided in three large parking
structures (Structure 9 south of Marengo Street, Structure 10 east of Mission Road
and Structure 12 south of Zonal Avenue) as well as numerous parking lots
throughout the site and metered and unmetered parking on the surrounding streets.
Driveways are located on each of the streets bounding the campus and on State
Street, which runs through the campus. The proposed Master Plan allows for the
removal of Structures 10 and 12 and construction of new parking structures on the
west side of State Street, on Zonal Avenue, and on Sichel Street. Access would
continue to be located on the perimeter streets and on State Street. The conceptual
site plan for the proposed project is illustrated in Attachment 2.

Trip Generation

The project is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 3,944 daily
trips, 711 trips in the a.m. peak hour and 502 trips in the p.m. peak hour. A copy of
the trip generation table can be found in Attachment 3. The trip generation
estimates are based on rates and formulas published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 9™ Edition, 2012. These trip
generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use developments
but in areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT’s traffic study guidelines
allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to account for potential transit
usage to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are
afforded by mixed-use projects. Consistent these guidelines, the estimated trip
generation includes trip credits to account for the mixed-use nature of the project
and for the expected transit mode share.

Freeway Analysis

The traffic study included a freeway impact analysis that was prepared in
accordance with the State-mandated Congestion Management Program (CMP)
administered by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA). According to this analysis, the project would not result in significant traffic
impacts on any of the evaluated freeway mainline segments. To comply with the
Freeway Analysis Agreement executed between Caltrans and DOT in October 2013,
the study also included a screening analysis to determine if additional evaluation of
freeway mainline and ramp segments was necessary beyond the CMP
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requirements. Exceeding one of the four screening criteria would require the
applicant to work directly with Caltrans to prepare more detailed freeway analyses.
However, the project did not meet or exceed any of the four thresholds defined in the
agreement; therefore, no additional freeway analysis was required.

Significant Traffic Impacts

Under the “Future with Project” scenario, the traffic study estimates that the project
would result in a significant traffic impact at four study intersections. The study
identifies transportation mitigations designed to fully mitigate the impacts at two of
the four significantly impacted intersections. The impacted intersections are:

State Street & Cesar E. Chavez Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

State Street & Marengo Street (both peak hours)

Soto Street & Marengo Street (both peak hours)

Soto Street & Charlotte St/I-10 Westbound On-/Off-Ramps (a.m. peak hour)

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A.

Transportation Mitigations

To fully or partially off-set the expected traffic impacts at the impacted intersections,
the study proposes the following measures (which are acceptable to LADOT):

1. Transportation Demand Management Plan
Consistent with City policies on sustainability and smart growth, and with
LADOT’s trip reduction and multi-modal transportation goals, the project
mitigation program first focuses on developing a comprehensive trip reduction
program and on solutions that promote other modes of travel. The project
proposes to implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program
to reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the site. The purpose of a
TDM program should be to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) by
increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpool and transit.
The design of the development should contribute to minimizing traffic impacts by
emphasizing non-auto modes of transportation. Also, a pedestrian-friendly
project with safe and walkable sidewalks should be included in the overall design
of the proposed Master Plan.

LADOT recommends that the developer submit a TDM program to LADOT for
review and approval prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for
the project. The TDM program should include, but is not limited to, the following
strategies:

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

e Provide bicycle parking for new development that exceeds the County’s code
requirement;

e Expand the County-operated Wellness Center Shuttle to include more stops on
or near the site;
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e Work cooperatively with other transit service providers (Metro, LADOT, Metrolink,
Foothill Transit, USC) to establish new transit stops/stations or to upgrade
existing stops adjacent to or within close proximity to the Medical Center;

¢ Improve the condition and/or aesthetics of existing sidewalks leading to transit
station(s) with adequate lighting to provide for a safer pedestrian environment;

e Coordinate with LADOT and Metro to contribute to “next bus” technologies at key
bus stops;

¢ Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools and rideshare
matching services;

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

¢ Provision of subsidized transit passes for eligible employees;

e Provide transit routing and schedule information on-site;

e Contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $50,000 to be deposited into the City’s Bicycle
Plan Trust Fund to implement bicycle improvements within the area of the
proposed project;

¢ Provide secure bicycle parking amenities such as a bike station. An ideal
location for a bike station would be at the Bike Depot Pocket Park being
proposed at the intersection of Zonal Avenue and Mission Road. This type of
facility could be jointly used by the public, students and the campus employees;

e Secure bicycle parking should be considered to serve the student population at
the Los Angeles County USC OB/Gynecology Nursing School located on Mission
Road.

. Intersection Improvement

To mitigate the expected impact at the intersection of State Street and Marengo
Street, the study proposes to widen the southbound approach on State Street
(within the LAC+USC Medical Center) to provide one left-turn lane, one through
lane and one shared through/right-turn lane. Additionally, the applicant has
proposed to relocate the westbound bus stop eastward to allow the installation of
an exclusive westbound right-turn lane to provide one left-turn lane, two through
lanes and one right-turn lane. Conceptually, this improvement is acceptable to
LADOT; however, detailed roadway striping plans would need to be submitted for
a final determination. Also, Metro would need to be consulted for approval of the
bus stop relocation. The applicant may also be responsible for any traffic signal
upgrades and modifications associated with this mitigation. LADOT may also
require the installation of a CCTV camera and any necessary infrastructure
(including fiber optic and interconnect) at this intersection.

. New Traffic Signal

In the preparation of traffic studies, LADOT guidelines indicate that unsignalized
intersections should be evaluated solely to determine the need for the installation
of a traffic signal or other traffic control device. When choosing which
unsignalized intersections to evaluate in the study, intersections that are adjacent
to the project or that are integral to the project’s site access and circulation plan
should be identified. The traffic study included a traffic signal warrant analysis for
the intersection of State Street and Zonal Avenue.
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Based on the warrant analysis results, one of the warrants for a new traffic signal
is satisfied for this intersection. However, the satisfaction of a traffic signal
warrant does not in itself require the installation of a signal. Other factors relative
to safety, traffic flow, signal spacing, coordination, etc. should be considered. If
the signal is warranted and approved, LADOT’s Central District Office will issue a
Traffic Control Report authorizing the installation of the new traffic signal. At that
point, the applicant would be required to design and construct the new signal
through the Bureau of Engineering’s B-permit process. The applicant should
work with LADOT’s Central District Office to initiate this process and the review
of the traffic signal warrants analysis for this intersection prior to the issuance of
the project’s first building permit.

B. Implementation of Mitigation Measures
Since this is a master plan development proposal, the applicant should work with
LADOT to establish an appropriate phasing plan that coordinates all transportation
mitigation measures, project development and the associated permitting. The
pashing plan should define when mitigation measures should be guaranteed (prior to
issuance of building permits) and when they should be completed (prior to issuance
of certificate of occupancy) in accordance with an appropriate development phase.
All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of
Los Angeles should be suitably guaranteed through the B-permit process of the
Bureau of Engineering during the permitting process.

Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay
through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT.
Prior to setting the bond amount to satisfy the guarantees needed for the issuance of
building permits, the applicant’'s engineer or contractor should contact LADOT's B-
Permit Coordinator, at (213) 972-8685, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize
the proposed designs and the traffic signal modifications needed for the mitigation.

If this proposed transportation mitigation does not receive the required approval
during design review, a substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the
approval of LADOT, upon demonstration that the substitute measure is
environmentally equivalent or superior to the original measure in mitigating the
project’s significant traffic impact.

C. Construction Impacts
LADOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to
LADOT for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work involving
the closure of traffic lanes. The plan should show the location of any roadway or
sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices,
warning signs and access to abutting properties. LADOT also recommends that all
construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours, as feasible.

D. Site Access Plan
The conceptual site plan for the proposed project is acceptable to LADOT.
However, please note that the review of the study does not constitute approval of the
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driveway dimensions and internal circulation schemes. Those require separate
review and approval and should be coordinated with LADOT’s Citywide Planning
Coordination Section (201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Station 3, @ 213-482-7024)
to avoid delays in the building permit approval process.

Prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design efforts, the applicant
should contact LADOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements so
that such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated early into the
building and parking layout plans. All driveways should be Case 2 driveways - 30
feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and one-way operations, respectively. All pick-up
and drop-off activities should take place on-site. Any security gates should be a
minimum of 20 feet from the property line.

Highway Dedication Requirements

Highway dedication and street improvements may be required along the project’s
frontage to improve the affected roadways to the standards identified in the City’s
Transportation Element of the General Plan. The applicant should check with
Bureau of Engineering’s Land Development Group to determine if there are any
highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project.

PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

LADOT also reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the
LAC+USC Medical Center Master Plan Project and offers the following comments:

The 2010 Bicycle Plan for the City of Los Angeles includes the provision for bicycle lane
and bike friendly street (not a bicycle path) treatments for Zonal Avenue. These
treatments would provide for slower traffic and more human scale transportation on
specified roadways to improve safety for all modes of travel - motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists. These treatments on Zonal Avenue provide bicycle access to the off-street
bicycle path proposed in the DEIR.

The City’s Bicycle Plan also calls for on-street bicycle lanes on Mission Road,
Griffin/Zonal Avenue, Main Street, Valley Boulevard and Soto Streets and a Bicycle
Friendly Street (traffic calming treatments) on Zonal Avenue, Cromwell Street and
Cummings Street. Bicyclists choose routes based on a number of factors with safety
and convenience being very highly valued in route selection. Build out of the planned
bike network near the medical campus is critical to providing multi-modal options. The
applicant’'s commitment to the bikeway network is greatly needed in this area to serve
the student population as well as the public using the medical center.

LADOT recommends that the project’s EIR make reference to the City of Los Angeles
Bicycle Plan and facilities required per the Plan, as follows: Bicycle Lanes on Mission
Road, Griffin/Zonal Avenue, Main Street, Valley Boulevard and Soto Streets and a
Bicycle Friendly Street (traffic calming treatments) on Zonal Avenue, Cromwell Street
and Cummings Street.
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If you have any questions, please contact Vicente Cordero of my staff at (213) 972-8473 or
me at (213) 972-8476.
Sincerely,

Il

Tomas Carranza
Senior Transportation Engineer

Attachments

C: Tanner Blackman, Council District 14
Netai Basu, Fehr & Peers
Clarice Nash, Los Angeles County
Blake Lamb, Department of City Planning
Gregg Vandergriff, Los Angeles City BOE
Taimour Tanvoli, LADOT Development Services
Mehrdad Moshksar, Central District, DOT
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Attachment 1
Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS)
Existing 2014 plus Project
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Attachment 1 (cont’d)
Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS)
Future 2040 plus Project
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Attachment 2
Project Site Plan

O AR SN e s

e o ! "‘l\f UG b

—

LAC+USC MEDICAL CANPUS e
e PROPOSED STORM DRAIN e SEEEE
epben CONVEYANCE CONCEPT PLANS o
farra e meesam 05 ANGELES. CALIFORIA -




Jeff Pletyak Page 11 October 22, 2014

Attachment 3
Project Trip Generation Estimates
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County of Los Angeles Chapter 6. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter C2

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

CALIFORNIA
Sefeta J. Reynolds

SEHRE B A NAL

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
r

ERIC GARCETT!
TARY IR

2051 Marengo 5t/ 1200 N. State S5t
LADOT Case No. 14-42593

QOctober 22 2014

Jeff Pletyak, PE

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Traffic and Lighting Divtsion

1000 South Fremont Avenue

Building A-9E., 4" Floor

Alhambra, CA 91803

Subject: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR THE PROPOSED LAC+USC
MEDICAL CENTER MASTER PLAN PROJECT (DEIR SCH #2014 051061)

Dear Mr. Pletyak,

The City of Los Angeies Department of Transportation (LADOT) appreciates the opportunity
to review and comment on the traffic study prepared by Fehr & Peers dated August 2014 for
the proposed LAC+USC Medical Center Master Plan project. The proposed project is
located at 2051 Marengo Street and 1200 N. State Street within the Boyle Heights and
Lincoln Heights areas of the City of Los Angeles. The main portion of the medical center
campus is bounded by Zonal Street, Mission Road. Marengo Street, and Chicago Street.
The campus also includes parcels on the northeast, northwest and southwest corners of
Mission Road & Zona! Avenue/Griffin Avenue. The site is under the jurisdiction of Los
Angeles County; nonetheless, the traffic study was prepared fallowing LADOT's traffic study 1
guidebnes since the project site is surrounded by the City of Los Angeles.

In order to evaluate the effects of the project’s traffic on the available transportation
infrastructure, the significance of the project’s traffic impacts is measured in terms of
change to the voiume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio between the “future no project” and the “future
with project” scenarios. This change in the V/C ratio is comparad to established threshold
standards o assess the project-related traffic impacts. Based on LADOT's traffic impact
criteria’, the study included the detailed analysis of 21 intersections and determined that the
proposed development is expected to result in four significant traffic impacts  The results of
the traffic impact analysis, which adeguately evaluated the project’s traffic impacts on the
surrounding community, are summarized in Attachment 1.

! )
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s LOS E or Foanincrease of 0 D20 o more whan the final LOS s LOS D or ananerease of 0 040 or moce when fhe fnal O3 s
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DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

A Project Description
The proposed master plan envisions a series of improvements to the campus’
medical facilities, including new or renovated buildings and facilities for in-patient
and out-patient care, 450 new hospital beds, medical offices, laboratories and other
supporting functions. The master plan also anticipates the development of
community-oriented and wellness-related facilities, educational uses, and retail 3
opportunities and enhanced outdoor space. The western area of the master
plan allows for the development of bio-tech research and development facilities.
Supporting parking facilities would be located throughout the campus. With a
projected build out year of 2040, the Master Plan provides a framework within which
the site can be developed in the coming decades.

Parking within the LAC+USC campus is currently provided in three large parking
structures (Structure 9 south of Marengo Street. Structure 10 east of Mission Road
and Structure 12 south of Zonal Avenue) as well as numerous parking lots
throughout the site and metered and unmetered parking on the surrounding streets.
Driveways are located on each of the streets bounding the campus and on State
Street, which runs through the campus. The proposed Master Plan allows for the
removal of Structures 10 and 12 and construction of new parking structures on the
west side of State Street, on Zonal Avenue, and on Sichel Street. Access would
continue to be located on the perimeter streets and on State Street. The conceptual
site plan for the proposed project is illustrated in Attachment 2.

B. Trip Generation
The project is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 3,944 daily

trips, 711 trips in the a.m. peak hour and 502 trips in the p.m. peak hour. A copy of
the trip generation table can be found in Attachment 3. The trip generation
estimates are based on rates and formulas published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 9" Edition, 2012. These trip
generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use developments
but in areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT's traffic study guidelines
allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to account for potential transit
usage to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are
afforded by mixed-use projects. Consistent these guidelines. the estimated trip
generation includes trip credits to account for the mixed-use nature of the project
and for the expected transit mode share.

C. Freeway Analysis
The traffic study included a freeway impact analysis that was prepared in

accordance with the State-mandated Congestion Management Program {CMP)
administered by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
{(MTA). According to this analysis, the project would not result in significant traffic 6
impacts on any of the evaluated freeway mainline segments. To comply with the
Freeway Analysis Agreement executed between Caltrans and DOT in October 2013,
the study also included a screening analysis to determine if additiona! evaluation of
freeway mainline and ramp segments was necessary beyond the CMP

LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan Project November 2014
. A 6-42
Final Environmental Impact Report
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requirements. Exceeding one of the four screening criteria would require the
applicant to work directly with Caltrans to prepare more detailed freeway analyses. 6

However, the project did not meet or exceed any of the four thresholds defined in the {cont'D.)
agreement; therefore, no additional freeway analysis was required.

D. Significant Traffic impacts
Under the “Future with Project” scenario, the traffic study estimates that the project
would result in a significant traffic impact at four study intersections. The study
identifies transportation mitigations designed to fully mitigate the impacts at two of
the four significantly impacted intersections. The impacted intersections are:

« State Street & Cesar E. Chavez Boulevard (p.m. peak hour)

» State Street & Marengo Street (both peak hours)

» Soto Street & Marengo Street (both peak hours)

s Soto Street & Charlotte St/I-10 Westbound On-/Off-Ramps (a.m. peak hour)

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS

A. Transportation Mitigations
To fully or partially off-set the expected traffic impacts at the impacted intersections,
the study proposes the following measures (which are acceptable to LADOT):

1. Transportation Demand Management Plan
Consistent with City policies on sustainability and smart growth, and with
LADOT's trip reduction and muiti-modal transportation goals, the project
mitigation program first focuses on developing a comprehensive trip reduction
program and on solutions that promote other modes of travel. The project
proposes to implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program
to reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the site. The purpose of a
TDM program should be to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles (SOV) by
increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, vanpoo! and transit.
The design of the development should contribute to minimizing traffic impacts by
emphasizing non-auto modes of transportation. Also, a pedestrian-friendly 8
project with safe and walkable sidewalks should be included in the overall design
of the proposed Master Plan.

LADOT recommends that the developer submit a TDM program to LADOT for
review and approval prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for
the project. The TDM program should include, but is not limited to, the following
strategies:

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

« Provide bicycle parking for new development that exceeds the County's code
requirement:

« Expand the County-operated Weliness Center Shuttle to include more stops on
or near the site;

LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan Project November 2014
. A 6-43
Final Environmental Impact Report
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* Work cooperatively with other transit service providers (Metro, LADOT, Metrolink,
Foothill Transit, USC) to establish new transit stops/stations or to upgrade
existing stops adjacent to or within close proximity to the Medical Center;

+ Improve the condition and/or aesthetics of existing sidewalks leading to transit
station{s) with adequate lighting to provide for a safer pedestrian environment;

e Coordinate with LADOT and Metro to contribute to "next bus” technologies at key

bus stops:
+ Administrative support for the formation of carpools/vanpools and rideshare
matching services: 8
« Coordinate with LADOT to determine if the site would be eligible for one or more (conT'D.)

of the services to be provided by the future Mobility Hubs program (secure bike
parking, bike-share kiosks, and car-share parking spaces});

* Provision of suhsidized transit passes for eligible employees;

« Provide transit routing and schedule information on-site;

e Contribute a one-time fixed-fee of $50.000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle
Pian Trust Fund to implement bicycle improvements within the area of the
proposed project;

+ Provide secure bicycle parking amenities such as a bike station. An ideal
location for a bike station would be at the Bike Depot Pocket Park being
proposed at the intersection of Zonal Avenue and Mission Road. This type of
facility could be jointly used by the public, students and the campus employees;

* Secure bicycle parking should be considered to serve the student population at
the Los Angeles County USC OB/Gynecology Nursing School located on Mission
Road.

2. Intersection Improvement
To mitigate the expected impact at the intersection of State Street and Marengo
Street, the study proposes to widen the southbound approach on State Street
{within the LAC+USC Medical Center) to provide one left-turn lane, one through
lane and one shared through/right-turn fane. Additionally, the applicant has
proposed to relocate the westbound bus stop eastward to allow the installation of
an exclusive westbound right-turn lane to provide one left-turn lane, two through 9
lanes and one right-turn lane. Conceptually, this improvement is acceptable to
LADOT; however, detailed roadway striping plans would need to be submitted for
a final determination. Also. Metro would need to be consulted for approval of the
bus stop relocation. The applicant may also be responsible for any traffic signal
upgrades and modifications associated with this mitigation. LADOT may also
require the installation of a CCTV camera and any necessary infrastructure
(including fiber optic and interconnect) at this intersection.

3. New Traffic Signal
In the preparation of traffic studies, LADOT guidelines indicate that unsignalized
intersections should be evaluated solely to determine the need for the installation
of a traffic signal or other traffic control device. When choosing which 10
unsignalized intersections to evaluate in the study. intersections that are adjacent
to the project or that are integral to the project's site access and circulation plan
should be identified. The traffic study included a traffic signal warrant analysis for
the intersection of State Street and Zonai Avenue.

LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan Project November 2014
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Based on the warrant analysis results, one of the warrants for a new traffic signal
is satisfied for this intersection. However, the satisfaction of a traffic signal
warrant does not in itself require the instaliation of a signal. Other factors relative
to safety, traffic flow, signal spacing, coordination, etc. should be considered. If
the signal is warranted and approved, LADOT's Central District Office will issue a 10
Traffic Control Report authorizing the instailation of the new traffic signal. At that (cont'o.)
point, the applicant would be required to design and construct the new signal
through the Bureau of Engineering’s B-permit process. The applicant should
work with LADOT's Central District Office to initiate this process and the review
of the traffic signal warrants analysis for this intersection prior to the issuance of
the project’s first building permit.

B. implementation of Mitigation Measures
Since this is a master plan development proposal, the applicant should work with
LADOT to establish an appropriate phasing plan that coordinates all transportation
mitigation measures, project development and the associated permitting. The
pashing plan should define when mitigation measures should be guaranteed (prior to
issuance of building permits) and when they should be completed (prior to issuance
of certificate of occupancy) in accordance with an appropriate development phase.
All transportation improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of
Los Angeles should be suitably guaranteed through the B-permit process of the
Bureau of Engineering during the permitting process.

Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay 1
through no fauit of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has
demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT.
Prior to setting the bond amount to satisfy the guarantees needed for the issuance of
building permits, the applicant’s engineer or contractor should contact LADOT's B-
Permit Coordinator, at (213) 972-8685. to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize
the proposed designs and the traffic signal modifications needed for the mitigation.

if this proposed transportation mitigation does not receive the required approval
during design review, a substitute mitigation measure may be provided subject to the
approval of LADOT, upon demonstration that the substitute measure is
environmentally equivalent or superior to the original measure in mitigating the
project’s significant traffic impact.

C. Construction Impacts
LADOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to
LADOT for review and approvatl prior to the start of any construction work involving
the closure of traffic lanes. The plan should show the location of any roadway or 12
sidewalk closures, traffic detours. haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices.
warning signs and access to abutting properties. LADOT also recommends that all
construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours, as feasible.

D. Site Access Plan
The conceptual site plan for the proposed project is acceptable to LADOT. 13
However, please note that the review of the study does not constitute approvatl of the
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driveway dimensions and internal circulation schemes. Those require separate
review and approval and should be coordinated with LADOT's Citywide Planning
Coordination Section {201 N. Figueroa Street, 4th Floor, Station 3, @ 213-482-7024)
to avoid delays in the building permit approval process.

Prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design efforts, the applicant
should contact LADOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements so
that such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated early into the
building and parking layout plans. All driveways should be Case 2 driveways - 30
feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and one-way operations, respectively. All pick-up
and drop-off activities should take place on-site. Any security gates should be a
minimum of 20 feet from the property line.

13
{conT'D.)

E. Highway Dedication Reguirements
Highway dedication and street improvements may be required along the project's
frontage to improve the affected roadways to the standards identified in the City’s
Transportation Element of the General Plan. The applicant should check with
Bureau of Engineering's Land Development Group to determine if there are any
highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk requirements for this project.

14

PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

LADOT also reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the
LAC+USC Medical Center Master Plan Project and offers the following comments:

e The 2010 Bicycle Plan for the City of Los Angeles includes the provision for bicycle lane
and bike friendly street {(not a bicycle path} treatments for Zonal Avenue. These
treatments would provide for slower traffic and more human scale transportation on
specified roadways to improve safety for all modes of travel - motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists. These treatments on Zonal Avenue provide bicycle access to the off-street
bicycle path proposed in the DEIR.

15

« The City's Bicycle Plan also calls for on-street bicycle lanes on Mission Road,
Griffin/Zonal Avenue, Main Street, Valley Boutevard and Soto Streets and a Bicycle
Friendily Street (traffic calming treatments) on Zonal Avenue, Cromwell Street and
Cummings Street. Bicyclists choose routes based on a number of factors with safety
and convenience being very highly valued in route selection. Build out of the planned
bike network near the medical campus is critical to providing multi-modal options. The
applicant’'s commitment to the bikeway network is greatly needed in this area to serve
the student population as well as the pubiic using the medical center.

16

« LADOT recommends that the project’s EIR make reference to the City of Los Angeles
Bicycle Plan and facilities required per the Plan, as follows: Bicycle Lanes on Mission 17
Road, Griffin/Zonal Avenue, Main Street, Valley Boulevard and Soto Streets and a
Bicycle Friendly Street (traffic calming treatments) on Zona! Avenue, Cromwell Street
and Cummings Street.
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If you have any questions, please contact Vicente Cordero of my staff at (213) 972-8473 or
me al (213) 972-8476.

Sincerely,
// r ;
C4
LR L
Tomas Carranza
Senior Transponation Engineer

Attachments

Tanner Blackman, Council District 14

Netai Basu, Fehr & Peers

Clarice Nash, Los Angeles County

Blake Lamb. Depanment of City Planning
Gregg Vandergriff, Los Angeles City BOE
Taimour Tanvoli. LADOT Development Services
Mehrdad Moshksar, Central District, DOT

0
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Attachment 1
Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS)
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Attachment 1 {cont’d)
Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios (V/C) and Levels of Service (LOS)
Future 2040 plus Project
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Attachment 2
Project Site Plan
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Attachment 3
Project Trip Generation Estimates
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Response to the October 22, 2014, Comment Letter from Tomas Carranza,
Senior Transportation Engineer, City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation

Response to Comment C2-1

As noted in the comment, since the site is surrounded by the City of Los Angeles,
potential traffic impacts on the city’s streets were analyzed, and as such, the analysis
was prepared following LADOT’s traffic study guidelines. No further response is
required.

Response to Comments C2-2

The comment acknowledges that the traffic study adequately evaluated the project’s
traffic impacts on the surrounding community. No further response to the comment is
required.

Response to Comments C2-3 and C2-4

These comments correctly summarize the project description and the conceptual access,
circulation, and parking proposed at the project site.

Response to Comments C2-5 and C2-6

These comments correctly summarize and acknowledge the methodology for the traffic
study’s trip generation and freeway analysis screening criteria.

Response to Comment C2-7

This comment correctly summarizes the significant traffic impacts at the four identified
intersections.

Response to Comment C2-8

This comment correctly summarizes and acknowledges the inclusion of a TDM program
mitigation measure for the campus. The County will continue to coordinate with LADOT
and the transit agencies to develop TDM program elements as development projects are
proposed and implemented under the master plan.

Response to Comments C2-9, C2-10, and C2-11

These comments summarize the proposed mitigation measures at intersections where
significant impacts would occur, including warrant analysis for traffic signals. The
comments also specify the need for the County to submit plans and continue to
coordinate with LADOT to implement these mitigation measures as planned. The County
intends to continue the successful working relationship with LADOT and continue to
coordinate during the transition from mitigation planning to mitigation implementation.

LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan Project 6-52 November 2014
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Response to Comment C2-12

The construction work site traffic control plan will be prepared, in consultation with
LADOT, and submitted for LADOT consideration prior to start of any construction work
involving the closure of traffic lanes on City of Los Angeles streets.

Response to Comment C2-13

The County of Los Angeles will be responsible for developing, reviewing, and approving
internal site access, circulation, and parking plans on County-owned land within the
master plan campus. LADOT will be consulted regarding the design and location of
driveways that would intersect city-owned streets adjacent to the campus.

Response to Comment C2-14

The County will check and coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of
Engineering’s Land Development Group, as necessary, to determine if there are any
highway dedication, street widening, and/or sidewalk improvements required for
projects proposed under the master plan.

Response to Comments C2-15, C2-16, and C2-17

References to the 2010 City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan have been included as
recommended in the EIR, and the text of the EIR has been revised to incorporate
information from the city’s 2010 Bicycle Plan as described in the comments. Please see
the revisions to the text of Chapter 2-Project Description, Section 3.1-Aesthetics, and
Section 3.14-Transportation/Traffic. The County recognizes the importance of the
bikeway network and is supportive of bicycle friendly design and improvements to the
bikeway network.

LAC+USC Medical Center Campus Master Plan Project November 2014
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i City of Los Angeles Transportation Assessment Guidelines

This document and excerpts of this document may be reprinted or reproduced without permission, provided

attribution to the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT).

For comments or questions regarding the transportation study review policies and practice of the City of Los Angeles,
please contact:
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
Bureau of Planning & Development Services
Eddie Guerrero, P.E., Transportation Engineer, Metro and West Los Angeles Office

David Somers, Transportation Planning and Policy

This document may be reprinted and excerpts may be extracted without permission by LADOT. Changes to these

policies may be revised or updated periodically and will be posted on the LADOT web site at:

www.ladot.lacity.org
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SECTION 1:

Overview of Process & Procedures

1.1 BACKGROUND & CONTEXT

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or in accordance with City regulations, the
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) may require Applicants to analyze and assess project-
specific transportation impacts. The City of Los Angeles Transportation Assessment Guidelines! (TAG) establishes
criteria for project review objectives and requirements, provides instructions and sets standards for preparation of a
transportation assessment in the City of Los Angeles.

In August 2019, LADOT published an update to the TAG to conform to the requirements of Senate Bill 743; incorporate
updates to the CEQA guidelines proposed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and further
guidance provided in OPR’s corresponding Technical Advisory?; and to be consistent with and implement the City of Los
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide update. As part of the preparation of this version of the City’s TAG, the City updated
its Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) Model and transportation impact thresholds to be consistent with the vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) impact methodology. This updated version of the City’s TAG, further refines and clarifies analysis
methodologies that were introduced in the last update in August 2019.

Senate Bill 743 tasked the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) with developing new guidelines for evaluating
transportation impacts under CEQA using methods that no longer focus on measuring automobile delay and level
of service (LOS). Senate Bill 743 directed lead agencies to revise transportation assessment guidelines to include a
transportation performance metric that promotes: the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multi modal networks, and access to diverse land uses. OPR’s proposed updates to the CEQA guidelines in support
of these goals? established VMT as the primary metric for evaluating a project’s impacts on the environment and
transportation system. Another proposed update to the CEQA guidelines clarified how a project’s environmental
assessment must assess and disclose whether the proposed project conflicts or is inconsistent with local plans or
policies. The California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the updated CEQA Guidelines implementing
Senate Bill 743 (Section 15064.3) in December 2018, and these guidelines are now in effect.

1.2 PURPOSE

Safety, sustainability, smart growth, and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions - in addition to traditional mobility
considerations - are prime concerns for the City of Los Angeles. The City establishes the TAG to effectuate a review
process that advances the City’s vision of developing a safe, accessible, well-maintained, and well-connected multi
modal transportation network. The TAG has been developed to identify land use development and transportation
projects that may impact the transportation system; to ensure proposed land use development projects achieve site

1 Formerly referred to as the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) Guidelines. Wherever any ordinance, or policy refers to LADOT's TIS
Guidelines or the Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, it shall be inferred to mean the Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG)
as its successor document.

2 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, December
2018.

3 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Proposed Updates to the CEQA Guidelines, Final, November 2017.
4 State of California, Natural Resources Agency, Final Adopted Text, December 2018. https://resources.ca.gov/CNRALegacyFiles/ceqa/docs/2018
CEQA_FINAL TEXT 122818.pdf
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access design requirements and on-site circulation best practices; to define whether off-site improvements are needed;
and to provide step-by-step guidance for assessing impacts and preparing Transportation Assessment Studies.

Project applicants and consultants must follow the procedures and standards set forth in this document when
preparing and submitting a transportation assessment to ensure a timely review by LADOT. However, the TAG
requirements may differ in certain areas of the City where specific plans or similar area-specific ordinances establish
distinct guidelines. The City strongly recommends that the Project Applicant and/or consultants contact LADOT staff
early in the design phase of the project to verify traffic access, circulation and safety issues that must be addressed,
and to establish the scope and basic assumptions of the transportation assessment. Applicable fees for the various
submittals and reviews described in the TAG are listed in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 19.15
(Planning and Zoning Code) (see Attachment A).

1.3 INITIAL STEPS

Upon receipt of an application for discretionary action, LADOT will prepare an initial assessment of the development
project to determine if a transportation assessment is required. A Development Project is defined as any proposed
land use project that changes the use within an existing structure, creates an addition to an existing structure, or

new construction, which includes any occupied floor area. For transportation infrastructure projects for which a
transportation analysis is required (e.g., lane reconfiguration, roadway improvement, transit project, etc.), v to Sections
2.3, 3.3, and 3.5 of these Guidelines for recommended transportation analysis methods.

The City requires the preparation and submission of a transportation assessment for Development Projects or
Transportation Projects that meet the following criteria:

e |f the Development Project is estimated to generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips and
requires discretionary action, a transportation assessment for a Development Project is required.

e If a Transportation Project is likely to either: (1) induce additional vehicle miles traveled by increasing vehicle
capacity; or (2) reduce roadway through-lane capacity on a street that exceeds 750 vehicles per hour per lane
for at least two (2) consecutive hours in a 24-hour period after the project is completed, a transportation
assessment is generally required.

e Atransportation assessment is required by City ordinance or regulation.

The preparation of a transportation assessment requires analysis and prediction of impacts or deficiencies to the
circulation system generated by Development or Transportation Projects as well as the identification of feasible
measures or corrective conditions to offset any impacts or deficiencies identified through a transportation assessment.
The criteria, guidelines, objectives, and standards described herein shall be used by the public, private consultants,
and City staff in the preparation and review of a transportation assessment in the City of Los Angeles. The preparation
of a transportation assessment must follow the guidelines as described herein, and must be prepared under the
direction of, and signed by, a Professional Engineer, registered in the State of California to practice either Traffic or Civil
Engineering. Further, the Consultant hired by a project applicant to complete the transportation assessment must have
an active and valid Los Angeles City Business Tax Registration Certificate.

1.4 PROCESS

Any project applicant or their designated representative (e.g., transportation consultant) required to prepare a
transportation assessment for a Development Project, must follow the steps summarized in Figure 1.4 1 and described
below.
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Figure 1.4-1: Overall Review Process for Transportation Impact Study
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Step 1. Complete the Transportation Study Assessment Referral Form (CP-2151.1) with the Department of City Planning.
Contact LADOT with a request to prepare a new transportation assessment. During this initial communication, the
following information must be provided:

A. Project Description — Provide a general description of the proposed Project, including size (defined by
square footage per use and/or number of dwelling units), uses, and heights of proposed new buildings and
other structures to be remodeled and/or removed. The Project description should include information
on any sequence of phased construction and any unusual conditions. Specify a building address, legal
description and project title.

For Projects that require the preparation of an EIR, the transportation analysis may include Project
alternatives. For such Projects, the LADOT assessment letter will be limited to summarizing the findings

and requirements for the preferred Project alternative or the alternative that generates the highest VMT.
Should the Project Applicant request separate assessments for each alternative, then additional review fees
may be required.

B. Proposed Study Assumptions and Content — Present the assumptions and contents of the transportation
assessment in accordance with:

a. California Environmental Quality Act guidelines (see the current City of Los Angeles CEQA
Thresholds Guide),

b. Any applicable Transportation Specific Plan (TSP), and

c. Other applicable plans, laws, or ordinances (see Section 2.1 for guidance).

C. Project Site Plan —Submit the proposed project site plan, which must clearly identify driveway or access
location(s), loading/unloading areas, and parking design and circulation to help define the distribution of
project trips according to any necessary turn prohibitions at the proposed driveways. Considerations for
traffic flow and movement must be designed and incorporated early in building and parking layout plans.
In order to minimize and prevent last minute building design changes, Project applicants should contact
LADOT for driveway width and internal circulation requirements before finalizing the building and parking
layout design.

Additionally, the project applicant, or their consultant, must address the following considerations and
recommendations in the project’s site design and circulation:

a. Project site access and circulation should integrate existing alleys, if available.

b. While existing alleys may be prioritized for vehicular access, loading, and service access to the project
site, in some contexts, alleys should be considered for mid-block paseos and paths for pedestrians and
bicyclists.

c. Projects should consider reducing the number of existing driveways and avoid creating new driveways
along streets included in the City’s High Injury Network or the Bicycle Enhanced Network, where
protected bicycle lanes are planned.

d. Project site access, circulation, and parking plans must be compliant with the transportation and
public accommodation provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Proposed development
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projects that are not able to meet parking-code requirements and cannot provide accessible

parking on-site may be required to install universally accessible on-street parking space(s) with the
complementary ADA access ramp(s). Additionally, the design of driveways requires approval by LADOT
and the Bureau of Engineering. Please refer to the LADOT “Driveway Design” Guidelines for additional
information.

e. If a Development Project requires the permanent or temporary removal of any metered parking spaces,
payment to LADOT for lost parking meter revenue is required. See Section 4.4.2.b for further discussion
regarding the Calculation of the Meter Revenue Recovery Fee (MRRF).

f.  Where the project exceeds the screening criteria in Section 3.2.2, the applicant may need to submit
additional exhibits that characterize the neighborhood land use context and nearby infrastructure
conditions as described in Section 3.2.4.

Generally, final recommendations of driveway location(s) and parking scheme will be issued at LADOT’s
Citywide One-Stop Counter, the Valley Development Review Office, or West Los Angeles Development
Review Office (see Section 5 for contact information) as a clearance on the Project’s building permit.

Step 2. Consult with other agencies or adjacent jurisdictions (i.e., California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
Los Angeles County Public Works, other cities, transit agencies, etc.) that may be affected by access demands and travel
generated by the Project to ensure those agencies’ transportation-related concerns and issues are properly addressed
in the transportation assessment. If, as part of site access and circulation evaluation (see Section 3.3), a transportation
assessment includes the evaluation of an intersection or intersections in a neighboring local jurisdiction, then any
corrective actions deemed necessary to address circulation concerns should be reviewed by that jurisdiction. Projects
proposed adjacent to Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) right-of-way (i.e., Metro Rail
alignment) shall refer to the Metro Adjacent Development Handbook and should initiate a separate but consistent
development review process with Metro.

Step 3. Consult with the Bureau of Engineering and LADOT to determine any highway dedication and street
improvement requirements (see Attachment B), as well as requirements under the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) for the Project. The transportation assessment should identify the street classifications and designations, and
roadway and right-of-way standard dimensions of any streets that front the proposed Project as identified in the
Mobility Plan 2035 or subsequent, relevant Community Plan.

Step 4. Submit payment of necessary fees per LAMC Section 19.15 (see Attachment A).

Step 5. Prepare and execute a study scoping Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (see Attachment C) with LADOT.
The MOU describes the assumptions and parameters that must be included in the transportation assessment, including
approach to estimate project VMT, study area for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities assessment; number and
location of street intersections and residential street segments for analyses; related projects to be included in the
analysis; trip generation rates; ambient growth rate; trip distribution pattern and trip assignments; trip credits for
existing active or qualified previous land use; projected buildout year; estimating cumulative impact with reliance on
the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) Model, if necessary, and study methodology.

Step 6. Gather all qualitative and quantitative data needed to address all required analyses and components of the
transportation assessment. Collect traffic count data in accordance with standards and methods established in Section
3.3 and at LADOT’s discretion
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Step 7. Inform LADOT on the progress made in completing the transportation assessment. LADOT approval is required
for any deviations from the assumptions and parameters described in the executed MOU or any other changes made to
the analysis without LADOT’s knowledge and consent, before the final report is prepared.

Step 8. Submit the complete transportation assessment comprised of all components listed in Section 4 of these
Guidelines and payment of the required fees to initiate LADOT's review. The consultant must also submit proof of
possessing a valid Los Angeles City Business Tax Certificate.

Step 9. After reviewing the submittal, LADOT will prepare and distribute a Project assessment report. LADOT will
not prepare their Project assessment report until all necessary review fees are received and the complete and final
electronic version of the transportation assessment in portable document format (PDF) has been submitted.

Step 10. Depending upon the nature of the mitigation measures and corrective actions to be implemented by the
Project, ongoing reporting by the Project Applicant or other qualified representative and monitoring and review by
the City may be required. Reporting on and monitoring of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures
implemented by the Project to improve mobility options at and around a project site may also be required, in
accordance with the City’s TDM ordinance (LAMC 12.26)).

1.5 STUDY HIATUS AND INTERRUPTIONS

Occasionally, LADOT reviews a transportation assessment for a Project that is modified after the transportation
assessment has been finalized. If LADOT determines that the description or scope of the Project has changed such that
extensive and major revisions to the transportation assessment are required, then LADOT shall consider the revised
Project a new Project, which will require a new transportation assessment and payment of the applicable review fees.
If LADOT determines that revisions to the transportation assessment can be accomplished without the preparation of
a new transportation assessment, then LADOT may require the preparation of a supplemental analysis and payment of
any necessary review fees.

Similarly, if, after LADOT has commented on a transportation assessment, LADOT staff does not receive written
communication from the Project Applicant or the Consultant on the status of the Project for one year or more,
then LADOT may assume that the Project is no longer being pursued. To reinstate the Project after this time, a new
transportation assessment and traffic review fee may be required and the timeline for transportation assessment
processing could begin again.

1.6 MINISTERIAL PROJECTS NOT REQUIRING CEQA REVIEW

For those projects that do not require CEQA review, either because they are ministerial or are otherwise exempt, but
a transportation assessment is required pursuant to a transportation specific plan (e.g., WLA TIMP), the analysis under
Section 2 and Section 3, with the exception of Section 3.4, shall not apply. For these projects, the transportation
assessment must focus on whether impacts are identified under Section 3.4 and, if so, LADOT will review for impacts
based on the standards therein, relying on professional traffic engineering standards and practices. If the Project

is expected to result in impacts, measures must be required to ensure the access needs of all roadway users are
accommodated during the construction phase of the projects.
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SECTION 2:

CEQA Analysis of Transportation Impacts

2.1 CONFLICTING WITH PLANS, PROGRAMS, ORDINANCES, OR POLICIES (THRESHOLD
T-1)
2.1.1 INTRODUCTION

The City of Los Angeles aims to achieve an accessible and sustainable transportation system that meets the needs of
all users. The City’s adopted transportation-related plans and policies affirm that streets should be safe and convenient
for all users of the transportation system, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, public transit riders, disabled
persons, senior citizens, children, and movers of commercial goods. Therefore, the transportation requirements and
mitigations for proposed developments should be consistent with the City’s transportation goals and policies.

Specifically, proposed projects shall be analyzed to identify potential conflicts with adopted City plans and policies. If
there is a conflict, improvements that prioritize access for and improve the comfort of people walking, bicycling, and
riding transit in order to provide safe and convenient streets for all users should be identified. Projects designed to
encourage sustainable travel help to reduce vehicle miles traveled. This section provides project criteria to identify
which projects must check for consistency with major City plans and policies and provides updated references that
should be consulted to evaluate how proposed projects and plans relate to adopted City projects and plans.

2.1.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

If the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is yes to any of the following questions, further analysis
will be required to assess whether the proposed project would conflict with plans, programs, ordinances, or policies:

¢ Does the project require a discretionary action that requires the decision maker to find that the decision
substantially conforms to the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan?

e |sthe project known to directly conflict with a transportation plan, policy, or program adopted to support
multimodal transportation options or public safety?

e |sthe project required to or proposing to make any voluntary modifications to the public right-of-way (i.e.,
dedications and/or improvements in the right-of-way, reconfigurations of curb line, etc.)?

For the purpose of the screening for projects that are making physical changes to the public right-of-way, determine
the street designation and improvement standard for the project frontage along streets classified as an Avenue or
Boulevard (as designated in the City’s General Plan) using the Mobility Plan 2035, or NavigateLA. If any street fronting
the project site is an Avenue or Boulevard and it is determined that additional dedication, or physical modifications
to the public right-of-way are proposed or required, the answer to this question is yes. For projects not subject to
dedication and improvement requirements under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, though the project does propose
dedications or physical modifications to the public right-of-way, the answer to this question is yes.

2.1.3 IMPACT CRITERIA

Threshold T-1: Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
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including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

The City of Los Angeles has adopted programs, plans, ordinances and policies that establish the transportation planning
framework for all travel modes. The overall goals of these policies are to achieve a safe, accessible and sustainable
transportation system for all users. The Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, the “Mobility Plan 2035,”
offers a comprehensive vision and set of policies and programs the City aims to achieve to provide streets that are safe
and convenient for all users. Vision Zero implements the Safety First goal of the Mobility Plan 2035, and aims to reduce
transportation fatalities to zero by using extensive crash data analysis to identify priority corridors and intersections,
and applying safety countermeasures.

The titles of key City plans and policies, and their web links, that should be reviewed are listed in Table 2.1-1. These
documents are subject to revision over time, and new plans may be adopted that are relevant to this threshold. The Los
Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP) will periodically review and revise this list to ensure that it reflects the
City’s current priorities on the safety and performance of the transportation system. This list should be consulted in
order to identify potential conflicts with projects and plans in the CEQA review process.

The threshold test is to assess whether a project would conflict with an adopted program, policy, plan, or ordinance
that is adopted to protect the environment. In general, transportation policies or standards adopted to protect the
environment are those that support multi modal transportation options and a reduction in VMT. Conversely, a project
would not be shown to result in an impact merely based on whether a project would not implement a particular
program, plan, policy, or ordinance. Many of these programs must be implemented by the City itself over time, and
over a broad area, and it is the intention of this threshold test to ensure that proposed development projects and plans
do not preclude the City from implementing adopted programs, plans and policies. This determination may require
consultation with LADCP and LADOT.

2.1.4 METHODOLOGY

Project Impacts

e A project that generally conforms with and does not obstruct the City’s development policies and standards will
generally be considered to be consistent. The Project Applicant should review the documents and ordinances
listed in Table 2.1-1 for City plans, policies, programs, ordinances and standards relevant to determining project
consistency. Attachment D: Plan Consistency Worksheet provides questions that must be answered in order
to help guide whether the project conflicts with City circulation system policies. A ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer to
these questions does not automatically determine a conflict. Rather, as indicated in Attachment D, the Project
Applicant must provide substantiating information to help determine whether the proposed project precludes
the City’s implementation of any adopted policy and/or program that was adopted to protect the environment.
A mere conflict with adopted transportation related policies, or standards that requires administrative relief or
legislative change does not in itself constitute an impact.

e If vacation of a public right-of-way, or relief from a required street dedication is sought as part of a proposed
project, an assessment should be made as to whether the right-of-way in question is necessary to serve a
long-term mobility need, as defined in the Mobility Plan 2035, transportation specific plan, or other planned
improvement in the future.
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Table 2.1-1: City Documents that Establish the Regulatory Framework:

PLAN OR POLICY

WEBLINK

2-3

1 Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035

2 Plan for Healthy LA

3 Specific Plans

4 LAMC Section 12.21 A.16 (Bicycle Parking)

5 LAMC Section 12.26J (TDM Ordinance)

6 Vision Zero Action Plan

7 Vision Zero Corridor Plans

8 Streetscape Plans

Citywide Design Guidelines

Guideline 1: Promote a safe, comfortable and accessible
pedestrian experience for all.

Guideline 2: Carefully incorporate vehicular access such
that it does not degrade the pedestrian experience.

Guideline 3: Design projects to actively engage with
streets and public space and maintain human scale

Cumulative Impacts

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/523f2a95-9d72-41d7-

aba5-1972f84c1d36/Mobility Plan 2035.pdf

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/7f065983-ff10-4e76-

81e5-e166c9b78a9¢e/Plan_for_a Healthy Los_Angeles.pdf

https://planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/overlays

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/

lamc/0-0-0-113040

https://ladotlivablestreets.org/content-landing/Vision-Zero-

Document-Library

https://ladotlivablestreets.org

List of relevant Streetscape Plans (this list may not be all

inclusive):

https://planning.lacity.org/plans-policies/overlays

https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/f6608be7-d5fe-4187-

beab6-20618eec5049/Citywide_Design_Guidelines.pdf

The analysis of cumulative impacts may be quantitative or qualitative. Each of the plans, ordinances and policies
reviewed to assess potential conflicts with proposed projects should be reviewed to assess cumulative impacts that
may result from the proposed project in combination with other development projects in the study area.

Related projects considered in the cumulative analysis should include known development projects within a one-
half mile (2,640 foot) radius of the project site. Consultation with LADCP and LADOT may be required to compile the
related projects list. The City’s ZIMAS database can be used to assist in identifying development projects that have

submitted applications to the City of Los Angeles. In consultation with LADOT, the analysis should also consider planned

transportation system improvements within the study area.

Analyses should consider whether there would be a significant impact to which both the proposed project and other
projects contribute. For instance, a cumulative impact could occur if the project as well as other future development

5 For a description of the relevant planning documents, see Attachment D.1.
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projects located on the same block were to preclude the City’s ability to serve transportation user needs as defined by
the City’s transportation policy framework.

2.1.5 MITIGATION

Identify changes to the proposed project as mitigation measures that could reduce or eliminate identified
inconsistencies with applicable programs, plans, ordinances, and policies and then determine the level of significance
after mitigation. The applicant should reference the Citywide Design Guidelines® in identifying mitigation measures
that will help address potential conflicts with the City’s transportation policy framework. The following sections of the
Citywide Design Guidelines are most relevant when addressing the City’s transportation goals and policies to promote
pedestrian safety and comfort and ensuring best design principles are followed in developing a site plan.

¢ Guideline 1: Promote a safe, comfortable and accessible pedestrian experience for all.
¢ Guideline 2: Carefully incorporate vehicular access such that it does not degrade the pedestrian experience.

e Guideline 3: Design projects to actively engage with streets and public space and maintain human scale.

2.2 CAUSING SUBSTANTIAL VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED (THRESHOLD T-2.1)
2.2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 sets forth the following objective, regarding vehicle miles traveled (VMT):
e Decrease VMT per capita by 5% every five years [from 2015 baseline conditions], to 20% by 2035.”

To achieve this objective, the Mobility Plan 2035 includes associated policies related to: land use objectives aimed at
shortening the distance between housing, jobs, and services; increasing the availability of affordable housing options
with proximity to transit; offering more attractive non-vehicle alternatives; implementing transportation demand
management (TDM) programs to encourage ridesharing and reduce vehicular trip making; congestion or cordon pricing
mechanisms to encourage alternatives to driving alone; and providing community assets (e.g., locally-serving land uses)
adjacent to residential areas to promote local walking and biking trips that reduce VMT. The Mobility Plan 2035 also
suggests that pursuing a specific vehicle level of service (LOS) standard can lead to wider roads resulting in adverse
environmental, public health, and fiscal impacts.

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued proposed updates to the CEQA guidelines in November
20178 and an accompanying technical advisory guidance finalized in December 2018° that amends the Appendix G
guestion for transportation impacts to delete reference to vehicle delay and level of service and instead refer to
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines asking if the project will result in a substantial increase in
VMT. The California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the updated CEQA Guidelines in December of
2018, and these guidelines are now in effect.

Accordingly, the City of Los Angeles recognizes the need to set new significance criteria for transportation impacts

6 City of Los Angeles Citywide Design Guidelines. https://planning.lacity.org/odocument/f6608be7-d5fe-4187-beab-
20618eec5049/Citywide_Design_Guidelines.pdf

7 City of Los Angeles, Mobility Plan 2035, An Element of the General Plan, adopted September 7, 2016, page 124.

8 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Proposed Updates to the CEQA Guidelines, Final, November 2017.
9 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,
December 2018

10 See Footnote 4.
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based on VMT for land use projects and plans in accordance with the amended Appendix G question:

THRESHOLD T-2.1: For a land use project, would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)(1)?

For land use projects, the intent of this threshold is to assess whether a land use project or plan causes substantial
vehicle miles traveled. The City has developed the following screening and impact criteria to address this question. The
criteria below is based on the OPR technical advisory but reflects local considerations.

2.2.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

If the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is no to either T-2.1-1 or T-2.1-2, further analysis will not
be required for Threshold T-2.1, and a “no impact” determination can be made for that threshold:

e T-2.1-1: Would the land use project® generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips?

For the purpose of screening for daily vehicle trips, a proposed project’s daily vehicle trips should be estimated using
the VMT Calculator tool or the most recent edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual. A user’s guide for the VMT
Calculator can be found here (See Attachment E).22 TDM strategies that are to be applied as mitigation measures should
not be considered for the purpose of screening. If existing land uses are present on the project site or there were
previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip generation methodology
discussion in Section 3.3, the daily vehicle trips generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses can be
estimated using the VMT Calculator tool and subtracted from the Project’s daily vehicle trips to determine the increase
in daily vehicle trips. For mixed-use projects, daily trips associated with local serving retail use of the project can be
removed in determining if the project’s daily vehicle trips are calculated for screening purposes. For uses that generate
trip activity that is infrequent, sporadic, or seasonal, the estimated trips can be summed across the year and averaged
by calendar day to provide an effective daily rate for screening purposes.

T-2.1-2: Would the project generate a net increase in daily VMT?

For the purpose of screening for VMT, a project’s daily VMT should be estimated using the VMT Calculator tool or
the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) model. A user’s guide for the VMT Calculator can be found here .* TDM
strategies should not be considered for the purpose of screening. If existing land uses are present on the project site
or there were previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip generation
methodology discussion in Section 3.3, the daily VMT generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses can
be estimated using the VMT Calculator tool and subtracted from the Project’s daily VMT to determine the increase in
daily VMT.

In addition to the above screening criteria, the portion of, or the entirety of a project that contains small-scale or local

11 Land use projects include any discretionary action that changes development capacity (such as a zone change or re-designation
of a general plan land use) or results in new construction, additions or change of use. Projects that require only ministerial approvals,
such as building, use and demolition permits shall not be subject to Section 2 of the Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG). See
Section 1.6 of these Guidelines for additional background on what projects are subject to review of the TAG.

12 LADOT Website. https://ladot.lacity.org/documents/transportation-assessment

13 See footnote 12.
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serving retail uses™ are assumed to have less than significant VMT impacts.” If the answer to the following question is
no, then that portion of the project meets the screening criteria and a no impact determination can be made for the
portion of the project that contains retail uses. However, if the retail project is part of a larger mixed-use project, then
the remaining portion of the project may be subject to further analysis in accordance with the above screening criteria.
Projects that include retail uses in excess of the screening criteria’®* may need to evaluate the entirety of the project’s
vehicle miles traveled, as specified in Section 2.2.4.

e If the project includes retail uses, does the portion of the project that contain retail uses exceed a net 50,000
square feet?v

Independent of the above screening criteria, and the project requires a discretionary action, further analysis will be
required if the answer to the following statement is yes:

e Would the Project or Plan located within a one-half mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway transit station replace
an existing number of residential units with a smaller number of residential units?

For the purpose of screening for proposed change in housing units located near fixed-rail or fixed-guideway transit

for development projects, the total number of housing units that exist on the project site should be counted and
compared to the total number of housing units as proposed by the project to determine if the project would result in a
net decrease in housing units. For the purposes of screening for proposed change in housing units that are in proximity
to transit for land use plans, the total number of existing housing units within a one-half mile of a fixed-rail transit
station that fall within the land use plan area should be counted and compared to the total housing capacity within the
same area that could be built as a result of the land use plan to determine if the plan could result in a net decrease in
housing.

2.2.3 IMPACT CRITERIA

Development Projects

The development project will have a potential impact if the project meets the following:

e For residential projects, the project would generate household VMT per capita exceeding 15% below the
existing average household VMT per capita for the Area Planning Commission (APC) area in which the project is
located. (See Table 2.2-1)

e For office projects, the project would generate work VMT per employee exceeding 15% below the existing
average work VMT per employee for the APC in which the project is located. (See Table 2.2-1)

e Forregional serving projects including retail projects, entertainment projects, and/or event centers, the project
would result in a net increase in VMT.

e For other land use types where the threshold is not further specified below, measure VMT impacts for the work
trip element using the criteria for office projects above. (see Table 2.2-1)

14 Retail projects that fall under 50,000 square feet are considered local serving. New retail uses that are above 50,000 square feet
may also be considered locally serving, if an applicant provides documentation that most of the vehicle trips will be originating from
the project area.The definition of retail for this purpose includes restaurants.

15 For the purposes of answering question T-2.1-1, the local serving retail uses that are part of a mixed-use project should not
determine if the project in its entirety exceeds 250 daily trips.

16 See Footnote 14.

17 See Footnote 14.
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Table 2.2-1: VMT Impact Criteria (15% Below APC Average)

AREA PLANNING DAILY HOUSEHOLD VMT DAILY WORK VMT PER

COMMISSION PER CAPITA EMPLOYEE
Central 6.0 7.6
East LA 7.2 12.7
Harbor 9.2 12.3
North Valley 9.2 15.0
South LA 6.0 11.6
South Valley 9.4 11.6
West LA 7.4 111

Land Use Plans

The land use plan will have a potential impact if:

The anticipated land use growth under the proposed plan would result in an average total VMT per service
population in the horizon year that exceeds 15% below the regional average total VMT per service population?®
for the baseline year from the most recent SCAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS).

The land use growth anticipated under the plan would result in an average total VMT per service population
in the plan horizon year that exceeds the average total VMT per service population in the plan area® for the
baseline year from the most recent locally validated travel demand forecasting model.

2.2.4 METHODOLOGY

Development Projects

The screening and impact evaluation should be conducted for the following types of development projects:

Residential. Single-family housing, multi-family housing, and affordable housing.

Office. General office and medical office. Light industrial, manufacturing, and warehousing/ self-storage, land
uses should be treated as office for screening and analysis.

Retail. General retail, furniture store, pharmacy/drugstore, supermarket, bank, health club, restaurant, auto
repair, home improvement superstore, discount store, and movie theater.

The following identifies screening criteria and thresholds of significance used to determine if other types of land uses
occasionally reviewed by LADOT would result in significant impacts as it relates to VMT:

Hotel and Motel Uses. VMT impacts of hotel and motel uses should evaluate the VMT impacts of both
employee trips and visitor/guest trips, and apply a separate impact threshold to each trip type. The employee
trips should be treated similar to those for office uses where the hotel/motel project would result in an impact
if it generates work VMT per employee exceeding 15% below the existing average work VMT per employee for
the APC in which the project is located.

18 Service population is defined as all of the people living and working within the plan or project area
19 The plan area in this threshold will be defined by the area directly affected by the proposed plan, which is generally a
community plan area for community plans, a specific plan area for specific plans, and citywide area for citywide plans, policies, and

ordinances
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To evaluate potential VMT impacts of visitor/guest trips, the analysis should screen out visitor/guest trips from
a quantitative analysis where those hotels/motels would be considered to meet a localized demand for visitor/
guest travel. Hotel and motel uses could be shown to not contribute to significant visitor/guest trips if they are
proposed in locations that are closer to common or desired destinations for guests and visitors than other
existing hotel and motel uses, and therefore result in shorter overall visitor trips that are expected without the
project. The conclusion that hotel and motel uses would not result in a significant VMT impact from
visitor/guest trips would be more substantiated where the hotel/motel project includes TDM measures

that actively promote transit and bike share services to the hotel/motel patrons.

Where it can not be qualitatively demonstrated that hotel and motel uses would not result in lower guest/
visitor trip distances as compared to “without project” conditions, the analysis should quantify the

VMT of visitor/guest trips and either evaluate if the visitor/guest trips would lead to a net increase in daily VMT
of those trips as compared to without the project or, if technically feasible, would generate VMT per
visitor/guest that exceed 15% below the existing average citywide VMT per visitor/guest.

e Public Services. Public services (e.g., police, fire stations, public utilities, local serving parks and recreation
facilities) do not generally generate substantial VMT. Instead, these land uses are often built in response to
development from other land uses (e.g., office and residential). Therefore, these land uses can be presumed to
have less-than-significant impacts on VMT.

e Schools and Religious Uses. VMT impacts of religious and school uses will be determined on a case by case
basis while more formal methodology is developed. Religious and school uses that are small in scale and are
shown to primarily serve the immediate community can be considered local serving uses, and therefore can be
potentially screened out from further VMT analysis. For school and religious uses that are large in scale and are
expected to attract people from a broader area, impacts would need to be further evaluated using a market
study, or a travel survey of the church congregants. The project would be shown to result in a significant VMT
impact if the project is not screened out from analysis, and the project is expected to result in a net increase in
daily VMT.

e Event Centers and Regional-Serving Entertainment Venues. Trips associated with these land uses are typically
discretionary trips made by individuals, which may be substitute or new trips. For these land uses, a detailed
customized VMT analysis would most likely be required to determine if the project would attract regional trips.
Therefore, no screening criterion is provided. For uses that are considered to attract regional trips, the project
should evaluate if the project would result in a net increase in total VMT.

The land uses described above are not intended to be inclusive of every land use reviewed by LADOT for projects
subject to CEQA. For other land uses, the analysis should be consistent with one of the screening criteria and
thresholds of significance described above.

Impact Methodology

e Residential Projects. Daily vehicle trips, daily VMT, and daily household VMT per capita for residential projects should
be estimated using the VMT Calculator tool. A guide to using the tool can be found here. Transportation demand
management strategies to be included as project design features should be considered in the estimation of a
project’s daily vehicle trips and VMT.

e Redevelopment Projects Near Transit that Reduce Total Housing Supply. For projects that are located within a one-
half mile of a fixed-rail transit station and result in a net decrease of housing units, the project should be evaluated
to determine if aggregate VMT impacts may result from existing residents that are displaced to higher VMT areas.
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While conclusive findings of displacement impact on VMT is uncertain, methodologies will continue to evolve. The
analysis should indicate if there is available housing supply near the project to meet the needs of existing residents.
If replacement housing is shown to not be available within the project area, the VMT analysis should include the
additional average daily VMT of the existing residents that would be expected to be displaced in the numerator of
the total VMT per capita assessed for the project.

Office Projects. Daily vehicle trips, daily VMT, and daily work VMT per employee for office projects should be estimated
using the VMT Calculator tool. A guide to using the tool and be found here. Transportation demand management
strategies to be included as project design features should be considered in the estimation of a project’s daily vehicle
trips and VMT.

Regional Serving Retail Projects.2® Retail projects should be evaluated to determine whether the project would result
in a net increase in total VMT. Local-serving retail** development tends to shorten trips and reduce VMT whereas
regional-serving retail development can lead to substitution of longer trips for shorter ones and could increase VMT.
One of the following methods would be necessary for retail projects subject to analysis:

e Preparation of a market-study-based transportation analysis submitted by the Project Applicant that
demonstrates to LADOT staff that the project area is underserved for the proposed retail use and that the
project will shorten existing shopping trips by creating an intervening location between trip origins and current
retail destinations.

e Run the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting model with and without the project. Since the overall number of trips
in the model is based on home-based trips and is balanced to home-trip productions, the total number of trips
will not be influenced materially by the introduction of the additional retail space but rather the model will
redistribute home-shopping trips from other retail destinations to the proposed retail destination.

» If the project is entirely retail, this entails the following steps:

e Determine the traffic analysis zone (TAZ) in which the project is located.Create a new TAZ at the same
location within the model network to be used solely to represent the project’s retail land uses.

e Convert the project retail land uses into the appropriate employment categories utilized in the model.
Adjust the socioeconomic parameters in the TAZ appropriately to reflect removal of the existing land
uses from the original TAZ and addition of the project’s retail uses to the new TAZ.

e Run the four-step model process for the model existing base year for the four time periods in the
model (AM peak period, midday period, PM peak period, nighttime period) for the base (“no project”)
scenario and for the “plus project” scenario

e Define the study area for the retail analysis as the radius from the project site that captures at least
90% of the retail-related trips generated by the project. (The entire model network should not be used
as the study area for this analysis.)

e Calculate total link-based VMT on the model network over the study area for each time period and sum
to determine daily VMT for each scenario. The total VMT should capture both employee and home-
shopping trips. Subtract the daily VMT for the base scenario from the daily VMT for the “plus project”
scenario to determine the net change in daily VMT.

20 Regional Serving Retail Projects are generally defined as retail projects where any single retail use exceeds 50,000 square feet
in floor area. However, an accumulation of retail uses that are individually under 50,000 square feet may still be considered regional
serving in circumstances that the individual retail uses are part of a project that is considered a regional attracting destination. Retail
projects that include retail uses that fall under 50,000 square feet are considered local serving. Individual retail uses that exceed
50,000 square feet in area may still be considered locally serving, though further information will be needed to support conclusions
that most of the vehicle trips will be originating from the project area.

21 See footnote 16 for definition of local serving retail.
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» If the proposed project is a mixed-use development including more than 50,000 square feet of retail,
conduct steps similar to those described above. However, first create a “without retail” model scenario that
includes the rest of the project’s proposed land uses and then create and run the four-step model for this
“with retail” scenario. Subtract the daily VMT for the “without retail” scenario from the daily VMT for the
“with retail” scenario to determine the net change in daily VMT

Event Centers and Regional-Serving Entertainment Venues. Event centers and regional-serving entertainment projects
should be evaluated to determine whether the project would result in a net increase in total VMT. A project-specific
customized approach will be required to estimate VMT for such projects. The methodology should be developed in
consultation with and approved by LADOT staff at the outset of the study.

Hotel and Motel Uses. VMT impacts of hotel and motel uses should evaluate the VMT impacts of both employee trips
and visitor/guest trips, and apply a separate impact threshold to each trip type. The employee trips should be treated

as similar to those for office uses where the hotel/motel project would result in an impact if it generates work VMT per
employee exceeding 15% below the existing average work VMT per employee for the APC in which the project is located.

Where it can not be qualitatively demonstrated that hotel and motel uses would not result in lower guest/visitor trip
distances as compared to without the project, the analysis should quantify the VMT of visitor/guest trips and either
evaluate if the visitor/guest trips would lead to a net increase in daily VMT of those trips as compared to without the
project or, if technically feasible, would generate VMT per visitor/guest that exceed 15% below the existing average
citywide VMT per visitor/guest.

Regional Serving Schools and Religious Uses. Schools and religious uses that are considered regional serving should be
evaluated to determine whether the project would result in a net increase in total VMT. The methodology should be
developed in consultation with and approved by LADOT staff at the outset of the study.

Mixed-Use Projects. The project VMT impact should be considered significant if, after taking credit for internal capture
and screening out local serving retail uses (if applicable), the project exceeds the impact criteria for any one (or all) of a
particular project land use(s). However, in circumstances where the total VMT of the combined uses before mitigation
would be lower than the combined VMT that results from adding each of the project uses’ trips multiplied by the VMT
thresholds that apply to the respective use, the analysis need only consider the impacts of the dominant use as defined
as the use that generates the highest amount of daily trips.

For example, a total project’s VMT after mitigation (Total-VMT-Project) of a residential and office use would be the sum
of the total residential VMT (R-VMT-Project) and a total VMT per employee VMT of (E-VMT-Project), where:

(Residential Trips)*(VMT per capita) = R-VMT-Project
(Employee Trips)*(VMT per employee) = E-VMT-Project
R-VMT-Project + E-VMT-Project = Total-VMT-Project

The Screening Mixed-Use VMT Threshold (Total-VMT-Screening) of the same project would be the sum of the projects
trips for

(Residential Trips)*(VMT per capita impact threshold) = R-VMT-Screening
(Employee Trips)*(VMT per employee impact threshold) = E-VMT-Screening

R-VMT-Screening + E-VMT-Screening = Total-VMT-Screening
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Evaluate only the dominant use where (Total-VMT-Project) < (Total-VMT-Screening)

The purpose of focusing on the VMT of the dominant land use for projects that have overall lower combined VMT when
considering all the project uses is to focus only on mitigating the impacts of uses that substantially contribute to VMT
impacts as opposed to the uses of a mixed-use project that generate a small amount of trips. The mitigation options
that reduce the VMT generated by any or all of the land uses could be considered.

Multiple-Phased Projects. Multiple-phased projects should apply the VMT methodology that aligns with the land use
components. More than one analysis method and project threshold should be applied depending on whether the
multiple-phased projects include a mixture of uses. The VMT analysis must evaluate the project impact of all project
phases if there are reasonable assumptions.

Unigue Land Uses. Some projects will not fit into one of the above categories. In such cases, with the concurrence
of LADOT, a customized approach can be used to estimate daily trips and VMT. This can be done using the custom
land use feature of the VMT Calculator or, if determined to be appropriate, independent of the VMT Calculator. The
methodology and thresholds to be used in such cases should be developed in consultation with and approved by
LADOT staff at the outset of the study.

Land Use Plans/Community Plans. The City of Los Angeles’s land use elements are generally divided into 35 community
plans. Community plans should be evaluated using modified versions of the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF)
model to determine if the proposed VMT per service population in the future with project scenario will exceed the
two-part thresholds described in Section 2.2.3. In preparing an analysis for each community plan, the City’s TDF
model will need to be refined to create a sub-area TDF model with the adequate level of detail within the respective
community plan area for improved sensitivity in measuring the effect of land use development and transportation
network changes. The assessment should cover the full area in which the plan may substantially affect travel patterns.

To determine whether the land use changes and transportation system measures that are included in a proposed

land use plan would have an impact on VMT, run the community plan’s sub-area TDF model for the baseline year

“no project” scenario and the future “plus project” scenario. The future “no project” scenario should represent the
adopted RTP/SCS cumulative year conditions as incorporated into the City’s model (SCAG’s horizon year socioeconomic
forecast for the plan area and the remainder of the City and base transportation networks not including the Mobility
Plan 2035). The future cumulative “plus project” scenario should represent the reallocation of the population and/

or employment growth based on the land supply changes associated with the proposed plan and the transportation
system measures included in the proposed plan (including transportation system measures included in the Mobility
Plan 2035 within the plan area and incorporated into the plan). Total VMT per service population would be calculated
for all scenarios generated by land use within the project area, which is generally the plan area.

Cumulative Impacts

Analyses should consider both short- and long-term project effects on VMT. Short-term effects will be evaluated in
the detailed project-level VMT analysis described above. Long-term, or cumulative, effects will be determined through
a consistency check with the SCAG RTP/SCS. The RTP/SCS is the regional plan that demonstrates compliance with air
quality conformity requirements and GHG reduction targets. As such, projects and land use plans that are consistent
with this plan in terms of development location, density, and intensity, are part of the regional solution for meeting
air pollution and GHG reduction goals. Projects and land use plans that are deemed to be consistent would have a

less than significant cumulative impact on VMT. Development in a location where the RTP/SCS does not specify any
development may indicate a significant impact on transportation. However, for projects and land use plans that do
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not demonstrate a project impact by applying an efficiency-based impact threshold (i.e., VMT per capita, VMT per
employee, or VMT per service population) in the impact analysis, a less than significant project impact conclusion is
sufficient in demonstrating there is no cumulative VMT impact. Projects and land use plans that fall under the City’s
efficiency-based impact thresholds are already shown to align with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction goals of
SCAG’s RTP/SCS.

Projects and land use plans that both (1) demonstrate a project impact by applying an efficiency based VMT threshold
or a net increase VMT threshold for regional retail and (2) are deemed to be inconsistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS
could have a significant cumulative impact on VMT. Further evaluation would be necessary to determine whether
such a project or land use plan’s cumulative impact on VMT is significant. This analysis could be conducted by running
the SCAG RTP/SCS Travel Demand Forecasting model with the cumulative “no project” scenario representing the
adopted RTP/SCS horizon year conditions and the cumulative “plus project” scenario representing the reallocation of
the population and/or employment growth based on the land supply changes associated with the proposed project.
Citywide VMT, household VMT per capita, work VMT per employee, or VMT per service population (depending on
project type) would be calculated for both scenarios, and any increase in VMT, household VMT per capita, work

VMT per employee, or VMT per service population (depending on project type) above that which was forecast in the
adopted RTP/SCS would constitute a significant impact because it could jeopardize regional air quality conformity or
GHG reduction findings.

When specifically evaluating the VMT impacts of regional-serving retail, entertainment projects, and/or event centers,
the cumulative analysis would include additional steps to that described above under the Project Impact methodology
to compare a cumulative “plus project” scenario with the cumulative “no project” scenario representing the adopted
RTP/SCS cumulative year conditions. This would involve the following additional steps:

e Convert the project land uses into the appropriate employment categories utilized in the adopted RTP/SCS
horizon year model. Adjust the socioeconomic parameters in the TAZ appropriately to reflect the removal of
the existing land uses and addition of the project.

e Run the SCAG RTP/SCS four-step model process for the model cumulative “no project” for the four time periods
in the model (AM peak period, midday period, PM peak period, nighttime period) for the base cumulative “no
project” scenario and for the cumulative “plus project” scenario.

e Calculate total VMT on the model network for each time period and sum to determine daily VMT for each
scenario. Subtract the daily VMT for the base cumulative “no project” scenario from the daily VMT for the
cumulative “plus project” scenario to determine the net change in daily VMT.

2.2.5 MITIGATION
Development Projects

Potential mitigation measures for development project VMT impacts can include:

e Transportation demand management strategies including and in addition to those required by the City’s TDM
Ordinance and/or beyond those to be included as project design features that have been demonstrated to
reduce VMT. TDM strategies that have been shown to reduce VMT include, but are not limited to, the following
described in Table 2.2-2 below.

Table 2.2-2: TDM Strategies
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CATEGORY MEASURE
e Reduce parking supply

e Unbundle parking

Parking e Parking cash-out
e  Price workplace parking
e Reduce transit headways
Transit e Implement neighborhood shuttle

e Transit subsidies

e Voluntary travel behavior change program

Education & Encouragement e Promotions and marketing

e Required commute trip reduction program
. . e Alternative work schedules and telecommute program
Commute Trip Reductions . .
e Employer or association-sponsored vanpool, circulator or shuttle
e Rideshare program
e (Carshare
e  Bike share
e Other shared mobility devices

e School carpool program

Shared Mobility

e Implement/improve on-street bicycle facility
Bicycle Infrastructure ¢ Include outdoor bike parking

* Include secure bike parking and showers

e Traffic calming improvements
Neighborhood enhancement e Pedestrian network improvements

e Shared use paths, paseos

Further details regarding the definitions, benefits and applicability of the TDM measures listed above are provided in
Attachment G.

Additional TDM strategies beyond those listed above. If additional TDM strategies beyond those listed above
are used to quantitatively reduce a project’s VMT estimate, substantial evidence should be provided to LADOT
to support the claimed effectiveness of the strategy(ies).

Additional off-site or area-wide strategies that would be included in a VMT Exchange or VMT Mitigation Bank.
Substantial evidence should be provided to LADOT to support the claimed effectiveness of the strategy(ies)
as well as verifying that the strategy(ies) would be additional to fully funded projects such as those that are
included in a constrained funded regional transportation improvement plan.

Enhancements to the public transit system.
For a single-use project, introducing compatible additional land uses to allow for internalization of trips.

For a mixed-use project, modifying the project’s land use mix to increase internalization of trips, reduce
external trip generation, and serve the local community.

Some TDM strategies may be classified as project design features if the strategies are required by a City
ordinance or state law and documentation of the requirement is submitted by an applicant. Examples of TDM
strategies that can be counted as project design features include:

e bicycle parking as required in the Bicycle Parking Ordinance (LAMC 12.21),
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e parking ‘cash-out’ incentives to reduce parking for office projects that are needed to comply with the
State’s Parking Cash-Out law, and

e reduced vehicle parking incentives as permitted in the Bicycle Parking Ordinance (LAMC 12.21),
Citywide Density Bonus Ordinance (LAMC 12.22), and/or the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Ordinance (LAMC 12.22), and/or any specific plan.

e Any TDM strategies that are necessary to comply with Rule 2202 of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), the existing City’s TDM Ordinance (LAMC 12.26 J), and/or any specific
plan.

Land Use Plans

Potential mitigation measures for land use plan VMT impacts can include:

e Reallocation of future land use development to concentrate jobs, housing, and neighborhood supporting uses
in transportation-efficient locations (e.g., proximity to transit, proximity to services).

e Strategies to enhance the public transit system. Strategies may include improved connections to the system
through active transportation or sustainable modes, such as mobility investments, programs, and/or education
and marketing.

e Strategies to encourage reduced reliance on automobile trips and encourage transit and active transportation
modes.

2.3 SUBSTANTIALLY INDUCING ADDITIONAL AUTOMOBILE TRAVEL (THRESHOLD T-2.2)
2.3.1 INTRODUCTION

Transportation projects that increase vehicular capacity can lead to additional travel on the roadway network, which
can include induced vehicle travel due to factors such as increased speeds and induced growth. OPR issued proposed
updates to the CEQA guidelines in November 20172 and an accompanying technical advisory finalized in December
2018= that amends the Appendix G questions to refer to Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines,
which give discretion to agencies to determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact consistent with CEQA
and other applicable requirements. The California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the updated CEQA
Guidelines in December of 2018, and these guidelines are now in effect.” To provide consistency across projects and
achieve the City’s sustainability policies, the City of Los Angeles has acted to consider the potential for transportation
projects to increase VMT, and disclosing such impacts is subject to CEQA.

Accordingly, the City of Los Angeles recognizes the need to set new significance criteria for transportation impacts
based on VMT for transportation projects in accordance with the amended Appendix G question:

THRESHOLD T-2.2: For a transportation project, would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(2)?

For transportation projects, the intent of this threshold is to assess whether a transportation project induces substantial

22 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Proposed Updates to the CEQA Guidelines, Final, November
2017.

23 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, December 2018.

24 See Footnote 4.
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additional VMT. The City has developed the following screening and impact criteria to answer this question. The criteria
are supported by the OPR technical advisory.

2.3.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

If the answer is no to the following question, further analysis will not be required for Threshold T-2.2, and a no impact
determination can be made for that threshold:

e T-2.2: Would the project include the addition of through traffic lanes on existing or new highways, including
general purpose lanes, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, peak period lanes, auxiliary lanes, and lanes
through grade-separated interchanges (except managed lanes, transit lanes, and auxiliary lanes of less than one
mile in length designed to improve roadway safety)?

Transit and active transportation projects and projects that reduce roadway capacity generally reduce VMT and,
therefore, are presumed to cause a less-than-significant impact. Transportation projects that are not likely to lead to a
substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel and would, therefore, not be required to prepare an induced travel
analysis, are listed in Table 2.3-1.
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Table 2.3-1: Transportation Projects Not Likely to Lead to Substantial or Measurable Increase
in Vehicle Travel

e Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, safety, and repair projects designed to improve the condition of
existing transportation assets (e.g., highways; roadways; bridges; culverts; Transportation Management System
field elements such as cameras, message signs, detection, or signals; tunnels; transit systems; and assets that
serve bicycle and pedestrian facilities) and that do not add additional motor vehicle capacity

e Roadside safety devices or hardware installation such as median barriers and guardrails

e Roadway shoulder enhancements to provide “breakdown space” - dedicated space for use only by transit
vehicles, to provide bicycle access, or to otherwise improve safety, but which will not be used as automobile
vehicle travel lanes

e Addition of an auxiliary lane of less than one mile in length designed to improve roadway safety

¢ Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through traffic, such as left, right, and
U-turn pockets, two-way left turn lanes, or emergency breakdown lanes that are not utilized as through lanes

e Addition of roadway capacity on local or collector streets provided the project also substantially improves
conditions for pedestrians, cyclists, and, if applicable, transit

e Conversion of existing general-purpose lanes (including ramps) to managed lanes or transit lanes, or changing
lane management in a manner that would not substantially increase vehicle travel

e Addition of a new lane that is permanently restricted to use only by transit vehicles

e Reduction in number of through lanes

e Grade separation to separate vehicles from rail, transit, pedestrians or bicycles, or to replace a lane in order to
separate preferential vehicles (e.g., high-occupancy vehicles [HOV], high-occupancy toll [HOT], or trucks) from
general vehicles

¢ Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including Transit Signal Priority (TSP) features

¢ Installation of traffic metering systems, detection systems, cameras, changeable message signs and other
electronics designed to optimize vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian flow

e Timing of signals to optimize vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian flow

¢ Installation of roundabouts or traffic circles

¢ Installation or reconfiguration of traffic calming devices

e Adoption of or increase in tolls

e Addition of tolled lanes, where tolls are sufficient to mitigate VMT increase

¢ |Initiation of new transit service

e  Conversion of streets from one-way to two-way operation with no net increase in number of traffic lanes

e Removal or relocation of off-street or on-street parking spaces

e Adoption or modification of on-street parking or loading restrictions (including meters, time limits, accessible
spaces, and preferential/reserved parking permit programs)

e Addition of traffic wayfinding signage

e Rehabilitation and maintenance projects that do not add motor vehicle capacity

e Addition of new or enhanced bike or pedestrian facilities on existing streets/highways or within existing public
rights-of-way

e Addition of Class I bike paths, trails, multi-use paths, or other off-road facilities that serve non-motorized travel

e |Installation of publicly available alternative fuel/charging infrastructure

e Adding of passing lanes, truck climbing lanes, or truck brake-check lanes in rural areas that do not increase
overall vehicle capacity along the corridor

2.3.3 IMPACT CRITERIA

For transportation projects that exceed the screening criteria in T-2.2, and are not qualified to be screened out from
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further analysis by constituting activity in Table 2.3-1, the capacity enhancing transportation project will have a
potential impact if:

e The project will increase the project area® VMT, as measurable by the City’s base year TDF model plus an
induced travel elasticity factor per lane mile.

2.3.4 METHODOLOGY

Project Impacts

The City of Los Angeles developed a citywide TDF model that is suitable for assessing change in VMT due to a given
roadway project in its land use/transportation context. The model should be used to calculate the change in VMT from
transportation projects that, by definition, are considered to have the potential for inducing automobile travel.

For the direct measurement of short-term project impacts, the TDF model’s base year* network should be modified
to reflect the vehicle capacity-enhancements that would result from the proposed transportation project. The base
year model should be run with and without the proposed transportation project, without adjusting the model’s land
use inputs, in order to isolate the potential short-term change in network VMT with the project as compared to the
baseline. The assessment should cover the full area in which driving patterns are expected to change and include
supporting evidence for why such an area was selected.

The City’s TDF model is capable of adjusting trip lengths, mode split, and route choice in response to network changes.
However, the model does not include the ability to modify long-term land use changes in response to changes to the
transportation system and will not increase trips to reflect latent demand. Therefore, such induced travel should be
estimated by applying an induced demand elasticity factor available from appropriate academic literature. According
to the OPR Technical Advisory?, the most recent major study as of this writing? finds the long-term elasticity of vehicle
travel by lane miles added to be 1.0, meaning that every percent increase in lane miles results in a 1.0 percent increase
in vehicle travel.

Accordingly, the VMT impact of a capacity enhancing transportation project shall be calculated as the direct short-term
change in VMT as estimated by the City’s TDF model with and without the project plus a factor for long-term induced
demand calculated as follows:

e Run the TDF model with and without the transportation project to isolate the potential direct short-term
change in network VMT due to changes in trip length, mode split, and route choice.

e Using the TDF model, determine the total lane-miles over the project area® that fully captures travel behavior
changes resulting from the project.

e Determine the percent change in total lane miles that will result from the project.

e Using the TDF model, determine the total existing VMT over that same area.

25 The project area, for the purposes of a VMT analysis of transportation projects will be defined on a project by project basis. The
area must include the transportation analysis zones that contain a non-significant amount of vehicles traveling somewhere along
their journey and also along the project corridor segment.

26 The base year shall reflect the environmental setting closest to when the project analysis was initiated, such as the release of a
Notice of Preparation.

27 State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in
CEQA, December 2018

28 Duranton and Turner. The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion, Evidence from US Cities, 2011.

29 See footnote 25 for the definition of Project Area for transportation projects.
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e Multiply the percent increase in lane miles by the existing VMT and then multiply that by the long-term
elasticity factor of 1.0 to determine the induced VMT.

In addition, as of this publication of the Transportation Assessment Guidelines, the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) released the First Edition of the Transportation Analysis Framework® (Framework) that
provides a methodology to evaluate the induced travel and resulting VMT impacts of capacity enhancing projects on the
State Highway System (SHS). Similar to the above analysis method, the methodology developed by Caltrans combines
both an empirical based approach and a travel demand model-based approach. Caltrans seeks to streamline the
empirical approach and has released an Induced Travel Calculator® developed by the National Center for Sustainable
Transportation. According to the Framework, Caltrans recommends using the Induced Travel Calculator for all projects on
the SHS within Los Angeles County that meet their functional classification of facilities, which include interstate (Class 1),
freeways and expressways (Class 2), and other principal arterials (Class 3)%. For current approved methods to evaluate
the VMT impacts of capacity enhancing transportation projects on the SHS within Los Angeles County, consult the most
recent version of the Transportation Analysis Framework on the Caltrans SB 743 program website.*

Cumulative Impacts

Analyses of capacity enhancing transportation projects should consider both short- and long-term project effects on
VMT. Short-term effects will be evaluated in the project-level VMT analysis described above. Long-term, or cumulative,
effects will be determined through a consistency check with the SCAG RTP/SCS. The RTP/SCS is the regional plan that
demonstrates compliance with air quality conformity requirements and greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets. As
such, transportation projects that are included in this plan are part of the regional solution for meeting air pollution
and GHG reduction goals. Transportation projects that are deemed to be consistent would have a less than significant
cumulative impact on VMT. Cumulative impact analysis is not necessary for transportation projects listed in Table 2.3-
1, regardless if they are not included in SCAG’s RTP/SCS, since they are presumed to not likely to lead to substantial or
measurable increase in vehicle travel.

Transportation projects that are deemed to be inconsistent with the RTP/SCS could have a significant cumulative
impact on VMT. Further evaluation would be necessary to determine whether such a project’s cumulative impact on
VMT is significant. This analysis would be conducted by running the City’s TDF model with the cumulative “no project”
scenario representing the adopted RTP/SCS cumulative year conditions (as incorporated into the City’s model) and the
cumulative “plus project” scenario incorporating the network changes due to the proposed transportation project. An
induced demand elasticity factor should be applied to any increase in VMT thus determined, and any increase in VMT
would constitute a significant impact because it could jeopardize regional air quality conformity or GHG reduction
findings.

2.3.5 MITIGATION

Mitigation measures that could reduce the amount of increased vehicle travel induced by capacity increases could
include, but not be limited to, the following measures:

¢ Tolling new lanes to encourage carpools and fund transit improvements.

30 Caltrans. Transportation Analysis Framework First Edition: Evaluating Transportation Impacts of State Highway System Projects
September 2020. https://dot.ca.gov/programs/sustainability/sb-743. Accessed on April 11, 2022.

31 Induced Travel Calculator. National Center for Sustainable Transportation. https://blinktag.com/induced-travel-calculator.

32 Caltrans. Transportation Analysis Framework First Edition: Evaluating Transportation Impacts of State Highway System Projects:
September 2020. See Appendix A of FHWA Functional Classification System.

33 https://dot.ca.gov/programs/sustainability/sb-743
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e Converting existing general-purpose lanes to HOV lanes, high occupancy toll (HOT) lanes, or bus lanes.

e Cordon or congestion pricing to encourage sustainable travel behavior and fund district-wide mobility
improvements.

e Implementing or funding off-site mobility improvements, including the initiation of transportation management
organizations (TMOs).

¢ Implementing intelligent transportation systems (ITS) strategies to improve passenger throughput on existing
lanes.

2.4 SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASING HAZARDS DUE TO A GEOMETRIC DESIGN FEATURE OR
INCOMPATIBLE USE (THRESHOLD T-3)

2.4.1 INTRODUCTION

Impacts regarding the potential increase of hazards due to a geometric design feature generally relate to the design

of access points to and from the project site, and may include safety, operational, or capacity impacts. Impacts can be
related to vehicle/vehicle, vehicle/bicycle, or vehicle/pedestrian conflicts as well as to operational delays caused by
vehicles slowing and/or queuing to access a project site. These conflicts may be created by the driveway configuration
or through the placement of project driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent to bicycle or pedestrian
facilities, or too close to busy or congested intersections. Evaluation of access impacts require details relative to project
land use, size, design, location of access points, etc. These impacts are typically evaluated for permanent conditions
after project completion but can also be evaluated for temporary conditions during project construction.

Project access can be analyzed in qualitative and/or quantitative terms, and in conjunction with the review of internal
site circulation and access to parking areas. All proposed site access points should be evaluated.

Conversely, vehicle/vehicle conflicts may be created if the land use project would generate substantial demand that
would result in additional vehicle queues on to a freeway off-ramp that would further lead to unsafe differentials of
travel speed between cars attempting to exit and cars traveling at higher speeds. The potential for freeway safety
impacts can be analyzed quantitatively by simulation models and collecting information on existing prevailing travel
speeds pursuant to the methodology described herein.

2.4.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

If the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is “yes” to either of the following questions, further
analysis will be required to assess whether the project would result in impacts due to geometric design hazards or
incompatible uses:

¢ Is the project proposing new driveways, or introducing new vehicle access to the property from the public right-of-
way?

e Isthe project proposing to make any voluntary or required modifications to the public right-of-way (i.e., street
dedications, reconfigurations of curb line, etc.)?

For the purpose of the screening for projects that are making physical changes to the public right-of-way, determine
the street designation and improvement standard for any project frontage along streets classified as an Avenue or
Boulevard (as designated in the City’s General Plan) using the Mobility Plan 2035, or NavigateLA. If any street fronting
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the project site is an Avenue or Boulevard and it is determined that additional dedication, or physical modifications
to the public right-of-way are proposed or required, the answer to this question is yes. For projects not subject to
dedication and improvement requirements under the Los Angeles Municipal Code, though the project does propose
dedications or physical modifications to the public right-of-way, which may also include new physical modifications
along streets classified as either Collectors or Locals, the answer to this question is yes.

In addition to the screening questions above, if the answer is “yes” to all of the following questions, further analysis will
be required to assess whether the project would result in impacts due to queuing from a freeway off-ramp that could
lead to unsafe differential travel speeds:

e Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by the Department of City
Planning?

¢ Would the land use project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips?
¢ Would the land use project add 25 or more trips to any off ramp in either the morning or afternoon peak hour?
2.4.3 IMPACT CRITERIA

Threshold T-3: Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Preliminary project access plans are to be reviewed in light of commonly accepted traffic engineering design standards
4 to ascertain whether any deficiencies are apparent in the site access plans which would be considered significant. The
determination of significance shall be on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors:

¢ The relative amount of pedestrian activity at project access points.

e Design features/physical configurations that the project introduces that affect the visibility of pedestrians and
bicyclists to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists.

e The type of bicycle facilities the project driveway(s) crosses and the relative level of utilization.

¢ The physical conditions of the site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walks, landscaping or other
barriers, that could result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle, or vehicle/vehicle safety hazards.

e The project location, or project-related changes to the public right-of-way, relative to proximity to the High Injury
Network or a Safe Routes to School program area.

¢ Any other conditions, including the approximate location of incompatible uses that would substantially increase a
transportation hazard.

To assess potential vehicle impacts that may result in unsafe vehicle queues from a freeway off ramp, if the project is
forecasted to add two or more car lengths to the ramp backup that extends to the freeway mainline, and the speed
differential is 30 mph or more, then there is a potentially significant safety impact.

2.4.4 METHODOLOGY

34 One example of traffic engineering design standards includes but is not limited to Section 321 of LADOT’s Manual of Policies and
Procedures, which provides guidance on driveway design.
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Project Impacts

For vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian safety impacts, review all project access points, internal circulation, and parking
access from an operational and safety perspective (for example, turning radii, driveway queuing, line of sight for turns
into and out of project driveway([s]). Where project driveways would cross pedestrian facilities or bicycle facilities (bike
lanes or bike paths), consider operational and safety issues related to the potential for vehicle/pedestrian and vehicle/
bicycle conflicts and the severity of consequences that could result. In areas with moderate to high levels of pedestrian
or bicycle activity, the collection of pedestrian or bicycle count data is required.

To assess potential vehicle to vehicle impacts that may result in unsafe vehicle queues from a freeway off ramp,
projects that are expected to add 25 or more trips to any off ramp in either the morning or afternoon peak hour, then
that ramp should be studied for potential freeway off-ramp queueing impacts following the steps below.

1. Using Synchro analysis software, or similar tools, prepare a queuing study for the “Future with Project” conditions
for the proposed project build-out year. Follow the recommended steps in Section 3.3.4.1 to forecast future traffic
volumes.

2. To evaluate the adequacy of the existing and future storage lengths, use the 95th percentile queue provided from
the Synchro results worksheet, and use 100% of the storage length on each lane of the ramp from the stop line to
the gore point. If an Auxiliary Lane exists, add 50% of the length of the auxiliary lane to the ramp storage area.

If the Project traffic is expected to cause or add to a queue extending onto the freeway mainline by less than two car
lengths, the project would cause a less-than-significant safety impact. If the queue is already extending or projected to
extend onto the freeway mainline, and the Project increases the overflow onto the mainline lanes by less than two car
lengths, the project would cause a less-than-significant safety impact.

If the Project adds two or more car lengths to the ramp backup that extends to the freeway mainline, then the location
must be tested for safety issues which include a test for speed differential between the off-ramp queue and the
mainline of the freeway during the particular peak hour. The speed differential would identify the operating speed of
the freeway mainline lanes during the peak hour that corresponds to the peak hour during which the ramp is expected
to experience project-related queue overflow. Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS) data should be used
to identify freeway operating speed(s) during the peak hour being analyzed. If reliable PeMS data are not available at
the subject location, other sources of speed data including location-based services data from available sources could
be used. If the speed differential is 30 mph or more, then there is a potential safety issue.

Review project site access plans for related projects with access points proposed along the same block(s) as the
proposed project. Determine the combined impact and the project’s contribution.

2.4.5 MITIGATION

Potential mitigation measures for project impacts due to geometric design hazards can include, but not be limited to:
e Installation of a traffic signal, stop signs or electronic warning devices at site access points

e Redesign, reduction, and/or relocation of project access points, including driveways

e Redesign of the internal (on-site) circulation system

e Installation of stop-signs and pavement markings internal to the site
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e Restricting or prohibiting turns at site access points

e Pavement markings that highlight potential conflict points including marking/striping through bike lane
e Widened sidewalk and/or curb extensions

e Augment driver/pedestrian sight lines
e Manage vehicle/parking demand

To offset project impacts due to unsafe queuing from a freeway offramp, the project should consider the following
preferred mitigation measures:

Transportation demand management program(s) to reduce the project’s trip generation,

Investments to active transportation infrastructure, or transit system amenities (or expansion) to reduce the project’s
trip generation, and/or

Potential operational change(s) to the ramp terminal operations including, but not limited to, lane reassignment, traffic
signalization, signal phasing or timing modifications, etc. This option requires coordination with Caltrans and LADOT to
assess feasibility and for approval of the proposed measure(s).

Mitigation is not required under conditions where queuing already exists on a freeway exit ramp. This includes:

¢ where freeway exit-ramp queuing currently spills back onto the mainline;

¢ where queuing currently exceeds a freeway auxiliary lane length; or
¢ where freeway traffic volumes currently cause freeway exit ramp turning lanes to exceed capacity.

A physical change to the ramp itself (addition of auxiliary lane, ramp widening, etc.) may be considered. However, this
change would have to demonstrate substantial safety benefits, not be a VMT-inducing improvement, and not result in
other environmental issues. If the cost of the physical change to the ramp is substantial, then a fair-share contribution
to the improvement may be required if necessary requirements are met, including, but not limited to, Caltrans
defining the improvement cost, and opening a Project File/Project Account to accept a financial contribution for the
improvement. If required, the Applicant would pay the Project’s fair-share of the improvement cost, and the fair-share
contribution.
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SECTION 3:

Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis

3.1 AUTHORITY FOR REQUIRING NON-CEQA TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

The authority for requiring non-CEQA transportation analysis and potentially requiring improvements to address
identified deficiencies lies in the City of Los Angeles’ police powers to regulate the use of land. In certain applications,
the City is required to make specific findings in order to exercise its discretionary authority to approve a land use
development project. The City’s Site Plan Review approval process establishes discretionary authority in Section 16.05
of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) to review and correct for transportation deficiencies that may result from a
development project:

“The purposes of site plan review are to promote orderly development, evaluate and mitigate significant
environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the general welfare by ensuring that development
projects are properly related to their sites, surrounding properties, traffic circulation, sewers, other
infrastructure and environmental setting; and to control or mitigate the development of projects which
are likely to have a significant adverse effect on the environment as identified in the City’s environmental
review process, or on surrounding properties by reason of inadequate site planning or improvements.”

Additional authority is found in other discretionary processes (e.g., conditional use permits) where the City is required
to make findings to support approval of a land use development project. Examples of such findings that may help
correct for transportation deficiencies include that a project must enhance the built environment and that it not
further degrade the surrounding neighborhood; that it not further degrade the public health, welfare, and safety;

and that a project must substantially conform to the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan. Discretionary
authority to impose transportation-related conditions is also established by other City ordinances, such as certain
Transportation Specific Plans, for example, the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific
Plan (WLA TIMP).

The impacts, also referred to as deficiencies, discussed in Section 3 are not intended to be interpreted as thresholds of
significance, or significance criteria for purposes of CEQA review unless otherwise specifically identified in Section 2.

3.2 PEDESTRIAN, BICYCLE, AND TRANSIT ACCESS ASSESSMENT
3.2.1 INTRODUCTION

The pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities assessment is intended to determine a project’s potential effect on
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project. The deficiencies could be physical
(through removal, modification, or degradation of facilities) or demand-based (by adding pedestrian or bicycle demand
to inadequate facilities).

3.2.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

If the answer is yes to all the following questions, further analysis will be required to assess whether the project would
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negatively affect existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities:

e Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by the Department of City
Planning?

e Does the land use project include the construction, or addition of:
e 50 (or more) dwelling units or guest rooms or combination thereof, or
e 50,000 square feet (or more) of non-residential space?

¢ Would the project generate a net increase of 1,000 or more daily vehicle trips, or is the project’s frontage along
an Avenue, Boulevard, or Collector (as designated in the City’s General Plan) 250 linear feet or more, or is the
project’s building frontage encompassing an entire block along an Avenue or Boulevard (as designated in the
City’s General Plan)?

For the purpose of screening for daily vehicle trips, a proposed project’s daily vehicle trips should be estimated

using the VMT Calculator tool or the most recent edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, as described in Section
2.2. A user’s guide for the VMT Calculator can be found here. If existing land uses are present on the project site or
there were previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip generation
methodology discussion in Section 3.3, the daily vehicle trips generated by the existing or qualified terminated land
uses can be estimated using the VMT Calculator tool and subtracted from the Project’s daily vehicle trips to determine
the net increase in daily vehicle trips.

3.2.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA

Factors to consider when assessing a project’s potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities, include, but
are not limited to, the following:

Would a project directly or indirectly result in a permanent removal or modification that would lead to the degradation
of pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, including but not limited to:

O Removal or degradation of existing bikeways and/or supporting facilities (e.g., bikeshare stations, on-street bike
racks/parking, bike corrals, etc.)

U Removal or degradation of existing transit and/or local circulator facilities including stop, bench, shelter,
concrete pad, bus lane, or other amenities

[0 Removal of other existing transportation system elements supporting sustainable mobility

O Increase street crossing distance for pedestrians; increase in number of travel/turning lanes; increase in turning
radius or turning speeds

[0 Removal, degradation, or narrowing of an existing sidewalk, path, crossing, or pedestrian access way

0 Removal or narrowing of existing sidewalk-street buffering elements (e.g., curb extension, parkway, planting
strip, street trees, etc.)

Would a project intensify use of existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, including but not limited to:

[1 Increase in pedestrian or vehicle volume, and thereby increase the need or attraction to cross a street at
unmarked pedestrian crossings or unsignalized or uncontrolled intersections where a crossing is not available
without significant rerouting. Refer to the Guidelines for Marked Crosswalks Across Uncontrolled Locations, in
LADOT’s Manual of Policies and Procedures (MPP) Section 344, or Guidelines for Traffic Signals in MPP Section
353 to determine approval and warrant criteria for an additional crossing.
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[0 Result in new pedestrian demand between project site entries/exits and major destinations or transit stops
expected to serve the development where there are missing pedestrian facilities (e.g., gaps in the sidewalk
network) or substandard pedestrian facilities (e.g., narrow or uneven sidewalks, no crosswalks at intersections
or mid-block, no marked crossing, or push button crossing rather than actuated, etc.).

O Increase transit demand at bus stops that lack marked crossings, with insufficient sidewalks, or are in isolated,
unshaded, or unlit areas.

3.2.4 METHODOLOGY

The Existing Conditions/Setting section of the Transportation Assessment should provide maps or diagrams illustrating
an inventory of pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities, and potential pedestrian destinations within 1,320 feet of the
edge of a project site. A map should include, at a minimum, existing or planned pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities
that could be affected by project-related traffic or users traveling between the project and surrounding destinations.
An inventory of the facilities shown should include sidewalks and sidewalk widths, marked and unmarked crosswalks,
crosswalk marking design (continental, traditional parallel, yellow school crossing, etc.), pedestrian push-buttons,
pedestrian signals, curb access ramps, tactile warning strips, curb extensions, pedestrian amenities (bus benches, street
trees) and other active transportation-supportive infrastructure. This inventory should include a general assessment of
the quality of these facilities (adequate or substandard). The map must also measure the distance between all of the
crossing control devices (e.g., signalized crosswalk, or controlled mid-block crossing) along any arterial within 1,320 feet
of the property. Complete Attachment C.1 to complete this analysis.

Another map(s) should include the destinations such as transit stops, schools, government offices with a public counter
or meeting room, senior citizen centers, recreation centers or playgrounds, public libraries, medical centers or clinics,
child care facilities, post offices, places of worship, and other facilities that attract pedestrian trips. The map(s) should
indicate the peak destination hours of operations that may create demand for infrastructure in different periods.

Removal or Degredation of Facilities

Review the proposed project in the context of the facilities inventory and the evaluation criteria to determine whether
the project would result in the removal or degradation of facilities.

Intensification of Use

If the project is expected to add pedestrians to an existing unmarked crossing or an uncontrolled crosswalk, data on
pedestrian and bicycle volumes®, traffic counts®, and transit boarding and alighting information should be collected
to determine the baseline level of activity at the location. The total future estimated traffic and pedestrian growth,
including related projects plus project-generated growth, should be included. Additional locations for pedestrian and
bicycle counts shall be collected as specified in Section 3.3.4 of these Guidelines.

The potential need for a marked crosswalk or protected crossing should be evaluated using NACTO Guidelines and LADOT
policies, guidelines, and warrants set forth in ATTACHMENT H: LADOT Marked Crosswalks Guidelines and ATTACHMENT I:
LADOT Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet , or any of the successor policies, guidelines, and warrants. Protected crossings
at high demand locations along major arterials (streets designated as Avenues or Boulevards) should be available at a
frequency that would not require pedestrians to make substantial detours to access a desired destination. Some agencies
suggest a 300-foot minimum spacing from the next available protected crossing and potentially 120-200 feet depending

35 The bicycle and pedestrian count forms included in Attachment L should be used.
36 The traffic count forms included in Attachment K should be used.
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on the conditions® ¢. LADOT guidance qualifies the approval for placing crosswalks where there is no intersection with a
legal crossing or marked mid-block crosswalk within 315 feet of the proposed location * NACTO guidance suggests that
people may decide to cross along a more direct, though unsafe route if delays to a journey exceed three minutes as a
result of re-routing to access protected locations to cross a street. ©

High Injury Network

For projects that would result in increased pedestrian demand of streets on the High Injury Network (HIN), LADOT
Development Review staff will coordinate internal review with the Vision Zero Programs Bureau to determine if safety-
related countermeasures are needed to support safe access to/or from the development site for vulnerable road users.*
Since the City’s Vision Zero Initiative aims to address safety concerns for vulnerable road users, such as those that may
travel by foot or bicycle, a project-related assessment should identify specific challenges to active transportation and the
safety of people traveling from the site by walking, biking, or taking transit.

3.2.5 RECOMMENDED ACTIONS
Development projects should fully improve sidewalks along the project frontage to current standards.

Development projects may be required to install or make contributions to new or improved facilities in the public
right-of-way based on the location of those facilities relative to the project and its contribution to the need for them.

If deficiencies are identified in the pedestrian pathways between the proposed project and proximate destinations

or transit stops, consult with LADOT to determine the feasibility of making off-site improvements to remedy those
deficiencies. The analysis will need to verify to the extent that the street right-of-way and roadway widths of the streets
under consideration are consistent with the street designations within the Mobility Plan 2035. If the analysis reveals
inconsistencies, additional review is necessary to determine if exceptions are warranted to complete any identified street
improvements. Such exceptions may need to be initiated through a waiver application with the Department of City
Planning as outlined in LAMC 12.37.

If the site of the proposed project is located along the HIN, consult with LADOT to identify countermeasures that may
enhance access and safety at the project site. Counter-measures that have proven to enhance safety of vulnerable road
users and/or lower vehicle design speeds include, but are not limited to, curb extensions, leading pedestrian intervals,
controlled mid-block crosswalks, pedestrian refuge islands, protected bicycle lanes, bike boxes, exclusive bicycle signal
phases, protected left-turn phases, etc. Additionally, site access plans for proposed projects on roadways identified
within the HIN should avoid or minimize the number of proposed driveways on that street.

According to the LADOT Vision Zero Safety Toolkit, protected left turn signals have been shown to reduce collisions
between people walking and driving by 99%. Left-turn phasing should be considered at signalized intersections where
there are conflicts between cars turning left, opposing traffic, and people crossing the intersection. To assess the
potential for left-turn phasing, projects should conduct a left-turn warrant analysis at any signalized study intersection.
Please reach out to LADOT staff for a copy of the most recent version of the warrant analysis worksheet.

37 NACTO Urban Street Design Guidelines. https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/intersection-design-elements/
crosswalks-and-crossings/

38 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2016. Achieving Multimodal Networks: Applying Design Flexibility and Reducing
Conflicts. pp35

39 LADOT Marked Crosswalk Guidelines

40 NACTO Urban Street Design Guidelines. https://nacto.org/publication/urban-street-design-guide/intersection-design-elements/
crosswalks-and-crossings/

41 To determine whether a project is on the HIN, visit the interactive map on www.navigatela.lacity.org and/or download the most

recent street dataset available on the City’s Vision Zero website https://ladotlivablestreets.org/programs/vision-zero/maps
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Where a project proposes to alter existing public facilities on streets in its proximity, such alterations should be consistent
with LADOT’s MPP. Exceptions to design guidance may be allowed but will be decided on a case-by-case basis.

3.3 PROJECT ACCESS SAFETY AND CIRCULATION EVALUATION
3.3.1 INTRODUCTION

Project access and circulation constraints relate to the provision of access to and from the project site, and may include
operational, or capacity constraints. Constraints can be related to vehicular/vehicular, vehicular/bicycle, or vehicular/
pedestrian constraints as well as to operational delays. These conflicts may be created by the driveway configuration
or through the placement of project driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent to bicycle or pedestrian
facilities, or too close to an intersection or crosswalk. Evaluation of access constraints require details relative to project
land use, size, design, location of access points, etc. These constraints are typically evaluated for permanent conditions
after project completion but can also be evaluated for temporary conditions during project construction.

Potential hazards related to project access design features are evaluated in Section 2.4. Also, if determined to be
necessary in consultation with LADOT and the guidelines below, operational performance may be quantified for
primary site access points, unsignalized intersections integral to the project’s site access, and signalized intersections
in the vicinity of the project site. However, as required by Section 15064.3 of the California Code of Regulations, a
project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA. Finally, the
analysis can also include evaluation of the adequacy of passenger loading facilities.

3.3.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

For land use projects, if the answer is yes to all of the following questions, further analysis will be required to assess
whether the project would negatively affect project access and circulation:

e Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by the Department of City
Planning?

e Would the land use project generate a net increase of 500 or more daily vehicle trips?

For the purpose of screening for daily vehicle trips, a proposed project’s daily vehicle trips should be estimated
using the VMT Calculator tool or the most recent edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, as described in Section
2.2. A user’s guide for the VMT Calculator can be found here. If existing land uses are present on the project site or
there were previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip generation
methodology discussion below, the daily vehicle trips generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses
can be estimated using the VMT calculator and subtracted from the Project’s daily vehicle trips to determine the net
increase in daily vehicle trips.

For transportation projects, if the answer is yes to the following question, further analysis will be required to assess
how the project would affect project access and circulation:

e Does the transportation project reduce travel lane capacity on a road that would be expected to carry more
than 750 vehicles per hour per lane for at least two (2) consecutive hours in a 24-hour period after the project
is completed?
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3.3.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA

Operational Evaluation

For land use and transportation projects, the Transportation Assessment should include a quantitative evaluation of
the project’s expected access and circulation operations. Project access is considered constrained if the project’s traffic
would contribute to unacceptable queuing on an Avenue or Boulevard (as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) at
project driveway(s) or would cause or substantially extend queuing at nearby signalized intersections. Unacceptable or
extended queuing may be defined as follows:

e Additional queue along through lanes and either of the following conditions are expected:

e the projected peak hour intersection LOS is D and the through lane queue increases by greater than 75
feet on any approach with the directional approach LOS at E or F, or

e the projected peak hour intersection LOS is E or F and the through lane queue increases by greater than
50 feet on any approach with the directional approach LOS at E or F.

Spill over from turn pockets into through lanes.
e Block cross streets or alleys.
e Spill over from drive-throughs into streets.

e Contribute to “gridlock” congestion. For the purposes of this section, “gridlock” is defined as the condition
where traffic queues between closely-spaced intersections and impedes the flow of traffic through upstream

intersections.

For land use and transportation projects, the Transportation Assessment should identify if project-related traffic
queuing is expected to increase traffic diversion so as to burden neighborhood streets (See Section 3.5).

Safety Evaluation

For transportation projects, the Transportation Assessment should identify if the project would result in changes to the
operations of the roadway that would be expected to improve or reduce safety for vulnerable road users.

Passenger Loading Evaluation

The demand for curbside space has substantially increased due to the continued expansion of driver-for-hire
transportation network companies (TNCs) and shared mobility services. The Transportation Assessment should
characterize the on-site loading demand of the project frontage and answer these questions: Would the project
result in passenger loading demand that could not be accommodated within any proposed on-site passenger loading
facility? Would accommodating the passenger loading demand create pedestrian or bicycle conflicts? Which curbside
management options should be explored to better address passenger loading needs in the public right-of-way?

3.3.4 METHODOLOGY

Operational Evaluation

Delay/Queuing Methodology

Intersection level of service (LOS) methodologies from the latest edition of the Transportation Research Board Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) should be used to evaluate the operation of the project driveways and nearby intersections.
For individual isolated intersection analysis, the use of software packages such as Synchro, Vistro, or HCS that
implement the HCM methodologies is acceptable.
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Where oversaturated conditions currently exist, the operational analysis should be conducted using Synchro/
SimTraffic or VISSIM simulation models to more accurately reflect the effect of downstream congestion on intersection
operations. VISSIM should be used in areas with transit lanes or with high levels of pedestrians conflicting with vehicle
turning movements.

In determining the lane assignments for an intersection with an unmarked curb lane, the delay calculations may assume
the capacity of a functional right-turn only lane, provided that the lane width is a minimum of 18 feet wide, there are
no bus stops at the approach, on-street parking would not impede vehicles turning right, the pedestrian volumes are
low during the vehicular peak hour, and this de-facto right-turn operation has been verified in the field.

Study Area and Time Periods for Analysis

Study locations should be determined in consultation with LADOT and should include:
e All primary project driveway(s).

e At a minimum, intersections at either end of the block(s) on which the project is located or up to 600 feet from
primary project driveway(s), whichever is closer.

e Unsignalized intersections that are adjacent to the project or that are expected to be integral to the project’s
site access and circulation plan.

e All signalized intersections in proximity to the project to where 100 or more net new peak hour trips would be
added by the project.

e When oversaturated conditions are to be simulated, additional intersections may be necessary to appropriately
simulate the extent of the oversaturation.*

For most projects, analyze traffic for both the a.m. and p.m. weekday peak hours. For some projects, expanding the
analysis to include midday or weekend periods may be appropriate if these are expected to be the prime periods of trip
generation for the project.

Traffic Counts

The LADOT traffic count database should be searched for any recent traffic counts at the study intersections. The
Transportation Assessment should not use any traffic counts that are more than two years old. If recent LADOT traffic
counts are not available, then new traffic counts must be collected by a qualified data collection firm. Turning movement
data at the study intersections should be collected in 15-minute intervals during the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.
and 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., unless LADOT specifies other hours (e.g., for a signal warrant determination or weekend
analysis). Unless otherwise required, all traffic counts should generally be conducted when local schools or colleges are
in session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through Thursdays during non-Summer months, and should avoid being
taken on weeks with a holiday. New counts should also be avoided during times that are unrepresentative of prevailing
traffic conditions, such as the 2028 Olympic games, disaster response from earthquakes, or the 2020 COVID-19 response
crises. If unrepresentative periods are prolonged, older counts may be relied on a case-by-case basis if they can be
adjusted and validated using archival loop detector data, such as through the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control

42 According to the Federal Highway Administration, Volume Il — Guidelines for Applying Traffic Microsimulation Modeling
Software (August 2003), “The analyst should try to design the model to geographically and temporally encompass all significant
congestion to ensure that the model is evaluating demands rather than capacity; however, the extent of the congestion in many
urban areas and resource limitations may preclude 100 percent achievement of this goal. If this goal cannot be achieved 100 percent,
then the analyst should attempt to encompass as much of the congestion as is feasible within the resource constraints and be
prepared to post-process the model’s results to compensate for the portion of congestion not included in the model.”
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(ATSAC) System, or the Regional Integrated Intelligent Transportation System (RIITS). Relative to the proposed Project
description, the transportation assessment may be required to collect and evaluate traffic data on the following special
circumstances:

e Summer weekend activity in recreational areas

e Evening hours

e Holidays or special events

e Alternative Project scenarios if required by another City Department or adjacent jurisdiction

Traffic counts shall include vehicle classifications, pedestrian volume counts, and bicycle counts. Where simulation
analysis is to be conducted, counts should be conducted using video monitoring and summarized to capture existing
operational issues and constraints in addition to the count.

If vehicle count data is collected utilizing video technology equipment that is left unattended in the public right-of-way,
the video equipment should be clearly labeled as vehicle counting equipment and should include the name and contact
information of the company conducting the count, as shown in Figure 3.3 1.

Figure 3.3.-1: Sample Label for Traffic Counting Equipment

TRAFFIC COUNTING EQUIPMENT
For Information Contact

(xxx) xxx-xxxx (Company Name)

All traffic data collected should be summarized and presented in the standard 15-minute interval format depicting
turning movement volumes for all required modes as shown in Attachment K and submitted in digital formats.

The Transportation Assessment should include map(s) showing the “existing” (specify base year) traffic volumes for
both the AM and PM peak hours at the study intersections and the average daily traffic (ADT) on any analyzed street
segments. Additionally, the Transportation Assessment should include map(s) showing future traffic volumes with
ambient growth without project at the study intersections and street segments. This map should specify the future
year used in the analysis and should be based on the expected date of project buildout. The future year identified in
this step must remain consistent for all other analyses and maps used to illustrate future traffic projections.

When simulation analysis is to be conducted, obtain traffic speed and/or travel time data during peak periods to aid in
calibration of the simulation model.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Counts

Pedestrian and bicycle counts shall be collected for all projects that are required to conduct a pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facilities assessment as part of their transportation assessment (see Section 3.2.2 for the screening criteria to
perform a pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities assessment). The scope of analysis should include collecting baseline
pedestrian and bicycle counts in the following locations that are within 1,320 feet of the edge of a project site:

¢ any location where the project is expected to add pedestrians to an existing unmarked crossing or an uncontrolled
crosswalk; and

e ascreenline location along a local or collector street that is on the Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN) as
shown on Map C1 through C5 on the Mobility Plan 2035 near where the street crosses an arterial (designated as an
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Avenue or Boulevard)

In addition to the count locations described above, LADOT may recommend including screenline count locations at
defined locations along streets designated as either Avenue |, II, or Ill or Boulevard | and Il that are within 1,320 feet of
the edge of a project site. LADOT’s Project Coordination Division should be consulted to determine if screenline counts
should be collected to supplement LADOT’s biannual pedestrian and bicycle counts.

For all pedestrian and bicycle count data collected, the consultant shall follow the standardized methodology for pre
and post counts collected as required by Caltrans Active Transportation Program (ATP)* and shall upload all collected
pedestrian and bicycle count data to SCAG’s Active Transportation Database (ATDB)*. See Attachment L for reference
bicycle and pedestrian count summary worksheets. For specific locations where mobility investments are planned in
the scoping area, a data collection plan can be reviewed and accepted at LADOT’s discretion that proposes alternative
locations and data collection methods that are different than that described above. For instance, it may be preferred to
collect data over a longer defined period to generate a larger sample of counts using bicycle counters installed at just
one or several desired locations as opposed to collecting counts over a shorter time at locations defined above. The
Transportation Planning and Policy Division should be consulted to review the data collection plan.

3.3.4.1 Land Use Development Projects

Project Trip Generation

A land use project’s daily vehicle trips and trip generation may be estimated using the VMT Calculator tool or information
from the most recent edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual. However, if the project is in a Transportation Specific
Plan (TSP) area, then the procedures and trip rates identified in the TSP should be applied. If other rates are proposed,
then these rates must first be submitted with the appropriate background survey data for approval by LADOT. A table
presenting the estimated number of daily trips and AM and PM peak-hour trips generated by the proposed project
entering and exiting the site must be included.

The following adjustments may apply to some projects (any trip generation rate adjustments must be approved by
LADOT during the scoping process):

e The most recent edition of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook — The 10th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation
manual, released in September 2017 introduces trip generation rates for select land uses categorized by area
type: Rural, General Urban/Suburban, Dense Multi-Use Urban, and City Core. The manual provides descriptions
of the area types and guidance on how these rates should be applied. As part of the MOU process, LADOT
should be consulted to confirm the appropriate ITE area type for the project location. If Dense Multi-Use Urban
or City Core rates are to be used, care should be taken to ensure that the sample size within the ITE database is

appropriate, in accordance with guidance in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook.

In addition, locally available trip generation rates developed from counts conducted at market-rate residential
properties in the City of Los Angeles are higher than the ITE 10th Edition rates for mid-rise and high-rise multifamily
uses in dense multi-use urban areas. The empirical rates presented in Table 3.3-1 should be used for these uses.

Table 3.3-1: Local Trip Generation Rates for Multifamily Mid-Rise and High-Rise
Residential Land Uses in Dense Multi-Use Urban Areas

43 Caltrans. Interim Count Methodology Guidance for Active Transportation Program (ATP). Revised September 2019. https://dot.
ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/local-assistance/documents/ob/2019/0b19-02-attachment.pdf
44 SCAG. Active Transportation Database (ATDB) website. https://atdb.scag.ca.gov/Pages/About.aspx
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LAND USE AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
(trips per DU) (trips per DU)
Multifamily Mid-Rise 0.31 0.30
Multifamily High-Rise 0.23 0.30

¢ Unique Developments — Unique types of development may require trip generation studies of similar facilities in
order to establish a trip rate for use in the analysis. These developments may include land uses for which trip
generation rates are not available in the ITE Trip Generation manual, or land uses for which the rates in the ITE
Trip Generation manual are based on a small sample of surveyed sites. The procedures and the results of the
trip generation studies must be approved by LADOT.

e Existing or Qualified Terminated Use — When estimating the Project’s net new trips either when evaluating a
land use project’s deficiencies toward access and circulation, or for screening a project from VMT analysis, any
claim for trip credits for an existing or terminated land use generally requires that the use of land must have
been active for at least 6 consecutive months during the past 2 years from the time of the base year vehicle trip
counts. To fully ensure that trip credit claims are validated by LADOT, appropriate supporting documentation
must be submitted, such as copies of any building permit, certificate of occupancy, business license, lease
agreement, affidavits, utility bills, or photographs, as well as documentation as to when the previous land use
was terminated, if applicable. Documentation of any previous environmental review should be included in this
submittal. The absence of documentation of previous environmental review may result in denial of the claim
for trip credits. Note that some TSP ordinances allow different time frames for the determination of existing
use trip credits and of any applicable trip fees.

e Mixed-Use Internalization — Internal trip credits are a reduction to the trip generation estimates for individual
land uses within a mixed-use development to account for trips internal to the site. Methods for determining
internalization are provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Handbook,
Transportation Research Board (TRB) National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684:
Enhancing Internal Trip Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments, and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency’s Mixed-Use Trip Generation Tool (MXD).

e Pass-by Trips* — Any claim for “pass-by” trip generation adjustments must use the trip rates summarized in
Attachment H titled “Pass-By Trip Rates,” which are based on rates published by ITE. However, these rates
may be superseded by additional guidelines provided in specific plans. For the purpose of analyzing project
driveways, the pass-by trip adjustment does not apply to the project driveway trips.

e Transit-friendly Projects — LADOT encourages project applicants to design and construct transit-friendly
Projects that create safe and walkable site design and facilities that connect Project patrons to and from transit
stations and stops. Consistent with City policy goals to promote the use of transit and walking, LADOT, at its
discretion, may allow up to a 25% transit/walk trip generation reduction, subject to the following guidelines, on

a case by case basis:

e Developments above or adjacent to a Metro Rail, Metrolink, or Orange Line station, or to a similar
dedicated transit line station with convenient pedestrian access to the station may qualify for a
maximum 25% trip generation adjustment. The actual adjustment provided should be determined by
an analysis of the transit service frequency and density at the specified transit station.

45 Pass-by trips are defined as patrons already traveling from an origin to a primary trip destination who make an intermediate
stop at the project site without a route diversion.
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e Developments within a 1/4-mile walking distance of a transit station, or of a stop serving a Metro Next
Gen Tier 1 service line, may qualify for up to a 15% trip generation adjustment. The actual adjustment
provided will be determined by an analysis of the transit service frequency and density at the specified
transit station or a stop serving a Metro Next Gen Tier 1 service line.

e |[f the development project is not within %-mile walking distance of a transit station or a stop serving a
Metro Next Gen Tier 1 service line but is within a %-mile walking distance of other public bus stops, the
project may still qualify for up to 10% trip generation adjustment. The actual adjustment provided will
be determined by an analysis of the transit service frequency and density at the nearby bus stop(s).

Transit trip adjustment will not be automatically granted to development projects located in an area with
infrequent transit service. However, all reasonable efforts by the developer to promote the use of public transit
or walking will be considered for transit adjustments on a case-by-case basis. Refer to Section 2.2 of these
Guidelines for transit-related mitigation measures.

Since the Dense Multi-Use Urban and City Core trip generation rates discussed previously were derived from
data collected in dense urban areas with convenient and frequent transit service and the ability to walk to
complementary land uses, etc., these effects are inherent in the rates. If Dense Multi-Use Urban or City Core
rates are being used for land uses in a project, care should therefore be taken to avoid overestimating these
effects by taking additional transit or walk credits.

TDM Trip Reduction — Features and amenities that may qualify a project for this adjustment include the TDM
measures to achieve the minimum point value in the TDM Program Description and TDM measures in the VMT

Calculator (see Attachment G).

Affordable Housing Projects — Residential or mixed-use developments that include Affordable Housing Units
[as defined in LAMC 12.22-A.25(b)] are eligible to use the locally-collected trip generation rates presented in
Table 3.3-2, which are based on the total number and type of dwelling units reserved as affordable. These trip
generation rates are based on vehicle trip count data collected at affordable housing sites in the City of Los
Angeles in 2016.

Table 3.3-2: Trip Generation Rates for Affordable Housing Projects

DAILY  AM PEAK
% AM % AM PM PEAK % PM % PM
RATE  HOURRATE  1pipsIN  TRIPS OUT HOURRATE TRIPSIN TRIPS OUT

AFFORDABLE HOUSING TYPES

(Triga)per (Triga)per (Trips per DU)
Family 4.16 0.52 38% 62% 0.38 55% 45%
Seniors 1.72 0.12 38% 62% 0.15 52% 48%
Average
Special Needs 1.49 0.17 43% 57% 0.11 54% 46%
Permanent Supportive 1.23 0.08 67% 33% 0.13 53% 47%
Family 4.16 0.49 37% 63% 0.35 56% 44%
Inside  oniors 1.31 0.13 38% 62% 0.13 47% 53%
:;Aa Special Needs 1.00 0.10 30% 70% 0.05 67% 33%

Permanent Supportive 0.87 0.08 62% 38% 0.09 59% 41%
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Family 4.15 0.55 40% 60% 0.43 55% 45%
Outside . o o o o
Seniors 1.97 0.11 38% 62% 0.17 55% 45%
TPA
Aea) Special Needs 1.98 0.24 54% 46% 0.16 44% 56%
Permanent Supportive 1.50 0.09 71% 29% 0.16 49% 51%

Family affordable housing offers affordable dwelling units designed for lower income households with children, or
lower income households with single or multiple adults without children. Senior affordable housing provides affordable
dwelling units designed for mature residents. The category of special needs housing includes facilities serving a variety
of populations, including foster youth, disabled, mentally ill, and HIV/AIDs. Permanent supportive housing provides
long-term housing with supportive services designed to enable homeless persons and individuals/families at risk of
homelessness to ensure that they remain housed and live as independently as possible.

Project Trip Distribution

The estimation of distribution patterns for project trips should consider a number of factors including, but not limited
to, the following: the characteristics of the street system serving the project site; the level of accessibility of routes

to and from the proposed project site; locations of employment and commercial centers to which residents of a
residential project would be drawn; and residential areas from which the commercial patrons, employees, or school
students would be drawn. The distribution analysis can be supported by data from the City of Los Angeles TDF model,
empirical data, or economic studies for the project.

The Transportation Assessment must include map(s) showing Project trip distribution percentages (inbound and
outbound) at the study intersections, freeway locations and project driveway(s). This map must be pre-approved by
LADOT and included in the Transportation Assessment scoping MOU.

Traffic Forecasts

The Transportation Assessment must estimate ambient traffic conditions for the study horizon year selected during the
scoping phase and recorded in the executed MOU. The study must clearly identify the horizon year and annual ambient
growth rate used for the study. The horizon year should align with the development project’s expected completion
year. For development projects constructed in phases over several years, the Transportation Assessment should analyze
intermediary milestones before the buildout and completion of the project. The annual ambient growth rate shall be
determined by LADOT staff during the scoping process and can be based on an adopted TSP, the most recent SCAG
regional transportation model, the citywide transportation model, or other empirical information approved by LADOT.

The Transportation Assessment must consider related projects. For related development projects, this should include the
associated trip generation for known development projects within one-half mile (2,640 foot) radius of the project site
and one-quarter mile (1,320 foot) radius of the farthest outlying study intersections. Consultation with the Department
of City Planning and LADOT may be required to compile the related projects list. The City’s ZIMAS database can be

used to assist in identifying development projects that have submitted applications to the City of Los Angeles. Project
access and circulation constraints would be determined by adding project-generated trips to future base traffic volumes
including ambient growth and related projects and conducting the operational analysis.

Also, any programmed and funded transportation system improvements that are expected to be implemented on or
before the project buildout year should be identified in the study, in consultation with LADOT. Should these programmed
improvements include a modification to the existing lane configuration at any of the study intersections, then the study
should identify these changes and include the revised lane configuration in the delay calculations for all future scenarios.
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Simulation Modeling

When simulation analysis is to be conducted, the simulation model should be developed, calibrated, and validated
and the analysis should be conducted in accordance with the Federal Highway Administration traffic microsimulation
modeling guidelines.*

Passenger Loading Evaluation

If the estimated peak hour passenger loading demand can be accommodated within the proposed supply of off-street
loading spaces, then no additional constraints are expected.

If passenger loading cannot be accommodated, consider the context where the queuing would occur (such as street
classification, availability of on-street queuing space, level of traffic and other activity) to determine whether this
situation would potentially create conflicts with traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. Consider the extent to which
passenger loading can be better accommodated through improved management of curb space.

Drive-through Storage and Queuing Evaluation

For any project that exceeds the screening criteria and proposes a drive-through must evaluate potential queuing on to
the street and the storage capacity onsite to accommodate potential queuing conditions and identify if the drive-through
would result in turning movement conflicts. The evaluation must include driveway and site plan and calculate trip
generation rates that would reflect unique travel demand of the drive-through use, including comparison studies of the
same or most similar establishment to base the trip generation estimate.

A proposed drive-through establishment that would not be demonstrated to accommodate 85 percentile of the queue
on-site will need to prepare an operations plan. The operations plan should prioritize on-site redesign and operational
strategies to reduce the queue to below the 85 percentile and should avoid strategies that involve the removal of on-
street parking spaces. If the operation plan is not expected to accommodate 85 percentile of the queue on-site, then the
project would likely result in a queuing deficiency that could further exacerbate safety concerns.

The evaluation should include a site access plan and identify potential turning movement conflicts. A turning movement
analysis shall also be included to address the potential for geometric design hazards in the transportation assessment
(See Section 2.4 of these Guidelines). The analysis should identify any turn restrictions needed to avoid conflicts,
especially for properties located at an intersection, and determine if such conflicts would likely continue to persist based
on site constraints.

3.3.4.2 Transportation Projects

Delay Analysis

For transportation projects that exceed the travel volume screening criteria for Boulevards and Avenues in Section 3.3.2,
further analysis is required to estimate the travel delay at each major signalized intersection® where the capacity will be
altered by the project. The assessment should develop and compare a future peak hour “without project” traffic scenario
with a future peak hour “with project” traffic scenario for the time period that the project is anticipated to be completed.

For near-term lane reconfiguration projects where striping is expected to be installed within one year of the analysis,
the assessment could rely on an existing model simulation for both “with project” and “without project” scenarios. An
existing-base model simulation should be developed that includes the existing AM and PM peak-hour “without project”

46 Federal Highway Administration, Volume Il — Guidelines for Applying Traffic Microsimulation Modeling Software, August 2003.
47 Major signalized intersections refers to intersections where streets designated as either a Boulevard or Avenue intersect with
another street designated as a Boulevard, Avenue, or Collector
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traffic conditions for major signalized intersections along the Boulevard or Avenue, referencing the most recent signal
timing charts. LADOT ATSAC Operations Division will provide updated signal timing charts to inform the signal phasing
settings in the simulation model. A “with project” model simulation should be developed that includes the revised

lane reconfigurations as proposed under the project, and any changes in signal timing phasing that are included as part
of the project’s corrective conditions, including but not limited to new signal phasing for protected bicycle crossings.
The analysis should run the “with project” model simulation analyzing intersection operations using the procedures
described above under Delay/Queuing Methodology. The analysis should indicate the peak delay in seconds or minutes
per each direction at the study intersection to accurately reflect the critical movements affected by the project.

For longer-term lane reconfiguration projects that are expected to be completed over a year of the analysis, future
traffic model simulations should be developed to capture ambient growth. Future peak hour “without project” traffic
conditions for major signalized intersections along the Boulevard or Avenue should be developed adding an ambient
growth rate to the study horizon year, adding traffic generated by related projects, and analyzing intersection operations
using the procedures described above under Delay/Queuing Methodology. Determine the configurations with the
reduced vehicle capacity caused by the project at key intersections along the Boulevard or Avenue and calculate future
intersection peak hour delay with the reduced capacity using the intersection analysis.

To help the public understand the net delay forecasted under the future “with project” as compared to the future
“without project” scenario, the net increase in peak hour delay at each intersection can be summed per each direction
across the project corridor and expressed as cumulative increased delay across studied intersections. As a supplement to
methodology prescribed, archival travel speed data as available through location-based service data (LBS) and/or from
global positioning systems (GPS) can be integrated with the simulated intersection delay to estimate anticipated changes
in total travel times along the project corridor under the future “with project” scenario.

Safety Evaluation

For transportation projects that exceed the travel volume screening criteria for Boulevards and Avenues in Section 3.3.2,
further analysis is required to estimate how the project would be expected to improve or reduce safety for vulnerable
road users. The analysis should collect available collision data over at least the most recently available five-year period
and organize the collisions by number of severe injuries and fatalities, by mode, and by segment or intersections. The
analysis should then reference the latest guidance published by the Federal Highway Administration to assign the
appropriate crash modification factors (CMF)* for the countermeasures that are included in the project description.
Appropriate CMFs should be assigned that reflect the project context, features and conditions to reflect the expected
safety outcomes as demonstrated in peer review research and/or similar project performance evaluations.

3.3.5 RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

Potential corrective actions for project access and circulation constraints can include:

e TDM Strategies that reduce trips above and beyond those required in Section 2.2

e Installation of a traffic signal or stop signs or electronic warning devices at site access points.
e Redesign and/or relocation of project access points.

e Redesign of the internal access and circulation system.

¢ Installation of stop-signs and pavement markings internal to the site.

e Restrict or prohibit turns at site access points.

e Repurpose existing curb space to better accommodate passenger loading.

48 Refer to the Metro Adjacent Development Handbook: A Guide for Cities and Developers. May 2018. https://media.metro.net/
projects_studies/joint_development/images/mad_handbook_2018-0326.pdf
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New traffic signal installation, left-turn signal phasing, or other vehicle flow enhancements (e.g., ATSAC system
upgrades) at nearby intersections.

Intersection reconfiguration that reduces gridlock and unsafe conflict points.

Provide continuous paved sidewalks, walkways or shared use paths to off-site pedestrians and bicyclists to
adjacent or nearby transit facilities.

Fair share contribution to planned LADOT capital project that accomplishes one or more of the above.

Corrective Conditions that address queuing deficiency at a drive-through use could include:

Offsite conditions such as but not limited to new signals, signal timing modifications, left-turn phasing, and
elimination of street parking to accommodate queuing, etc.

Onsite conditions such as but not limited to dual drive-thru lines, taking orders along the queue and not just at
the drive-thru window, on-line orders by appointment only, etc.

3.4 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION
3.4.1 INTRODUCTION

This category addresses activities associated with project construction and major in-street construction of
infrastructure projects.

3.4.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

If the answer is yes to any of the following questions, further analysis will be required to assess if the project could
negatively affect existing pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle circulation:

Would the project require construction activities to take place within the right-of-way of a Boulevard or Avenue
(as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) which would necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street closures for
more than one day (including day and evening hours, and overnight closures if on a residential street)?

Would the project require construction activities to take place within the right-of-way of a Collector or Local
Street (as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) which would necessitate temporary lane, alley, or street
closures for more than seven days (including day and evening hours, and including overnight closures if on a
residential street)?

Would in-street construction activities result in the loss of regular vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian access,
including loss of bicycle parking to an existing land use for more than one day, including day and evening hours
and overnight closures if access is lost to residential units?

Would in-street construction activities result in the loss of regular ADA pedestrian access to an existing transit
station, stop, or facility (e.g., layover zone) during revenue hours?

Would in-street construction activities result in the temporary loss for more than one day of an existing bus
stop or rerouting of a bus route that serves the project site?

Would construction activities result in the temporary removal and/or loss of on-street metered parking for
more than 30 days?

Would the project involve a discretionary action to construct new buildings or additions of more than 1,000
square feet that require access for hauling construction materials and equipment from streets of less than 24-
feet wide in a hillside area?
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3.4.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA

Would construction of a project substantially interfere with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle circulation

and accessibility to adjoining areas? Factors to be considered are the location of the project site, the functional
classification of the adjacent street, the availability of alternate routes or additional capacity, temporary loss of
bicycle parking, temporary loss of bus stops or rerouting of transit lines, the duration of temporary loss of access,
the operational constraints of the streets needed to access the construction sites in hillside areas that inhibit access
by other residents and emergency service responders, the affected land uses, and the magnitude of the temporary
construction activities.

e Temporary transportation constraints:
e The length of time of temporary street closures or closures of two or more travel lanes;

e The classification of the street (major arterial, state highway, substandard hillside local or collector,
etc.) affected;

e The existing congestion levels on the affected street segments and intersections;

e The operational constraints of substandard hillside streets needing to access construction sites;
e Whether the affected street directly leads to a freeway on- or off-ramp or other state highway;
e Potential safety issues involved with street or lane closures;

e The presence of emergency services (fire, hospital, etc.) located nearby that regularly use the affected
street.

e Temporary loss of access:
e The length of time of any loss of pedestrian or bicycle circulation past a construction area;

¢ The length of time of any loss of vehicular, bicycle, or pedestrian access to a parcel fronting the
construction area;

e The length of time of any loss or impedance of access by emergency vehicles or area residents to
hillside properties;

e The length of time of any loss of ADA pedestrian access to a transit station, stop, or facility;
e The availability of nearby vehicular or pedestrian access within % mile of the lost access;
e The type of land uses affected, and related safety, convenience, and/or economic issues.

e Temporary Loss of Bus Stops or Rerouting of Bus Lines*:

e The length of time that an existing bus stop would be unavailable or that existing service would be
interrupted;

e The availability of a nearby location (within % mile) to which the bus stop or route can be temporarily
relocated;

e The existence of other bus stops or routes with similar routes/destinations within a %-mile radius of the
affected stops or routes;

e Whether the interruption would occur on a weekday, weekend or holiday, and whether the existing bus
route typically provides service that/those day(s).

49 Refer to the Metro Adjacent Development Handbook: A Guide for Cities and Developers. May 2018. http://media.metro.net/projects_studies/
joint_development/images/mad_handbook_2018-0326.pdf
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3.4.4 METHODOLOGY

Describe the physical setting, including the classification of adjacent streets, on-street parking conditions, including
bicycle parking, in the immediate vicinity of the construction project, a description of the land uses potentially affected
by construction, and an inventory of existing transit lines, bus stops, transit stations, and transit facilities within a %
mile radius of the construction site.

Review proposed construction procedures/plans to determine whether construction activity within the street right-of-
way would require any of the following:

e Street, sidewalk, or lane closures.

e Block existing vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian access along a street or to parcels fronting the street.
e Modification of access to transit stations, stops, or facilities during revenue hours.

e Closure or movement of an existing bus stop or rerouting of an existing bus line.

e Permanent or temporary removal or parking meters.

e Creation of transportation hazards.
For construction on hillside properties that exceed the screening criteria, review the hillside streets needing to access

the property for hauling materials and equipment to determine if temporary access would be constrained during
project construction. The assessment should:

e Map the full extent of routes within hillside areas used for hauling materials and equipment that need to access
the property from non-hillside areas.

e |dentify any portion of a street along those routes that are less than 24 feet in width curb-to-curb.

e |dentify the portion of routes used for hauling that are less than 24 feet in width and are in a Very High Fire
Severity Hazard Zone.

¢ |dentify the availability, regulatory limits, and the existing use of on-street parking supply along those routes
that are less than 24 feet in width.

e Collect the existing peak hour volumes from between 8 AM to 6 PM along those routes that are less than 24
feet in width that would be relied on to access the hillside property for hauling materials and equipment.

e Evaluate the cumulative effects on emergency access, deliveries, residential circulation, and street parking
from other construction activity from both ministerial and other discretionary projects (related projects) with
overlapping construction schedules and that are located within a % mile radius from the project site.

Compare the results to the evaluation criteria to determine the level of impact.
3.4.5 RECOOMMENDED ACTIONS

Potential corrective conditions for project construction constraints can include:

e Traffic management plan. Consult with LADOT if temporary closure of a travel lane may be necessary to stage
equipment in the public right-of-way.

e Detour plan
e Modification of construction procedures

e Limit major road obstructions to off-peak hours
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e Coordinate with emergency service and public transit providers.

e Provide alternative vehicular, bicycle, and/or pedestrian access to affected parcels. Consult with LADOT if
temporary closure of a travel lane may be necessary to maintain adequate pedestrian and bicycle access as
part of the traffic management plan.

e Consult LADOT’s Parking Meters Division regarding revenue recovery costs for the removal of parking meter
spaces, if applicable. [See Section 4.4.2.b for discussion of recovery cost.] In any areas where parking meters
are to be maintained for continued use, a 4’x4’ concrete landing area or similar must be installed to provide
safe access at each impacted meter.

e Coordinate access with adjacent property owners and tenants.

e Coordinate with Metro regarding maintenance of ADA access to Metro stations, stops, and transit facilities
(e.g., layover zones) during revenue hours.

e Coordinate with transit providers regarding the need to temporarily close or relocate bus stops or reroute

service.

For projects that result in constraints in access to hillside properties during project construction, the applicant must
develop a Traffic Management Plan that identifies measures to offset access, circulation, and parking issues for LADOT
review and approval. The Plan should identify measures that will be implemented by the applicant to minimize the
hours of construction impacts. Additionally, when considering the cumulative effects of other known construction
activities in the neighborhood, the Traffic Management Plan should include, but not be limited to, the following design
elements and measures:

e safety features (warning & regulatory signs, channelizing devices like cones or other delineators, guard rails,
barriers, changeable message signs, etc.)

o flagger control

e temporary parking restrictions

e reduction in the construction duration

e minimize the time that construction vehicles are parked in the public right-of-way
e detours

e sidewalk and street lighting needs

e designing for appropriate vehicular speeds and sight lines

¢ employee staging (off-site parking) and shuttles

e on-site parking

e coordination with other construction sites in the area

e consideration of additional measures in Very High Fire Severity Hazard Zones
3.5 RESIDENTIAL STREET CUT-THROUGH ANALYSIS

3.5.1 INTRODUCTION

Development and transportation projects may be required to conduct a Local Residential Street Cut-Through Analysis.
The objective of this analysis is to determine potential increases in average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on designated
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Local Streets near a project that can be classified as cut-through trips generated by the Project, and that can adversely
affect the character and function of those streets. Cut-through trips are defined as those which feature travel along

a street classified as a Local Street in the City’s General Plan, with residential land-use frontage, as an alternative to a
higher classification street segment (e.g., Collector, Avenue, or Boulevard as designated in the City’s General Plan) to
access a destination that is not within the neighborhood within which the Local Street is located.

Cut-through traffic can be exacerbated by development projects that add vehicle trips to congested arterial street
segments, or by transportation projects that reduce vehicular capacity on arterial street segments. To alleviate

the potential increase in cut-through traffic (e.g., congestion, access issues, and speeding on Local Streets), traffic
calming and diverting features should be considered and, if deemed necessary by LADOT, implemented to offset any
anticipated cut-through traffic. Where a local street is located on the Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN) as
shown on Map C1 through C5 on the Mobility Plan 2035, LADOT Division of Transportation Planning and Policy (TPP)
shall be consulted to identify solutions that would promote safe and comfortable access by walking and biking, while
also reducing the incentive for cut-through traffic.

Where applicable, it is City policy to locate new project driveways on lower-volume side streets and not on arterials.
Therefore, trips to and from new development projects with driveways located on neighborhood streets are not
considered “cut-through” traffic.

3.5.2 SCREENING CRITERIA

Land Use Development Projects

If the answer is yes to all of the following questions, further analysis may be required to assess whether the project
would negatively affect residential streets:

e Would the project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips?

e Does the land use project include a discretionary action that would be under review by the Department of City
Planning?

In addition, for development projects, when selecting residential street segments for analyses during the
Transportation Assessment scoping process, all of the following conditions must be present:

e The project is located along a currently congested Boulevard or Avenue and adds trips that may lead to trip
diversion to parallel routes along residential Local Streets. The congestion level of the Boulevard or Avenue can
be determined based on the estimated peak hour LOS under project conditions of the study intersection(s) (as
determined in Section 3.3). LOS E and F are considered to represent congested conditions;

e The project is projected to add a substantial amount of automobile traffic to the congested Boulevard(s),
Avenue(s), or Collector(s) that could potentially cause a shift to alternative route(s); and

e Nearby local residential street(s) (defined as Local streets as designated in the City’s General Plan passing
through a residential neighborhood) provide motorists with a viable alternative route. A viable alternative
route is defined as one which is parallel and reasonably adjacent to the primary route as to make it attractive as
an alternative to the primary route. LADOT has discretion to define which routes are viable alternative routes,
based on, but not limited to, features such as geography and presence of existing traffic control devices, etc.

For the purpose of screening for daily vehicle trips, a proposed project’s daily vehicle trips should be estimated using
the VMT Calculator tool or the most recent edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, as described in Section 2.2. A
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user’s guide for the VMT Calculator can be found here. If existing land uses are present on the project site or there were
previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip generation methodology
discussion in Section 3.3, the daily vehicle trips generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses can be
estimated using the VMT Calculator tool and subtracted from the Project’s daily vehicle trips to determine the net
increase in daily vehicle trips.

Transportation Projects

For transportation projects, if the answer is yes to the following question, further analysis may be required to assess
whether the project would negatively affect project access and circulation:

e Does the transportation project reduce travel lane capacity on a road that would be expected to carry more
than 750 vehicles per hour per lane for at least two (2) consecutive hours in a 24-hour period after the project is
completed?

In addition, for transportation projects, when selecting residential street segments for analyses during the
Transportation Assessment study scoping process, all of the following conditions must be present:

e The transportation project will reduce automobile capacity on a Boulevard, Avenue, or Collector (as designated
in the City’s General Plan) such that motorists traveling on the Boulevard, Avenue, or Collector may opt to
divert to a parallel route through a Local Street,

e The project is projected to cause a shift of a substantial amount of traffic to alternative route(s), and

e Nearby local residential street(s) (defined as Local streets as designated in the City’s General Plan passing
through a residential neighborhood) provide motorists with a viable alternative route. A viable alternative route
is defined as one which is parallel and reasonably adjacent to the primary route as to make it attractive as an
alternative to the primary route. LADOT has discretion to define which routes are viable alternative routes,
based on, but not limited to, features such as geography and presence of existing traffic control devices, etc.

3.5.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA

A local residential street must be deemed excessively burdened based on an increase in the projected average daily
traffic (ADT) volumes as shown in Table 3.5-1.

Table 3.5-1: Substantial Residential Local Street Diversion Criteria

PROJECT ADT WITH PROJECT (Final ADT) PROJECT-RELATED INCREASE IN ADT
1to 999 120 or more
1,000 to 1,999 12 percent or more of final ADT
2,000 to 2,999 10 percent or more of final ADT
3,000 or more 8 percent or more of final ADT

3.5.4 METHODOLOGY

Development Projects

Future peak hour “without project” traffic conditions for the study intersections in the vicinity of the project identified
in Section 3.3 should be developed using the intersection analysis methodologies, including an ambient growth rate to
the study horizon year and adding traffic generated by related projects. Future “without project” daily traffic volumes
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for the local residential streets included in the analysis should be developed by collecting daily traffic counts for the
subject streets, adding an ambient growth rate to the study horizon year, and adding traffic generated by related
projects, also using methodologies described in Section 3.3.

The methodologies described in Section 3.3 should be applied to estimate the daily and peak hour trip generation of
the project and distribute the project trips to the street system to forecast the amount of project traffic that may be
added to nearby congested Boulevard(s) and/or Avenue(s). If the nearby study intersections are projected to operate
at LOS E or F, estimate the amount of peak hour project traffic that may instead shift away from the congested
facilities to local residential streets. Also estimate the amount of daily project traffic that may shift to local residential
streets, considering that the street system is less congested during non-peak hours than during peak hours. Compare
to the evaluation criteria in Section 3.5.3 to determine if the project would be expected to result in substantial
diversion.

Transportation Projects

Future peak hour “without project” traffic conditions for key intersections along the Boulevard or Avenue should be
developed by collecting peak period turning movement counts, adding an ambient growth rate to the study horizon
year, adding traffic generated by related projects, and analyzing intersection operations using the methodologies
described in Section 3.3. Future “without project” daily traffic volumes for the local residential streets included in the
analysis should be developed by collecting daily traffic counts for the local residential streets included in the analysis,
including an ambient growth rate to the study horizon year, and adding traffic generated by related projects, using
methodologies described in Section 3.3.

Determine the configurations with the reduced vehicle capacity caused by the project at key intersections along the
Boulevard or Avenue and calculate future intersection peak hour LOS with the reduced capacity using the intersection
analysis methodologies described in Section 3.3. If the affected intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or F,
estimate the amount of peak hour traffic that may shift away from the congested facilities to local residential streets.
Also estimate the amount of daily project traffic that may shift to local residential streets, considering that the street
system is less congested during non-peak hours than during peak hours. Compare to the evaluation criteria in Section
3.5.3 to determine if the project would be expected to result in substantial diversion.

3.5.5 RECOMMENDED ACTION

Potential corrective measures for neighborhood street diversion can include:

e Contribution to Traffic Calming Program — If the analysis indicates that the Project may result in residential
street diversion that can be addressed by traffic calming measures, the Project Applicant may be required
to contribute to pre-existing application-based neighborhood traffic calming program(s) managed by LADOT
(e.g., the existing Speed Humps program, LADOT’s Stress Free Connections initiative, or other future programs
including added traffic calming, wayfinding and diversion countermeasures to support areawide low-stress
travel network connectivity by active transportation modes).

¢ Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan — If the analysis indicates that the Project may result in residential
street diversion that could not be addressed by traffic calming measures, the Project Applicant may be
required to develop a plan to reduce the amount of cut-through traffic traveling through nearby residential
areas as part of the corrective conditions for the project. If Neighborhood Traffic Management (NTM)
measures are required to offset potential residential street diversion, then the Project Applicant must conduct
public outreach and develop a NTM Plan. The Project Applicant must consult with LADOT, the affected City
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Council District office, and neighborhood stakeholders to collaboratively prepare the NTM Plan. Coordination
with the appropriate City Council District office may be necessary to designate the stakeholders that should
facilitate the public outreach.

The Project Applicant should first identify key milestones, summarize the proposed process in developing a NTM

plan for the local residential street segments of concern, define a public outreach and consensus-building process,
propose selection and approval criteria for any evaluated traffic calming measures, and include a cost estimate and
funding guarantee. The Project Applicant must lead public outreach but must also consult regularly with LADOT and
the affected City Council District office. The Project Applicant shall also be responsible for conducting the engineering
evaluation of the potential measures to determine the feasibility in regard to drainage, constructability, street design,
etc. The applicant shall also be responsible for implementing any NTM measures identified in the plan, subject to
LADOT approval. The development of the NTM plan must include the analysis of any relevant traffic data, roadway
characteristics, and conditions of the local residential street segments of concern.

The NTM Plan should prioritize implementing effective traffic calming, which may include, but is not limited to: traffic
circles, speed humps, roadway narrowing effects (raised medians, traffic chokers, chicanes, etc.), landscaping features,
roadway striping changes, and traffic control devices (e.g. pedestrian hybrid beacons, or TOUCANS, etc.), subject to
LADOT’s approved guidelines and warrants. Restrictive measures such as turn restrictions, physical barriers, diverters,
signal metering, etc., may be necessary to achieve the goals of the NTM Plan. However, such measures should be
carefully evaluated to ensure that they do not lead to the diversion of a significant amount of traffic from one Local
residential street to another. The NTM Plan should also consider and evaluate neighborhood improvements that

can offset the effects of added traffic, including street trees, sidewalk repairs, landscaping, green street/stormwater
features, neighborhood identification features, and pedestrian amenities. Where a local street is located on the
Neighborhood Enhanced Network (NEN) as shown on Map C1 through C5 on the Mobility Plan 2035, LADOT Division
of Transportation Planning and Policy (TPP) shall be consulted to identify solutions that would promote safe and
comfortable access by walking and biking, while also reducing the incentive for cut-through traffic. Such traffic calming
measures that support the goals of completing the NEN can support trip reduction efforts by encouraging walking,
bicycling, and the use of public transit.

If the analysis indicates that the Project may result in residential street diversion, then the applicant will be required
to submit an NTM Implementation Plan with a funding guarantee for LADOT approval prior to the issuance of any
certificates of occupancy. The NTM Plan must be prepared in conformance with the guidelines established by LADOT
and should contain, at a minimum, the following elements:

e Description of existing facilities, presence of planned networks i.e. NEN, and neighborhood traffic conditions,
e Description of proposed neighborhood traffic controls, including sketches of specific street modifications,
e Analysis of any change in existing or future traffic patterns as a result of implementation of the plan, and

e Implementation and monitoring program.
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SECTION 4:

Study Preparation

Each Transportation Assessment should follow a consistent format and organization and include all of the figures,
maps, and information presented in this section. The appropriate level of detail required for each Project’s
Transportation Assessment with respect to specific issues should be determined during the scoping process and
identified in the MOU. When this version of the TAG is referenced in a Transportation Assessment, LADOT requests

using “2020 LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines” to properly identify this reference.

4.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

All Transportation Assessments must include a detailed project description at the beginning of the document. The
project description should include the following information:

e Project case number, as assigned by the Department of City Planning (if applicable).
e Location of the Project site, address, Assessor’s Block and Lot number(s), cross streets, and City Council District.

e Existing and proposed total square footage for each type of land use and the number of units for residential,
hotel/motel, and live/work projects, including the net changes for each type of use.

e Existing and proposed type and number of parking spaces.

e Transportation demand management measures proposed as part of the project.

This section must also include the following maps and figures:
e Project site plan showing driveway locations, loading/unloading area, and any proposed highway dedication.

e Site map showing study intersections and distance of the Project driveway(s) from the adjacent intersections.
Include location and identification of all major buildings, driveways, parking areas, and loading docks of the

Project.

4.2 PROJECT CONTEXT

The information on the locale and surroundings of the Project must be discussed following the Project description as a
different section of the Transportation Assessment. This section will provide a brief but comprehensive description of
the existing transportation infrastructure and conditions in the vicinity of the Project. Normally, the Project vicinity is
defined as a Y-mile radius around the Project site; however, a larger area may be required during the scoping process.
The specific boundaries of the Transportation Assessment area, for both the locale and Project impact analysis, should
be confirmed during the initial discussion and scoping process with LADOT. The boundaries of the Transportation
Assessment area are subject to LADOT revision after initial impact analysis.

The Project context section should include the following information, with the level of detail to be directed by LADOT
during the scoping process:

e Street designations, classifications, and modal priorities as identified in the Mobility Plan 2035, the
Transportation Element of the Los Angeles General Plan. This street information can be found on the following
maps in the Transportation Element of the General Plan: Citywide General Plan Circulation System; Transit
Enhanced Network; Neighborhood Enhanced Network; Bicycle Enhanced Network; Bicycle Lane Network;
Vehicle Enhanced Network; Pedestrian Analysis; and Goods Movement.
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e Description of the Transportation Assessment area streets, including the number and width of lanes, direction
of flow, and the presence of peak period tow-away lanes affecting roadway travel capacity, the presence of
bicycle lanes, and any other significant street information.

e Description of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities within 1,320 feet of the edge of the project site (per
Section 3.2).

e Location of, distance from, and routings to and from on-ramps and off-ramps of regional highways and
freeways.

e Description of public transit routes operating on the streets within the Transportation Assessment area,
including hours of service, peak period headways, type of vehicle (bus, light rail vehicle, etc.), and service
provider.

This section of a Transportation Assessment will also include the following maps and figures:
e Area map showing location of proposed Project and related projects.

e Street maps of the study area indicating street names, classifications, modal priorities.

e Map or diagram of potential pedestrian destinations within 1,320 feet of the edge of a project site (per Section
3.2).

¢ Table indicating location, size, name, description, and trip generation of each related project.

4.3 ANALYSIS, DISCUSSION, AND RESULTS

Following the descriptions of the Project and its surroundings, the Transportation Assessment must contain sections
that detail the analyses conducted, summarize the results, and identify any impacts and mitigation measures for each
of the CEQA issue areas identified in Section 2 and any deficiencies and corrective conditions for the additional areas
of analysis identified in Section 3. During the scoping process, LADOT staff will determine which of the transportation
analyses listed in Sections 2 and 3 of these Transportation Assessment Guidelines or other methods of assessment are
required.

The Transportation Assessment should include calculations, data, and descriptions of any transportation analyses
conducted to determine Project impacts on the transportation system. The Transportation Assessment should describe
the results of all Project scenarios and describe all Project impacts that have been identified.

If the VMT Calculator is used to conduct the project VMT analysis pursuant to Section 2.2, the report printouts
generated by the Calculator should be included in an appendix to the Transportation Assessment. Detailed delay
worksheets for any intersection or driveway HCM analyses conducted in the Transportation Assessment should also
be included in an appendix to the Transportation Assessment, with the results summarized in the Transportation
Assessment. Maps or tables should be provided that illustrate lane configurations and volumes for each study
intersection.

4.4 TRANSPORTATION MITIGATION MEASURES AND CORRECTIVE CONDITIONS

When a Project is expected to result in significant traffic impacts, as defined in Sections 2, or transportation
deficiencies, as defined in Sections 3, the Project’s consultant should meet with LADOT to discuss potential
transportation mitigation options and corrective conditions before submitting a Transportation Assessment.
Different transportation mitigation solutions should be explored when attempting to mitigate a Project’s significant
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transportation impact to a level of insignificance.

The adequacy and feasibility of each mitigation measure and corrective condition must be determined to the
satisfaction of LADOT. The final required mitigation measures for the Project will be determined by the appropriate
decision maker (e.g., the City Planning Commission, the City Council). All proposed mitigation measures and corrective
conditions must be described in the Transportation Assessment.

4.4.1 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

Mitigation programs must primarily aim to minimize Project trips and vehicle miles traveled through transportation
demand management strategies. A preliminary draft performance based TDM Program, prepared in accordance with
the City of Los Angeles TDM Ordinance, must be included in the Transportation Assessment for any Project seeking trip
generation amendments supported by TDM. If the TDM Program is acceptable to LADOT, the applicant will be allowed
to reduce the total Project trips and VMT by an amount determined to be commensurate with the measures proposed
in the TDM Program. The effectiveness of TDM measures included as choices in the VMT Calculator (as further
discussed in Attachment G of these guidelines) on reducing Project trips and VMT should be calculated using the VMT
Calculator. Trip and VMT reductions resulting from other TDM measures not included in the VMT Calculator can be
used if supporting research is provided to LADOT and deemed to be acceptable by LADOT.

Further information regarding TDM Program development, implementation, monitoring, and reporting requirements
can be found in the City of Los Angeles TDM Ordinance.

4.4.2 PHYSICAL MITIGATION MEASURES AND CORRECTIVE CONDITIONS

Preliminary geometric design drawings should be prepared for any proposed physical mitigation measures and
corrective conditions, complying with the following requirements:
e Existing Conditions

e Prepare preliminary geometric design drawing to a scale 1” = 40’ for each of the significantly impacted
intersections for existing conditions, where lane reconfigurations are a proposed corrective condition.
Conduct field investigations and illustrate all important roadway details, including adjacent land use(s),
parking restrictions, sidewalks, driveways, lane dimensions, roadway striping, curb and right-of-way
lines, and “footprints” of building line on the plan.

e Use existing LADOT drawings where available and field check for accuracy to reflect current conditions.

e Provide a copy of the current City Bureau of Engineering District Map illustrating public rights-of-way
on impacted street.

e Future Conditions with Mitigation/Conditions

e Prepare preliminary geometric design drawing to a scale of 1” = 40’ showing recommended changes in
striping including additional roadway and right-of-way necessary to mitigate the significant impact(s)
of the project for each location where street reconfiguration is a proposed mitigation measure or
corrective condition.

e Plans showing striping modifications should include adequate segments of the roadway (approximately
300-400 feet on each leg of the intersection) to indicate the appropriate transitions from the existing
striping.

¢ Plans should indicate parking restrictions (existing and proposed), bus stops (existing and relocated),
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driveways, signals, streetlights, signs, trees, utility poles and catchment basins.
e Traffic Volume Diagram

e Attach the AM and PM peak hour lane volume diagram with the geometric design plan for each
intersection.

e Finalize Plans as necessary

e Revise mitigation plans as required and resubmit the final mitigation plans to LADOT for approval.

4.4.2A PARKING INVENTORY AND DEMAND ANALYSIS

Any corrective condition or mitigation of a land use development project, or a transportation project that involve
roadway reconfigurations and require the loss of on-street parking, the Transportation Assessment should include an
on-street parking utilization study at the intersections and/or along the roadway where the potential improvements
were identified. The study results should be presented in a parking inventory and demand analysis that summarizes
that area’s parking demand and supply and informs LADOT on the secondary impacts that may result from the loss of
parking. This analysis should include proposed measures to address neighborhood access constraints as a result of the
parking loss to the extent feasible. The scope of the parking utilization study, including study area and survey hours,
must be approved by the appropriate LADOT staff prior to commencing the survey.

4.4.2B PARKING METER REVENUE LOSS

Whenever the design, condition or mitigation of a land use development project requires the permanent removal of
any metered parking spaces, payment to LADOT for lost parking meter revenue is required. LADOT’s Parking Meters
Division is responsible for calculating the lost revenue fee, referred to as the Meter Revenue Recovery Fee (MRRF), for
each parking meter requested for removal during the site plan or B-permit plan review process. LADOT will determine
the amount of MRRF to be collected based on the overall revenue for each meter collected over the last twelve
continuous months. The permanent removal of each on-street metered parking space will require MRRF payment to
LADOT'’s Parking Meter Division for the calculated annual revenue amount projected over a ten-year period. Payment
is required as a condition of the permit and is required of the applicant before LADOT will provide final approval. The
Project applicant will also be subject to any costs incurred by LADOT during the removal of each parking meter. These
charges include but are not limited to the removal and/or installation (including reinstallation and relocation) of meter
posts, a 4’ x 4’ concrete parking meter landing area,parking sensors (if any), signs, signposts, stall markings, pavement
messages, and curb paint.

When construction or project implementation associated with a Development Project requires the temporary removal
of any on-street parking meter(s), the project applicant will be required to make payment to LADOT’s Parking Meters
Division for removal costs in advance of any meter removal. These charges will include, but are not limited to, the
removal and/or installation (including reinstallation and relocation) of meter posts, a 4’ x 4’ concrete parking meter
landing area, parking sensors (if any), signs, signposts, stall markings, pavement messages, and curb paint. In addition to
the costs associated with the temporary removal of metered parking spaces, the applicant will also be required to make
payment to LADOT for calculated meter revenue loss for temporary removals lasting longer than 30 days, beginning

on the actual removal date of the meters. When applicable, LADOT'’s Parking Meters Division will determine the lost
revenue for the temporary removal of any parking meters lasting over 30 days. LADOT will determine the amount of
MRREF to be collected for temporary removal of each meter based on the overall daily revenue average for revenue
collected over the last twelve continuous months. The applicant is required to pay the calculated MRRF to LADOT’s
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Parking Meters Division for the length of time the meters are out of service beyond the initial 30 days. The payment is a
condition of the permit and is required of the applicant before LADOT will provide final approval.

4.4.3 GUARANTEES OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND CORRECTIVE CONDITIONS

All physical transportation mitigations/corrective conditions and associated traffic signal work within the City must be
guaranteed through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permit and
completed prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy may be granted

in the event of any delay through no fault of the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated
reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT. All improvements along state highways and

freeway ramps require approval from Caltrans. An encroachment permit must be obtained from Caltrans for these
improvements before the issuance of any building permits.

In the event the originally proposed mitigation measure or corrective condition becomes infeasible, a substitute
mitigation measure or corrective condition may be provided subject to approval by LADOT or other governing agency
with jurisdiction over the location, upon demonstration that the substitute measure is equivalent or superior to the
original measure in mitigating the project’s significant impact.

4.4.4 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM IN DRAFT EIRS

Each mitigation measure part of a Project’s mitigation monitoring program should be described separately for inclusion
in the Draft EIR. The following details are required for each measure:

e |dentification of the responsible agency for monitoring the measure and the designated coordination for all
participants.

e Qualifications, if any, of the necessary monitor(s).

e Monitoring schedule (i.e., the phase of the project during which the measure should be monitored, frequency,
and completion/termination) — this should be stated for physical mitigation measures required during
construction as well as those that are for the operation/life of the project (e.g., TDM program).

e Funding required and sources of funding for monitoring activities by both project and City personnel (especially
for long-term monitoring activities).
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SECTION 5:

Bureau Contact Information

If you have any questions, please contact the appropriate LADOT Bureau of Transportation Planning and Development
Review office based on your geographic area (see Attachment K).

METRO DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

Projects proposed within all areas south of Mulholland Drive, east of Robertson Boulevard and north of the San Pedro
Community Plan area:

Mail: 100 S. Main Street, 9th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012
E-Mail: ladot.devreview.cen@Ilacity.org

Telephone: (213) 972-8482 or (213) 972-8481

WEST LOS ANGELES DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

Projects proposed within San Pedro and all areas south of Mulholland Drive and west of Robertson Boulevard:

Mail: 7166 W. Manchester Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90045
E-mail: ladot.devreview.wla@lacity.org

Telephone: (213) 485-1062
VALLEY DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

Projects proposed within the entire San Fernando Valley north of Mulholland Drive:

Mail: 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 3rd Floor, Van Nuys, CA 91401
E-Mail: ladot.devreview.sfv@Ilacity.org
Telephone: (818) 374-4699

LADOT CITYWIDE ONE-STOP COUNTER

Projects proposed within the City that require early consultation on review processes and design standards, permit sign-
off, condition clearance, driveway plan review, etc.:

Mail: 201 N. Figueroa Street, 5th Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90012
E-Mail: ladot.onestop@lacity.org
Telephone: (213) 482-7024
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m Attachment C

Transportation Assessment Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)

This MOU acknowledges that the Transportation Assessment for the following Project will be prepared in accordance
with the latest version of LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines:

I PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name:

Project Address:

Project Description:

LADOT Project Case Number: Project Site Plan attached? (Required) O Yes O No

Il TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) MEASURES

Select any of the following TDM measures, which may be eligible as a Project Design Feature?, that are being considered for
this project:

Reduced Parking Supply? Bicycle Parking and Amenities Parking Cash Out

List any other TDM measures (e.g. bike share kiosks, unbundled parking, microtransit service, etc) below that are also being
considered and would require LADOT staff’s determination of its eligibility as a TDM measure. LADOT staff will make the final
determination of the TDM measure's eligibility for this project.

1 3
2 4

1l TRIP GENERATION
Trip Generation Rate(s) Source: ITE 10th Edition / Other

Trip Generation Adjustment Yes No

(Exact amount of credit subject to approval by LADOT)
Transit Usage O O
Existing Active or Previous Land Use O O
Internal Trip O [}
Pass-By Trip O O
O m}

Transportation Demand Management (See above)

Trip generation table including a description of the existing and proposed land uses, rates, estimated morning and
afternoon peak hour volumes (ins/outs/totals), proposed trip credits, etc. attached? (rRequired) O Yes O No

NET Daily Vehicle Trips (DVT)

AN out TOTAL DVT (ITE __ed.)
AM Trips DVT (VMT Calculator ver. ___)
PM Trips

I At this time Project Design Features are only those measures that are also shown to be needed to comply with a local ordinance,
affordable housing incentive program, or State law.

2Select if reduced parking supply is pursued as a result of a parking incentive as permitted by the City’s Bicycle Parking Ordinance, State
Density Bonus Law, or the City’s Transit Oriented Community Guidelines.
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LADOT

Iv. STUDY AREA AND ASSUMPTIONS
Project Buildout Year: Ambient Growth Rate: % Per Yr.

Related Projects List, researched by the consultant and approved by LADOT, attached? (Required) O Yes O No

STUDY INTERSECTIONS and/or STREET SEGMENTS:
(May be subject to LADOT revision after access, safety, and circulation evaluation.)

1 3
2 4
5 6

Provide a separate list if more than six study intersections and/or street segments.
Is this Project located on a street within the High Injury Network? O Yes O No

If a study intersection is located within a %-mile of an adjacent municipality’s jurisdiction, signature approval from
said municipality is required prior to MOU approval.

V. ACCESS ASSESSMENT
a. Does the project exceed 1,000 net DVT? O Yes O No

b. Is the project’s frontage 250 linear feet or more along an Avenue or Boulevard as classified by the City’s
General Plan? O Yes O No
c. Is the project’s building frontage encompassing an entire block along an Avenue or Boulevard as classified

by the City’s General Plan? O Yes O No
VL. ACCESS ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

If Yes to any of the above questions a., b., or c., the Transportation Assessment must assess the project’s potential
effect on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project. Complete Attachment C.1:
Access Assessment Criteria and attach to the draft Transportation Assessment to support the analysis. For the full
scope of analysis, see Section 3.2 of the Transportation Assessment Guidelines.

VIl.  SITEPLAN AND MAP OF STUDY AREA

Please note that the site plan should be submitted to the Department of City Planning for cursory review.

Does the attached site plan and/or map of study area show Yes No Not
Applicable

Each study intersection and/or street segment m| O

*Project Vehicle Peak Hour trips at each study intersection m| m| m|
*Project Vehicle Peak Hour trips at each project access point m| O O
*Project trip distribution percentages at each study intersection | O O
Project driveways designed per LADOT MPP 321 (show widths g O 0
and directions or lane assignment)

Pedestrian access points and any pedestrian paths m| m| m]
Pedestrian loading zones m| O O
Delivery loading zone or area m| m| m]
Bicycle parking onsite m| m| m]
Bicycle parking offsite (in public right-of-way) m| O |

*For mixed-use projects, also show the project trips and project trip distribution by land use category.
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LARDOT

VIll. FREEWAY SAFETY ANALYSIS SCREENING

Will the project add 25 or more trips to any freeway off-ramp in either the AM or PM peak hour? 0O Yes O No
Provide a brief explanation or graphic identifying the number of project trips expected to be added to the nearby
freeway off-ramps serving the project site. If Yes to the question above, a freeway ramp analysis is required.

IX. CONTACT INFORMATION

CONSULTANT DEVELOPER
Name:

Address:

Phone Number:

E-Mail:

Approved by: | x

Consultant’s Representative Date LADOT Representative **Date

Adjacent
Municipality: Approved by:

(if applicable) Representative Date

**MOQOUs are generally valid for two years after signing. If after two years a transportation assessment has not been submitted

to LADOT, the developer’s representative shall check with the appropriate LADOT office to determine if the terms of this MOU
are still valid or if a new MOU is needed.
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Attachment C.1: Access Assessment Worksheet

LAROT

Access Assessment Worksheet

This Worksheet supports the analysis needed to assess the project’s potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project. If the project exceeds the screening criteria in Section V
of the MOU, complete and attach to the draft Transportation Assessment to support the analysis. For the full
scope of analysis, see Section 3.2 of the Transportation Assessment Guidelines.:

l. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name:

Project Address:

Project Description:

LADOT Project Case Number:

Il. PEDESTRIAN/ PERSON TRIP GENERATION

Source of Pedestrian/Person Trip Generation Rate(s)? o ITE 10" Edition o Other:

Land Use Size/Unit Daily Person
Trips

Proposed

Total new trips:

Pedestrian/Person trip generation table including a description of the proposed land uses, trip credits, person
trip assumptions, comparison studies used for reference, etc. attached? o Yes o No

. PEDESTRIAN ATTRACTORS INVENTORY
Attach Pedestrian Map for the area (1,320 foot radius from edge of the project site) depicting:
® site pedestrian entrance(s)

Existing or proposed passenger loading zones
pedestrian generation/distribution values

o Geographic Distribution: N % S % E % W %

e transit boarding and alighting of transit stops (should include Metro rail stations; Metro, DASH, and
other municipal bus stops)
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Lm City of Los Angeles Transportation Assessment MOU

o Key pedestrian destinations with hours of operation:
o schools (school times)
o government offices with a public counter or meeting room
O senior citizen centers
o recreation centers or playgrounds
o public libraries
o medical centers or clinics
o child care facilities
o post offices
o places of worship
O  grocery stores
o other facilities that attract pedestrian trips

e pedestrian walking routes to key destinations from project site

Note: Pedestrian Count Summary, Bicycle Count Summary, Manual Traffic Count Summary will need to be
attached to the Transportation Assessment

V. FACILITIES INVENTORY

Is a High Injury Network street located within 1,320 foot radius from the edge of the project site? © Yes 0 No

If yes, list streets and include distance from the project:

at (feet)
at (feet)
at (feet)
at (feet)

Attach Radius Map for the area (1,320 foot radius from edge of the project site) depicting the following existing
and proposed facilities:

® transit stops

e bike facilities

e traffic control devices for controlled crossings

e uncontrolled crosswalks

e |ocation of any missing, damaged or substandard sidewalks

For a reference of planned facilities, see the Transportation Assessment Support Map

Crossing Distances
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Lm City of Los Angeles Transportation Assessment MOU

Does the project property have frontage along an arterial street (designated as either an Avenue or Boulevard?)
O Yes O No

If yes, provide the distance between the crossing control devices (e.g. signalized crosswalk, or controlled
mid-block crossing) along any arterial within 1,320 feet of the property.

(feet) at (feet) at
(feet) at (feet) at
(feet) at (feet) at
(feet) at (feet) at
(feet) at (feet) at
(feet) at (feet) at

For each street along the property frontage, provide:

the roadway configuration:

° 2-Lane ° 5-Lane w/ striped median
. 3-Lane w/ striped median ° 5-Lane w/ raised median
° 3-Lane w/ raised median ° 6-Lane
° 4-Lane ° Other:

and crossing distance: ft total ft to median ft to median

V. Project Construction

Will the project require any construction activity within the city right-of-way? O Yes O No

If yes, will the project require temporary closure of any of the following city facilities?

sidewalk

bike lane

parking lane

travel lane

bus stop

bicycle parking (racks or corrals)

bike share or other micro-mobility station
car share station

parklet

other:
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LE)OT Attachment D: Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet

Plans, Policies and Programs Consistency Worksheet

The worksheet provides a structured approach to evaluate the threshold T-1 question below, that asks whether a
project conflicts with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system. The intention of the
worksheet is to streamline the project review by highlighting the most relevant plans, policies and programs
when assessing potential impacts to the City’s circulation system.

Threshold T-1: Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

This worksheet does not include an exhaustive list of City policies, and does not include community plans,
specific plans, or any area-specific regulatory overlays. The Department of City Planning project planner will need
to be consulted to determine if the project would obstruct the City from carrying out a policy or program in a
community plan, specific plan, streetscape plan, or regulatory overlay that was adopted to support multimodal
transportation options or public safety. LADOT staff should be consulted if a project would lead to a conflict with
a mobility investment in the Public Right of Way (PROW) that is currently undergoing planning, design, or
delivery. This worksheet must be completed for all projects that meet the Section I. Screening Criteria. For
description of the relevant planning documents, see Attachment D.1.

For any response to the following questions that checks the box in bold text ((i.e.0 Yes or O No), further
analysis is needed to demonstrate that the project does not conflict with a plan, policy, or program.

I. SCREENING CRITERIA FOR POLICY ANALYSIS

If the answer is ‘yes’ to any of the following questions, further analysis will be required:

Does the project require a discretionary action that requires the decision maker to find that the project would
substantially conform to the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan?
o Yes oNo

Is the project known to directly conflict with a transportation plan, policy, or program adopted to support
multimodal transportation options or public safety?

o Yes oNo

Is the project required to or proposing to make any voluntary modifications to the public right-of-way (i.e.,
dedications and/or improvements in the right-of-way, reconfigurations of curb line, etc.)?
oYes oNo

Il. PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

A. Mobility Plan 2035 PROW Classification Standards for Dedications and Improvements

These questions address potential conflict with:
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Lm Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.1 — Adaptive Reuse of Streets. Design, plan, and operate streets to
serve multiple purposes and provide flexibility in design to adapt to future demands.

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.3 — Pedestrian Infrastructure. Recognize walking as a component of
every trip, and ensure high quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public right-of-way

modifications to provide a safe and comfortable walking environment.

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.2 — People with Disabilities. Accommodate the needs of people with
disabilities when modifying or installing infrastructure in the public right-of-way.

Mobility Plan 2035 Street Designations and Standard Roadway Dimensions

A.1 Does the project include additions or new construction along a street designated as a Boulevard |,
and I, and/or Avenue |, I, or Il on property zoned for R3 or less restrictive zone? O Yes O No

A.2 If A.lis yes, is the project required to make additional dedications or improvements to the Public
Right of Way as demonstrated by the street designation. OYes O0No ON/A

A3 If A.2is yes, is the project making the dedications and improvements as necessary to meet the
designated dimensions of the fronting street (Boulevard I, and Il, or Avenue I, I, or IlI)?

O Yes 0 No o N/A
If the answer isto A.1 or A.2is NO, or to A.1, A.2 and A.3. is YES, then the project does not conflict with
the dedication and improvement requirements that are needed to comply with the Mobility Plan 2035

Street Designations and Standard Roadway Dimensions.

A.4 If the answer to A.3. is NO, is the project applicant asking to waive from the dedication standards?
O Yes O No O N/A

Lists any streets subject to dedications or voluntary dedications and include existing roadway and sidewalk
widths, required roadway and sidewalk widths, and proposed roadway and sidewalk width or waivers.

Frontage 1 Existing PROW’/Curb’ : Existing Required Proposed
Frontage 2 Existing PROW’/Curb’ : Existing Required Proposed
Frontage 3 Existing PROW’/Curb’ : Existing Required Proposed
Frontage 4 Existing PROW’/Curb’ : Existing Required Proposed

If the answer to A.4 is NO, the project is inconsistent with Mobility Plan 2035 street designations and
must file for a waiver of street dedication and improvement.

If the answer to A.4 is YES, additional analysis is necessary to determine if the dedication and/or
improvements are necessary to meet the City's mobility needs for the next 20 years. The following

factors may contribute to determine if the dedication or improvement is necessary:

Is the project site along any of the following networks identified in the City's Mobility Plan?
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Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet

Transit Enhanced Network

Bicycle Enhanced Network

Bicycle Lane Network

Pedestrian Enhanced District
Neighborhood Enhanced Network

To see the location of the above networks, see Transportation Assessment Support Map.!

Is the project within the service area of Metro Bike Share, or is there demonstrated demand for
micro-mobility services?

If the project dedications and improvements asking to be waived are necessary to meet the City's
mobility needs, the project may be found to conflict with a plan that is adopted to protect the
environment.

B. Mobility Plan 2035 PROW Policy Alignment with Project-Initiated Changes

B.1 Project-Initiated Changes to the PROW Dimensions

These questions address potential conflict with:

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.1 — Adaptive Reuse of Streets. Design, plan, and operate streets to
serve multiple purposes and provide flexibility in design to adapt to future demands.

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.3 — Pedestrian Infrastructure. Recognize walking as a component of
every trip, and ensure high quality pedestrian access in all site planning and public right-of-way

modifications to provide a safe and comfortable walking environment.

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.2 — People with Disabilities. Accommodate the needs of people with
disabilities when modifying or installing infrastructure in the public right-of-way.

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.10 — Loading Areas. Facilitate the provision of adequate on and
off-site street loading areas.

Mobility Plan 2035 Street Designations and Standard Roadway Dimensions

B.1 Does the project propose, above and beyond any PROW changes needed to comply with Section
12.37 of the LAMC as discussed in Section Il.A, physically modify the curb placement or turning radius
and/or physically alter the sidewalk and parkways space that changes how people access a property?

Examples of developer-initiated physical changes to the public right-of-way include:

widening the roadway,

narrowing the sidewalk,

adding space for vehicle turn outs or loading areas,

removing bicycle lanes, bike share stations, or bicycle parking

! LADOT Transportation Assessment Support Map https://arcg.is/fubbD
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Lm Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet
e modifying existing bus stop, transit shelter, or other street furniture
® paving, narrowing, shifting or removing an existing parkway or tree well

O Yes O No

B.2 Driveway Access
These questions address potential conflict with:

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.10 — Loading Areas. Facilitate the provision of adequate on and
off-site street loading areas.

Mobility Plan 2035 Program PL.1. Driveway Access. Require driveway access to buildings from
non-arterial streets or alleys (where feasible) in order to minimize interference with pedestrian
access and vehicular movement.

Citywide Design Guidelines - Guideline 2: Carefully incorporate vehicular access such that it does
not degrade the pedestrian experience.

Site Planning Best Practices:

® Prioritize pedestrian access first and automobile access second. Orient parking and
driveways toward the rear or side of buildings and away from the public right-of-way. On
corner lots, parking should be oriented as far from the corner as possible.

e Minimize both the number of driveway entrances and overall driveway widths.

e Do not locate drop-off/pick-up areas between principal building entrances and the
adjoining sidewalks.

e Orient vehicular access as far from street intersections as possible.

® Place drive-thru elements away from intersections and avoid placing them so that they
create a barrier between the sidewalk and building entrance(s).

® Ensure that loading areas do not interfere with on-site pedestrian and vehicular
circulation by separating loading areas and larger commercial vehicles from areas that
are used for public parking and public entrances.

B.2 Does the project add new driveways along a street designated as an Avenue or a Boulevard that
conflict with LADOT's Driveway Design Guidelines (See Sec. 321 in the Manual of Policies and
Procedures) by any of the following:

e |ocating new driveways for residential properties on an Avenue or Boulevard, and access is
otherwise possible using an alley or a collector/local street, or

® locating new driveways for industrial or commercial properties on an Avenue or Boulevard and
access is possible along a collector/local street, or

e the total number of new driveways exceeds 1 driveway per every 200 feet® along on the Avenue
or Boulevard frontage, or

® |ocating new driveways on an Avenue or Boulevard within 150 feet from the intersecting street,
or

® locating new driveways on a collector or local street within 75 feet from the intersecting street,
or

2 for a project frontage that exceeds 400 feet along an Avenue or Boulevard, the incremental additional driveway above 2 is
more than 1 driveway for every 400 additional feet.



ATTACHMENT D: Plan Consistency Worksheet A-18
Lm Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet
e |ocating new driveways near mid-block crosswalks, requiring relocation of the mid-block
crosswalk
O Yes O No

If the answer to B.1 and B.2 are both NO, then the project would not conflict with a plan or policies that
govern the PROW as a result of the project-initiated changes to the PROW.

Impact Analysis

If the answer to either B.1 or B.2 are YES, City plans and policies should be reviewed in light of the
proposed physical changes to determine if the City would be obstructed from carrying out the plans and
policies. The analysis should pay special consideration to substantial changes to the Public Right of Way
that may either degrade existing facilities for people walking and bicycling (e.g., removing a bicycle lane),
or preclude the City from completing complete street infrastructure as identified in the Mobility Plan
2035, especially if the physical changes are along streets that are on the High Injury Network (HIN). The
analysis should also consider if the project is in a Transit Oriented Community (TOC) area, and would
degrade or inhibit trips made by biking, walking and/ or transit ridership. The streets that need special
consideration are those that are included on the following networks identified in the Mobility Plan 2035,
or the HIN:

Transit Enhanced Network

Bicycle Enhanced Network

Bicycle Lane Network

Pedestrian Enhanced District
Neighborhood Enhanced Network
High Injury Network

To see the location of the above networks, see Transportation Assessment Support Map.?

Once the project is reviewed relevant to plans and policies, and existing facilities that may be impacted
by the project, the analysis will need to answer the following two questions in concluding if there is an
impact due to plan inconsistency.

B.2.1 Would the physical changes in the public right of way or new driveways that conflict with
LADQOT’s Driveway Design Guidelines degrade the experience of vulnerable roadway users such
as modify, remove, or otherwise negatively impact existing bicycle, transit, and/or pedestrian
infrastructure?

O Yes O No O N/A

B.2.2 Would the physical modifications or new driveways that conflict with LADOT’s Driveway
Design Guidelines preclude the City from advancing the safety of vulnerable roadway users?
O Yes O No O N/A

If either of the answers to either B.2.1 or B.2.2 are YES, the project may conflict with the
Mobility Plan 2035, and therefore conflict with a plan that is adopted to protect the

3 LADOT Transportation Assessment Support Map https://arcg.is/fubbD
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Lm.r Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet
environment. If either of the answers to both B.2.1. or B.2.2. are NO, then the project would not
be shown to conflict with plans or policies that govern the Public Right-of-Way.

C. Network Access

C. 1 Alley, Street and Stairway Access
These questions address potential conflict with:

Mobility Plan Policy 3.9 Increased Network Access: Discourage the vacation of public
rights-of-way.

C.1.1 Does the project propose to vacate or otherwise restrict public access to a street, alley, or public
stairway?
O Yes O No

C.1.2 If the answer to C.1.1 is Yes, will the project provide or maintain public access to people walking
and biking on the street, alley or stairway?
O Yes O No O N/A

C.2 New Cul-de-sacs
These questions address potential conflict with:

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.10 Cul-de-sacs: Discourage the use of cul-de-sacs that do not provide
access for active transportation options.

C.2.1 Does the project create a cul-de-sac or is the project located adjacent to an existing cul-de-sac?
O Yes O No

C.2.2 If yes, will the cul-de-sac maintain convenient and direct public access to people walking and biking
to the adjoining street network?
O Yes 0 No O N/A

If the answers to either C.1.2 or C.2.2 are YES, then the project would not conflict with a plan or policies
that ensures access for all modes of travel. If the answer to either C.1.2 or C.2.2 are NO, the project may
conflict with a plan or policies that governs multimodal access to a property. Further analysis must assess
to the degree that pedestrians and bicyclists have sufficient public access to the transportation network.

D. Parking Supply and Transportation Demand Management

These questions address potential conflict with:

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 3.8 — Bicycle Parking, Provide bicyclists with convenient, secure and
well maintained bicycle parking facilities.

Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 4.8 — Transportation Demand Management Strategies. Encourage
greater utilization of Transportation Demand Management Strategies to reduce dependence on
single-occupancy vehicles.
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Lm Plan, Policy, and Program Consistency Worksheet
Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 4.13 — Parking and Land Use Management: Balance on-street and
off-street parking supply with other transportation and land use objectives.

D.1 Would the project propose a supply of onsite parking that exceeds the baseline amount* as required
in the Los Angeles Municipal Code or a Specific plan, whichever requirement prevails?
oYes oNo

D.2 If the answer to D.1. is YES, would the project propose to actively manage the demand of parking by
independently pricing the supply to all users (e.g. parking cash-out), or for residential properties,
unbundle the supply from the lease or sale of residential units?

oYes o0No O N/A

If the answer to D.2. is NO the project may conflict with parking management policies. Further analysis is
needed to demonstrate how the supply of parking above city requirements will not result in additional
(induced) drive-alone trips as compared to an alternative that provided no more parking than the
baseline required by the LAMC or Specific Plan. If there is potential for the supply of parking to result in
induced demand for drive-alone trips, the project should further explore transportation demand
management (TDM) measures to further off-set the induced demands of driving and vehicle miles
travelled (VMT) that may result from higher amounts of on-site parking. The TDM measures should
specifically focus on strategies that encourage dynamic and context-sensitive pricing solutions and
ensure the parking is efficiently allocated, such as providing real time information. Research has
demonstrated that charging a user cost for parking or providing a ‘cash-out’ option in return for not
using it is the most effective strategy to reduce the instances of drive-alone trips and increase non-auto
mode share to further reduce VMT. To ensure the parking is efficiently managed and reduce the need to
build parking for future uses, further strategies should include sharing parking with other properties
and/or the general public.

D.3. Would the project provide the minimum on and off-site bicycle parking spaces as required by
Section 12.21 A.16 of the LAMC?
oYes oNo

D.4. Does the Project include more than 25,000 square feet of gross floor area construction of new
non-residential gross floor?

O Yes O No
D.5 If the answer to D.4. is YES, does the project comply with the City’s TDM Ordinance in Section 12.26 J
of the LAMC?
O Yes 0 No 0O N/A

If the answer to D.3. or D.5. is NO the project conflicts with LAMC code requirements of bicycle parking
and TDM measures. If the project includes uses that require bicycle parking (Section 12.21 A.16) or TDM
(Section 12.26 J), and the project does not comply with those Sections of the LAMC, further analysis is
required to ensure that the project supports the intent of the two LAMC sections. To meet the intent of

* The baseline parking is defined here as the default parking requirements in section 12.21 A.4 of the Los Angeles Municipal
Code or any applicable Specific Plan, whichever prevails, for each applicable use not taking into consideration other parking
incentives to reduce the amount of required parking.

6
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bicycle parking requirements, the analysis should identify how the project commits to providing safe
access to those traveling by bicycle and accommodates storing their bicycle in locations that
demonstrates priority over vehicle access.

Similarly, to meet the intent of the TDM requirements of Section 12.26 J of the LAMC, the analysis
should identify how the project commits to providing effective strategies in either physical facilities or
programs that encourage non-drive alone trips to and from the project site and changes in work
schedule that move trips out of the peak period or eliminate them altogether (as in the case in
telecommuting or compressed work weeks).

E. Consistency with Regional Plans

This section addresses potential inconsistencies with greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets forecasted in the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS).

E.1 Does the Project or Plan apply one the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds (i.e. VMT per capita,
VMT per employee, or VMT per service population) as discussed in Section 2.2.3 of the TAG?
oYes oNo

E.2 If the Answer to E.1 is YES, does the Project or Plan result in a significant VMT impact?
oYes oNo 0O N/A

E.3 If the Answer to E.1 is NO, does the Project result in a net increase in VMT?
oYes oNo O N/A

If the Answer to E.2 or E.3 is NO, then the Project or Plan is shown to align with the long-term VMT and
GHG reduction goals of SCAG’s RTP/SCS.

E.4 If the Answer to E.2 or E.3 is YES, then further evaluation would be necessary to determine whether
such a project or land use plan would be shown to be consistent with VMT and GHG reduction goals of
the SCAG RTP/SCS. For the purpose of making a finding that a project is consistent with the GHG
reduction targets forecasted in the SCAG RTP/SCS, the project analyst should consult Section 2.2.4 of the
Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG). Section 2.2.4 provides the methodology for evaluating a
land use project's cumulative impacts to VMT, and the appropriate reliance on SCAG’s most recently
adopted RTP/SCS in reaching that conclusion.

The analysis methods therein can further support findings that the project is consistent with the general
use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in either
a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy for which the State Air Resources
Board, pursuant to Section 65080(b)(2)(H) of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan
planning organization's determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative
planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.
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ATTACHMENT D.1: CITY PLAN, POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

The Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, established the “Complete
Streets Design Guide” as the City’s document to guide the operations and design of streets and other
public rights-of-way. It lays out a vision for designing safer, more vibrant streets that are accessible to
people, no matter what their mode choice. As a living document, it is intended to be frequently updated
as City departments identify and implement street standards and experiment with different
configurations to promote complete streets. The guide is meant to be a toolkit that provides numerous
examples of what is possible in the public right-of-way and that provides guidance on context-sensitive
design.

The Plan for A Healthy Los Angeles (March 2015) includes policies directing several City departments to
develop plans that promote active transportation and safety.

The City of Los Angeles Community Plans, which make up the Land Use Element of the City’s General Plan,
guide the physical development of neighborhoods by establishing the goals and policies for land use. The
35 Community Plans provide specific, neighborhood-level detail for land uses and the transportation
network, relevant policies, and implementation strategies necessary to achieve General Plan and
community-specific objectives.

The stated goal of Vision Zero is to eliminate traffic-related deaths in Los Angeles by 2025 through a
number of strategies, including modifying the design of streets to increase the safety of vulnerable road
users. Extensive crash data analysis is conducted on an ongoing basis to prioritize intersections and
corridors for implementation of projects that will have the greatest effect on overall fatality reduction.
The City designs and deploys Vision Zero Corridor Plans as part of the implementation of Vision Zero. If a
project is proposed whose site lies on the High Injury Network (HIN), the applicant should consult with
LADOT to inform the project’s site plan and to determine appropriate improvements, whether by funding
their implementation in full or by making a contribution toward their implementation.

The Citywide Design Guidelines (October 24, 2019) includes sections relevant to development projects
where improvements are proposed within the public realm. Specifically, Guidelines one through three
provide building design strategies that support the pedestrian experience. The Guidelines provide best
practices in designing that apply in three spatial categories of site planning, building design and public
right of way. The Guidelines should be followed to ensure that the project design supports pedestrian
safety, access and comfort as they access to and from the building and the immediate public right of way.

The City’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Ordinance (LA Municipal Code 12.26.J) requires
certain projects to incorporate strategies that reduce drive-alone vehicle trips and improve access to
destinations and services. The ordinance is revised and updated periodically and should be reviewed for
application to specific projects as they are reviewed.

The City’s LAMC Section 12.37 (Waivers of Dedication and Improvement) requires certain projects to
dedicate and/or implement improvements within the public right-of-way to meet the street designation
standards of the Mobility Plan 2035.

The Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Street Standard Dimensions S-470-1 provides the specific street widths
and public right of way dimensions associated with the City’s street standards.

July 2020
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VMT CALCULATOR USER GUIDE:

https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/default/files/documents/vmt_calculator user guide-2020.05.18.pdf
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VMT CALCULATOR DOCUMENTATION:

https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/default/files/documents/vmt_calculator documentation-2020.05.18.pdf
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TDM STRATEGIES

https://ladot.lacity.org/sites/default/files/documents/tdm_strategy appendixb.pdf
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LEDOT
MARKED CROSSWALK GUIDELINES

(Rev. 10/05/20)

The satisfaction of guideline(s) shall not in itself require the installation of a marked crosswalk, and the
lack of satisfaction of guideline(s) shall not in itself require the removal of a marked crosswalk.
These guidelines do not apply to intersections already controlled by traffic signals or locations shared
with other jurisdictions.

SR#
Prepared by: Date:
Checked by: Date:
STREET NAME X-STREET
Number of (thru) Vehicle ADT Speed Limit (Posted or
Approach Lanes (Average Daily Traffic Surveyed or Estimated)* Prima Facie) (mph)

*In the absence of 24 hour volume data, Vehicle ADT can be estimated using the product of 10 multiplied by the
peak one hour volume of a street in each respective direction, or the product of 2.5 multiplied by the sum of the
peak six (6) hour volumes of a street in each respective direction.

New marked crosswalks should be installed (per S-481.0), only if the location satisfies all the conditions listed
below under Section A. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS, and one or more of Section B. GUIDELINES 1 - 4.

Traffic signal control (Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet) should be considered as part of any evaluation of a
location for a new marked crosswalk. However, traffic signals can bring unintended consequences such as
exacerbating neighborhood cut-through traffic, an increase in vehicular delay, and an increase in certain types of crashes
(ref. CA MUTCD Section 4B.04.01). Marked crosswalks (with beacons as appropriate) are typically more suitable to
address pedestrian issues and needs (ref. CA MUTCD Section 4B.04.02). As such, locations that meet Warrant 4
(Pedestrian Volume) or Warrant 5 (School Crossing) and no other warrants from the Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet
may be considered for a crosswalk with beacons as appropriate in lieu of a traffic signal.

Retention or removal of existing marked crosswalks and evaluation of beacons for existing marked crosswalks,
subject to these guidelines, is at the discretion of the Department. Permanent removal or temporary
removal/relocation of marked crosswalks shall require an investigation and assessment, utilizing these guidelines. If
a determination is made to remove a crosswalk, per Section 21950.05 of the California Vehicle Code, "Public
Notice" signs must be posted at the crosswalk, and should be in place for at least two weeks in advance of the 30-
day period prior to the anticipated date of the removal. When the public input has resulted in compelling factors
not previously considered, the proposed removal may be reconsidered. If little or no compelling public input is
received, a Traffic Control Report (TCR) with supporting data and the record of public comments shall be prepared,
or the removal may be shown on a new design plan in lieu of a TCR. Additional information on the procedure to
retain or remove an existing crosswalk can be found in in Section 344 E. of the Manual of Policies and Procedures.



A-28
ATTACHMENT H: LADOT Marked Crosswalks Guidelines

Page 2 of 7

A. MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS YES  NO

ALLSATISFIED? O O

(a) Motorists in all approach lanes would be able to see pedestrians in both waiting areas for
the proposed crosswalk from distance "A", as shown in S-481.0, during both daytime and
nighttime conditions. The waiting areas are defined as follows: for locations with full-time
parking lanes (where pedestrians are expected to wait to cross from within the parking
lane): a point within the proposed crosswalk, 4 feet from the nearest curb face of the
street being crossed near each landing; for locations without full-time parking lanes and
active travel lanes adjacent to the curb (where pedestrians are expected to wait to cross
from the edge of the sidewalk): at the edge of the curb at each landing. Where additional
nighttime visibility is required, the crosswalk may be authorized, contingent upon the
installation of additional lighting.

(b) Pedestrian volume is at least 20 units during a one-hour period during any day of the week. All
pedestrians crossing the major street mid-block, up to one block away from the proposed
crossing may be counted if they are expected to benefit and be served by the proposed
crosswalk. Pedestrians crossing at the next upstream and downstream intersections may also
be counted if those intersections do not feature a marked crosswalk. All pedestrians as noted
above should be counted during one singular one hour period.

Note 1: For both cases, children who appear to be under 13 years of age, elderly who
appear to be over 64 years of age, persons pushing strollers, and disabled persons count Q Q
as two (2) pedestrian units.

Note 2: Marked uncontrolled crosswalks can induce demand, particularly adjacent to
attractors such as transit stops, schools, and commercial centers (ref. NACTO Urban Street
Design Guide, Intersection Design Elements, Crosswalks and Crossings, Pages 110-111). A
reduced threshold of pedestrian units can be used to satisfy this requirement if the
projected pedestrian volume exceeds 20 units and such a projection is documented.

(c) The distance between the location and adjacent signalized intersections is greater than the
minimum stopping sight distance based on the posted speed or 85th percentile speed, [ Q
whichever is greater. Stopping sight distance is shown in the following table:

Posted or 85th Percentile Speed Stopping_Sight Distance
(mph) (ft)
25 153
30 195
35 242
40 294
45 350
50 415

(d) There is no documented history or field observations of queuing from downstream
intersections that regularly spills into the location of the proposed crosswalk; if such
queuing is observed or documented, it must be resolved prior to, or in conjunction with the Q Q
installation of the proposed crosswalk.

(e) ADA-accessible curb ramps are present at both landings of the proposed crosswalk, or will
be installed as part of the installation of the crosswalk. If such curb ramps are not
technically feasible, this requirement is waived, contingent upon a documented [J a
determination from the Department on Disability that a marked crosswalk at the proposed
location without curb ramps would be a "reasonable accommodation."
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B. GUIDELINES
1. PEDESTRIAN VOLUME YEs  NO

ANY SATISFIED? [ Q

(a) Existing or projected pedestrian volume is 40 or more pedestrian units during any
one-hour period during any day of the week. Q

(b) Existing or projected pedestrian volume is 30 or more pedestrian units during each
of any two (2) hours, during any day of the week. Q Q

Note: For both cases, children who appear to be under 13 years of age, elderly who '
appear to be over 64 years of age, persons pushing strollers, and disabled persons count
as two (2) pedestrian units.

2. PEDESTRIAN ROUTE DEFINITION _ YES  NO
ANY SATISFIED? [ Q

The installation of a marked crosswalk would result in the following:
(a) Clarify or define pedestrian routes across complex intersections.

Q Q
(b) Channelize pedestrians into a significantly shorter path.
Q Q
(c) Position pedestrians to be seen significantly better by motorists where there are
visibility restrictions, due to roadway geometry, grade, bus stops, inadequate Q Q

lighting, etc.

(d) Consolidate pedestrians to a single preferred crossing, in combination with the
prohibition of crossings at an adjacent intersection(s) due to restricted visibility or Q Q
crash history, as applicable.

(e) Provide a needed crossing where there is no intersection with a legal crossing or
marked mid-block crosswalk within 315 feet of the proposed location. Q Q
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3. SPECIAL FACILITIES YES  NO
ANY SATISFIED? Q

The installation of a marked crosswalk would serve the following:
(a) Transit via a transit stop

(b) A school via a designated school crossing

(c) A government office with a public counter or meeting room

(d) A senior citizen center or facility, or adult day care center

(e) Arecreational center, park, or playground used by senior citizens or children
(f) A public library

(g) A medical center, clinic, or pharmacy

(h) A childcare facility or children's day care center

(i) A post office

(i) A place of religious worship

0 0000000 0o
0 0000 O0C 00 OO0

(k) Any other facility where it can be documented that a significant number of the
clients/users/occupants are either children, senior citizens, or persons with
disabilities.

O
O

4. PEDESTRIAN HYBRID BEACON

SATISFIED? [ Q

Guidelines 1 - 3 are not satisfied, but the location meets the conditions outlined in CA MUTCD
2014, Section 4F.01 and Figures 4F-1 and 4F-2 for consideration of a Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon.
Under such circumstances, a marked crosswalk may be justified and shall be controlled by
Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons when justified solely by this criteria.

C. STOP CONTROL

If the location of a proposed crosswalk is at an intersection or mid-block, across a street, designated as
a Local Street or Collector street in the Mobility Plan 2035 Element of the General Plan, or functions as
a Local or Collector due to an Average Daily Traffic value of less than 10,000 vehicles, stop signs may
be used to control traffic across the crosswalk, even if the location does not meet any of the guidelines
for all-way stop control in LADOT's All-Way Stop Sign Guidelines. Stop sign control for mid-block
crosswalks is only recommended for consideration on streets with vehicle ADT of less than 10,000
(classified as Local or Collector or functioning as such), a posted or prima facie speed limit of 35 miles
per hour or less, and at locations with active pedestrian usage during the majority of the day on most
days.
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D. BEACONS

1. AT INTERSECTIONS

Upon a determination that stop control or traffic signal is not suitable for a proposed marked
crosswalk at an intersection, the need for Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons (PHB) or Pedestrian Activated
Flashing Yellow Beacons (PAYFB) to be installed with the crosswalk is shown in the table below: (ref
Guide for Improving Pedestrian Safety at Uncontrolled Crossing Locations, Federal Highway

Administration)
Vehicle ADT < 9,000 Vehicle ADT = 9,000 to 15,000 Vehicle ADT > 15,000
Roadway Speed Limit (Posted or Prima Facie)
Configuration*
<30 35 > 40 <30 35 > 40 <30 35 > 40
MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH MPH
1 or 2 through |
°:N /o tr\szaa”es PAYFB/ = PAYFB/ PAYFB/ PAYFB/ | PAYFB/ PAYFB/ PAYFB/
y PHB PHB PHB PHB | PHB PHB PHB
left-turn lane — — —
2 through |
rovuvigth anes PAYFB/ PAYFB/ | PAYFB/ PAYFB/ PAYFB/ | PAYFB/ PAYFB/ PAYFB/
PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB | PHB PHB PHB

raised median E— I —

2 through lanes

with two-way PAYFB/  PAYFB/ PAYFB PAYFB/ PAYFB/ PAYFB PAYFB/  PAYFB/ PAYFB/

PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB
left-turn lane — — — —
3+ th hi
r::tgh aN€S | PAYFB/  PAYFB/ . PAYFB/ o oup | PAYFB/ .
) . PHB PHB — PHB — — PHB — —
raised median E—
3+ through lanes
PAYFB/ | PAYFB/ PAYFB/
w/o bHB SHB PHB oHB PHB PHB PHB PHB PHB

raised median

*Number of lanes indicated is for both directions

Special Instructions

1. A raised median is only considered functional if it is at least 4 feet wide and 6 feet long and is
ADA accessible. A two-way left turn lane or left turn pocket is not considered a through lane

2. For any location where there is an advisory speed sign posted within the stopping sight distance
shown on page 2 (for the speed limit or critical speed) in advance of the crosswalk, due to the
presence of speed humps/tables or other roadway features, the advisory speed may be used in
lieu of the regulatory speed limit to consider the appropriate beacons

3. For locations across a “slip” lane, where it has been determined that an advisory speed would be
lower than the posted or prima facie speed limit based on a ball bank test, that advisory speed
should be used in lieu of the posted or prima facie speed limit in the table above in order to
determine appropriateness of beacons.



(a)

(b)

()

(d)
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If conditions match a cell in the table where beacons are listed and underlined, any one of the
indicated beacon types shall be installed in conjunction with a marked crosswalk at the subject
location. If both a PAYFB and PHB are listed and underlined in the respective cell, then a crosswalk
with PAYFB may be authorized and installed, and PHB may be authorized separately, to be installed
at a later date, replacing the PAYFB.

If conditions match a cell in the table where beacons are listed but not underlined, any one of the
indicated beacon types may be installed in conjunction with a marked crosswalk at the subject
location. Under such conditions, if a marked crosswalk is authorized without beacons, justification
documenting such a decision should be made as part of the crosswalk’s authorization. Additionally,
under these same conditions, a crosswalk may be authorized and installed without beacons, and
beacons may be authorized separately, to be installed at a later date.

If conditions match a blank cell, Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons may still be appropriate per CA MUTCD
2014 Section 4F.01, which considers a combination of factors including crosswalk length, posted
speed limit, pedestrian volume and vehicle volume.

If an initial determination is made that Pedestrian Activated Flashing Yellow Beacons are
appropriate and the location is within 600 feet of traffic signals on both the upstream and
downstream approaches, Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons or a traffic signal are more appropriate, as
they can better facilitate coordination and progression of traffic along a street segment with closely
spaced traffic signals.

Beacons may still be deemed appropriate and justified, if not required or recommended by the
table, nor recommended for consideration per CA MUTCD Section 4F.01. Under such conditions,
such justification must be clearly documented.

2. AT MID-BLOCK LOCATIONS

SATISFIED? YES NO

For mid-block locations of proposed crosswalks across streets with vehicle ADT of

less than 10,000 (classified as Local or Collector or functioning as such), and a posted

or prima facie speed limit of 35 miles per hour or less: stop signs, a raised crosswalk,

a traffic signal, PAYFB, or PHB may be considered. (See Section C. for further 0 0
guidance on stop control. See Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet for traffic signal

control. See Section D.1 for PAYFB or PHB suitability, refer to DOT criteria for raised

crosswalks.)

For locations with a posted speed or prima facie speed limit of at least 40 miles
per hour, a PHB or traffic signal shall be used to supplement the mid-block 0 0
crosswalk.

For locations with a vehicle ADT of at least 10,000 (classified as Avenue or
Boulevard or Scenic Highway or functioning as such), a PAYFB, PHB, or traffic 0 0

signal shall be used to supplement the mid-block crosswalk.

Special Instructions listed in Section D. (1.) also apply.

A-32
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E. LOCATION ALREADY CONTROLLED
BY STOP SIGNS SATISFIED? YES NO

1. For locations across intersection approaches with existing stop sign control and where pedestrians are
not prohibited from crossing, new crosswalks may be marked if ADA access is satisfied per Section
A.(e), and any one of the following criteria are satisfied:

(a) Minimum pedestrian volume is satisfied per Section A. (b).

Q Q
(b) There is a documented crash history of at least two (2) pedestrian-involved
collisions in a recent 12 month period. Q Q
(c) The crossing facilitates access to, within, or along a business district, school route,
or special facility (see Section B.3.). Q Q

2. For locations with existing midblock crosswalk that is controlled by stop signs, the guidelines for “At
Midblock Locations” listed in Section D. (2) should be considered.

Marked Uncontrolled Crosswalk Guidelines (Rev. 10/05/2020)
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m Sheet 1 of 16

- . SR#
Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet
DATE PREPARER REVIEWER
MAJOR ST: Critical | [MPH Sveed | [MPH
Approach or pLi mit
MINOR ST: Speed
Speed limit or critical speed on major street traffic > 40 mph........................... O

In built up area of isolated community of < 10,000 population..........................

EI’ } RURAL (R) [J URBAN (U)

ight-Hour Vehicular Volume |'g s+ =

WARRANT A U

No O

#% The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal #

(rev. 8-10-2020)

Condition A or Condition B or combination of 80% of both parts A and B must be satisfied.

A 6-hour Manual Count may be used in a determination that this warrant is not met. However,
supplement manual counts should be taken during separate hours for a determination that this
warrant is met.

In applying each condition, the major street and minor street volumes shall be for the same hours.
On the minor street, the higher volume does not need to be the same approach during each of the
hours.

The study should consider the effects of the right-turn vehicles from the minor-street approaches.
Engineering judgment should be used to determine what, if any, portion of the right-turn traffic is
subtracted from the minor-street traffic count.

Figure 4C-103(CA) should be used for new intersections, significantly reconstructed intersections,
where near-term land development will result in increased volumes, or where it is not reasonable to
use current traffic volumes.

Engineering judgment should also be used in applying various traffic signal warrants to cases where
approaches consist of one lane plus one left-turn or right-turn lane. This site-specific traffic
characteristics should dictate whether an approach is considered as one lane or two lanes. For
example, for an approach with one lane for through and right-turning traffic plus a left-turn lane, if
engineering judgment indicates that it should be considered a one-lane approach because the traffic
using the left turn lane is minor, the total traffic volume approaching the intersection should be
applied against the signal warrants as a one-lane approach. The approach should be considered
two lanes if approximately half of the traffic on the approach turns left and the left-turn lane is of
sufficient length to accommodate all left-turn vehicles. Similar engineering judgment and rationale
should be applied to a street approach with one through/left-turn lane plus a right-turn lane. In this
case, the degree of conflict of minor-street right-turn traffic with traffic on the major street should be
considered. Thus, right-turn traffic should not be included in the minor-street volume if the
movement enters the major street with minimal conflict. The approach should be evaluated as a one
-lane approach with only the traffic volume in the through/left-turn lane considered.

At an intersection with a high volume of left-turn traffic from the major street, the signal warrant
analysis may be performed in a manner that considers the higher volume of the major-street left-turn
volumes plus the higher volume minor-street approach as the “minor street” volume and both
approaches of the major street minus the higher of the major-street left-turn volume as “major street”
volume. In these cases, engineering judgment should be used to determine if left-turn phasing is
necessary to accommodate the high volume of left-turn traffic.
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Lm Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet Sheet 2 of 16
D (continued)

(Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume/' |

% The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal ¥

Condition A SATISFIED YES NO
Minimum Vehicle Volume 100% g
80% o
RIGHT TURN REDUCTION D
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS APPLICATION MINOR STREET
(80% SHOW IN BRACKETS) (If Yes, fill in percentage) D A
U R U R Hours ]
APPROACH
LANES 1 2 or More
Both Approach 500 350 600 420
Major Street | (400) | (280) | (480) | (336)
Highest Approach | 150 105 200 140
Minor Street | (120) | (84) | (160) | (112)
Condition B SATISFIED YES NO
Interruption of Continuous Traffic 100% g a
80% M| Qa
RIGHT TURN REDUCTION D
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS APPLICATION MINOR STREET
(80% SHOW IN BRACKETS) (If Yes, fill in percentage) [} %
u R u R Hours |
APPROACH
LANES 1 2 or More
Both Approach 750 525 900 630
Major Street | (600) | (420) | (720) | (504)
Highest Approach 75 53 100 70
Minor Street 60) | (42) | (80) | (56)
COMBINATIONOF A & B \ SATISFIED YES NO
a
REQUIREMENT CONDITION v/ | FULFLLED
YES NO
A. MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME
TWO CONDITIONS
SATISFIED 80% AND Q| Q
B. INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC
AND
AN ADEQUATE TRIAL OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES THAT COULD CAUSE
LESS DELAY AND INCOVENIENCE TO TRAFFIC HAS FAILED TO SOLVE D D
THE TRAFFIC PROBLEMS

(rev. 8-10-2020)
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(continued)

(Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume '

% The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal +*

NA O

Projected Volumes SATISFIED YES NO

Q Q

Figure 4C-103 (CA). Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet (Average Traffic Estimate Form)
Based on Estimated Average Daily Traffic - see Note*

Minimum Requirements
URBAN [ RURAL [ Estimated Average Daily Traffic

Vehicles Per Day

CONDITION A - Minimum Vehicular Volume Vehicles Per Day On Hiaher-Vol
i of of On Major Street Mingr é?reZ;-Ag;r?:ch
Satisfied [ Not Satisfied [] (Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)
Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach Urban Rural Urban Rural
Major Street Minor Street
T T 8,000 5,600 2,400 1,680
2orMore................. T 9,600 6,720 2,400 1,680
2orMore................. 2orMore................. 9,600 6,720 3,200 2,240
o 2orMore................. 8,000 5,600 3,200 2,240
CONDITION B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic Vehicles Per Day Vehicles Per Day

On Major Street On Higher-Volume

s T Minor Street Approach
Satisfied O Not Satisfied [J (Total of Both Approaches) (One Direction Only)
Number of lanes for moving traffic on each approach Urban Rural Urban Rural
Minor Street Minor Street
T T 12,000 8,400 1,200 850
2orMore................. T 14,400 10,080 1,200 850
2orMore................. 2orMore................. 14,400 10,080 1,600 1,120
T 2orMore................. 12,000 8,400 1,600 1,120

Combination of CONDITIONS A + B

isfied (1 N isfied [
Satisfied ot Satisfied 2 CONDITIONS 2 CONDITIONS
No one condition satisfied, but following conditions 80% 80%

fulfilled 80% or more......

A B

* Note: To be used only for NEW INTERSECTIONS or other locations where it is not reasonable to count actual traffic volumes

(rev. 8-10-2020)
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ARRAT VA U

fFour'Hour vehICUIar VOIume 2 SATISFIED YES (O

NO [

# The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal

&

a. Record hourly vehicle volumes for the highest four hours of an average day.

b. In applying each condition, the major street and minor street volumes shall be for the same hours. On the
minor street, the higher volume does not need to be the same approach during each of the hours.

c. The study should consider the effects of the right-turn vehicles from the minor-street approaches. Engineering
judgment should be used to determine what, if any, portion of the right-turn traffic is subtracted from the
minor-street traffic count.

d. Engineering judgment should also be used in applying various traffic signal warrants to cases where
approaches consist of one lane plus one left-turn or right-turn lane. This site-specific traffic characteristics
should dictate whether an approach is considered as one lane or two lanes. For example, for an approach with
one lane for through and right-turning traffic plus a left-turn lane, if engineering judgment indicates that it
should be considered a one-lane approach because the traffic using the left turn lane is minor, the total traffic
volume approaching the intersection should be applied against the signal warrants as a one-lane approach.
The approach should be considered two lanes if approximately half of the traffic on the approach turns left and
the left-turn lane is of sufficient length to accommodate all left-turn vehicles. Similar engineering judgment and
rationale should be applied to a street approach with one through/left-turn lane plus a right-turn lane. In this
case, the degree of conflict of minor-street right-turn traffic with traffic on the major street should be
considered. Thus, right-turn traffic should not be included in the minor-street volume if the movement enters
the major street with minimal conflict. The approach should be evaluated as a one-lane approach with only the
traffic volume in the through/left-turn lane considered.

e. At an intersection with a high volume of left-turn traffic from the major street, the signal warrant analysis may
be performed in a manner that considers the higher volume of the major-street left-turn volumes plus the
higher volume minor-street approach as the “minor street” volume and both approaches of the major street
minus the higher of the major-street left-turn volume as “major street” volume. In these cases, engineering
judgment should be used to determine if left-turn phasing is necessary to accommodate the high volume of left

-turn traffic.
Hours
2o0r
APPROACH LANES One More YES NO
) RIGHT TURN REDUCTION QO Q
Both Approaches - Major Street APPLICATION MINOR STREET
(If Yes, fill in percentage) %

Higher Approach - Minor Street

* All plotted points fall above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-1. (URBAN AREAS)

OR, All plotted points fall above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-2. (RURAL AREAS)

(rev. 8-10-2020)
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WARRANT

[ Four-Hour Vehicular Volume |9 |J ontinuea)

# The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal *

URBAN
Figure 4C-1. Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

M l‘- 1 | ] | 1 |
'\.(? 8 MORE LAKES & 2 OR MORE LANES
| |
400 . | l
]

MINOR STREET
HIGHER VOLUME
APPROACH—VPH

7

- & O MOIRE LANES & 1 LANE

i

T 1 LANE & 1 LANE

h{_‘q\ T g
E"E.___-{’"E-..‘H-— T

100 "'*-:“"--.'____% 118°

m-

XA &0 B0 B TOD BOP B0 1030 1RO 13O0 1300 hADG

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

*Note: 115 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes
and 80 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

RURAL
Figure 4C-2. Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume (70% Factor)
Al p— i 1
2 0R MORE LANES & 2 OR MORE LANES
200 L | 1 i ] {
MINOR STREET ™ | & Of MORE LAMES & 1 LANE
HIGHER VOLUME \“‘-n,_‘.‘ NE ! _
APPROACH—VPH ~ #M ~—— 1LANE £ 1 LANE .
L= | = oy
{8
{
| |
M0 300 40 BO0 &0 TDO  EG SO0 1000

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

*Note: 80 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street approach with two or more lanes
and 60 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.
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Wl waQ

fpeaﬁour 3 SATISFIED YES [

5 No O

N —

+ The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal +*

a. Part A or Part B must be satisfied.

b. This signal warrant shall be applied only in unusual cases, such as office complexes, manufacturing plants,
industrial complexes, or high-occupancy vehicle facilities that attract or discharge large numbers of vehicles over
a short time.

c. In applying each condition, the major street and minor street volumes shall be for the same hours.

d. The study should consider the effects of the right-turn vehicles from the minor-street approaches. Engineering
judgment should be used to determine what, if any, portion of the right-turn traffic is subtracted from the
minor-street traffic count.

e. Estimated Peak Hour Volumes may be used for new intersections, significantly reconstructed intersections, or
where near-term land development will result in increased volumes.

f.  Engineering judgment should also be used in applying various traffic signal warrants to cases where approaches
consist of one lane plus one left-turn or right-turn lane. This site-specific traffic characteristics should dictate
whether an approach is considered as one lane or two lanes. For example, for an approach with one lane for
through and right-turning traffic plus a left-turn lane, if engineering judgment indicates that it should be considered
a one-lane approach because the traffic using the left turn lane is minor, the total traffic volume approaching the
intersection should be applied against the signal warrants as a one-lane approach. The approach should be
considered two lanes if approximately half of the traffic on the approach turns left and the left-turn lane is of
sufficient length to accommodate all left-turn vehicles. Similar engineering judgment and rationale should be
applied to a street approach with one through/left-turn lane plus a right-turn lane. In this case, the degree of
conflict of minor-street right-turn traffic with traffic on the major street should be considered. Thus, right-turn
traffic should not be included in the minor-street volume if the movement enters the major street with minimal
conflict. The approach should be evaluated as a one-lane approach with only the traffic volume in the
through/left-turn lane considered.

g. At an intersection with a high volume of left-turn traffic from the major street, the signal warrant analysis may be
performed in a manner that considers the higher volume of the major-street left-turn volumes plus the higher
volume minor-street approach as the “minor street” volume and both approaches of the major street minus the
higher of the major-street left-turn volume as “major street” volume. In these cases, engineering judgment should
be used to determine if left-turn phasing is necessary to accommodate the high volume of left-turn traffic.

Unusual facility per Note b. ‘ YES [ ‘ No A ‘
Name

PART A | SATISFIED YES NO

All parts 1, 2, and 3 below must be satisfied D D

for the same one hour, for any four consecutive 15-minute periods)

YES NO N/A

1. The total delay experienced by traffic on one minor street approach (one direction only)
controlled by a STOP sign equals or exceeds four vehicle-hours for a one-lane approach, | I | @ | O
or five vehicle-hours for a two-lane approach; AND

2. The volume on the same minor street approach (one direction only) equals or exceeds Q Q Q
100 vph for one moving lane of traffic or 150 vph for two moving lanes; AND
3. The total entering volume serviced during the hour equals or exceeds 800 vph for inter- 0 Ol
sections with four or more approaches or 650 vph for intersections with three approaches.
PART B | SATISFIED YES NO
Q Q
2or
APPROACH LANES One  More YES NO
) RIGHT TURN REDUCTION
Both Approaches - Major Street APPLICATION MiNoR sTReet| = | O
Higher Approach - Minor Street 0 (If Yes, fill in percentage) %
YES NO
The plotted point falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-3. (URBAN AREAS) 0 0
OR, The plotted point falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-4. (RURAL AREAS)
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[Peak Hour

+* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal *

(continued)

URBAN
Figure 4C-3. Warrant 3, Peak Hour

|2 OR MORE LANES & 2 OR MORE LANES

A

MINOR A P Y | ' B
STREET »f,...f DR MORE LANES & 1 LANE
HIGHER x\
VOLUME o
APPROACH dl-L""NEH' 1 LANE
—VPH "'-...,.h
200 '-q._‘__“
l-...__‘_.-_-h 150"
Tl e . T — 8

1 o L) T Lty B 0D 100G 10D Q. D g B0 AT 180D

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

* Note: 150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor street approach with two or more lanes
and 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor street approach with one lane.

RURAL

Figure 4C-4. Warrant 3, Peak Hour (70% Factor)
(CommuNITY LESS THAN 10,000 PoPULATION OR ABOVE 40 MPH oN MAJOR STREET)

s 2 O MORE LANES & 7 OR MORE LANES ———1

2 DA MORE LANES & 1 LANE

MINOR STREET & | = I P i | |
HIGHER I [ . L
VOLUME ' ,-"f LAME & 1 LANE
APPROACH s ; o ; .
—VPH [ [ : !
Pl T ! -_--_-_=_ T00*
| ™

] 400 Sk A fan L) O 1000 100 00 100
MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

* Note: 100 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor street approach with two or more lanes
and 75 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor street approach with one lane.
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[’P t=' v=|= WARRANT nvA O
edes rlan o ume 4 SATISFIED YES D
e NO D

* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal

a. Parts 1 and 2 shall be satisfied.

b. The pedestrian volume criterion may be reduced by as much as 50% if the 15th percentile speed of the
pedestrians is less than 3.5 feet/second.

c. Estimated pedestrian volumes may be used where nearby, near-term land use development has been approved
for construction.

d. In applying each condition, the total vehicles per hour on the major street (on both approaches) and the total
pedestrians per hour crossing the major street shall be for the same hours.

e. The Pedestrian Volume signal warrants shall not be applied at locations where the distance to the nearest traffic
control signal or STOP sign controlling the street that pedestrians desire to cross is less than 300 feet, unless the
proposed traffic control signal will not restrict the progressive movement of traffic.

f. Traffic control signal may not be needed at the study location if adjacent coordinated traffic control signals
consistently provide gaps of adequate length for pedestrians to cross the street.

g. Ifitis considered at a non-intersection crossing, the traffic control signal should be installed at least 100 feet from
side streets or driveways that are controlled by STOP or YIELD signs. If the traffic control signal is installed at a
non-intersection crossing, at least one of the signal faces should be over the traveled way for each approach,
parking and other sight obstructions should be prohibited for at least 100 feet in advance of and at least 20 feet
beyond the crosswalk or site accommodations should be made through curb extensions or other techniques to
provide adequate sight distance, and the installation should include suitable standard signs and pavement
markings.

h. Bicycles may be counted as pedestrians.

i. Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons may be considered instead of a traffic signal if a device is recommended based upon
pedestrian needs

PART 1 (A or B must be satisfied) | SATISFIED YES NO
Q Q
\ Hours | (FIGURE 4C-5 OR 4C-6 SATISFIED)
A. FOUR-HOUR PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES SATISFIED _YES NO
100% Q a
Vehicles per hour on major street for 4 hours 80% g a
50%
Pedestrians crossing major street per hour ’ Q4
for highest 4 hours 15% WALKING RATE fos
Hour (FIGURE 4C-7 or 4C-8 SATISFIED)
B. ONE HOUR PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES SATISFIED YES NO
100% a
Vehicles per hour on major street for 1 hour 80% Q a
()
Pedestrians crossing major street per hour for 0 50% g Q
highest 1 hour 15% WALKING RATE fos
PART 2 | SATISFIED YES NO
Q Q
YES NO
AND, The distance to the nearest traffic signal along the major street is greater than 300 ft a a
OR, The proposed traffic signal will not restrict progressive traffic flow along the major street d a

(rev. 8-10-2020)
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WARRANT

[Pedestrian Volume 4 | contiued

% The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal *

SPEED < 35 MPH
Figure 4C-5. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume

500

400 \\
TOTAL OF N
ALL PEDESTRIANS 300 N
CROSSING \
MAJOR STREET
—PEDESTRIANS 200 \
PER HOUR (PPH)

107*

100

300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

* Note: 107 pph applies as the lower threshold volume

SPEED > 35 MPH
Figure 4C-6. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Four-Hour Volume (70% Factor)

400
300
TOTAL OF N
ALL PEDESTRIANS \
CROSSING N
MAJOR STREET 200 N
—PEDESTRIANS \
PER HOUR (PPH) N~
100 ~—— -

200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

* Note: 75 pph applies as the lower threshold volume
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WARRANT

[Pedestrian Volume 4 | continuec)

“* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal +*

SPEED < 35 MPH
Figure 4C-7. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Peak Hour

700

600 \

500 \\
TOTAL OF \
ALL

PEDESTRIANS 400 \\
CROSSING
MAJOR I
PEDESTRIANS ~
PER HOUR S
(PPH) o
I 133*
100

300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)
* Note: 133 pph applies as the lower threshold volume

SPEED > 35 MPH
Figure 4C-8. Warrant 4, Pedestrian Peak Hour (70% Factor)

500

N

400 ™
TOTAL OF \
ALL \
PEDESTRIANS 300

CROSSING D
MAJOR
STREET— N
PEDESTRIANS 200 ~
PER HOUR T~
(PPH) T~
100 93*

200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200

MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)

* Note: 93 pph applies as the lower threshold volume
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WARRANT A U

"School Crossing | g fjs«wsweo ==

# The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal

Part A and Part B shall be satisfied.

For purposes of this warrant, schoolchildren include elementary through high school students.

c. Estimated schoolchildren volumes may be used where a new school or expanded school has been approved for
construction.

d. The need for a traffic control signal shall be considered when an engineering study of the frequency and
adequacy of gaps in the vehicular traffic stream as related to the number and size of groups of schoolchildren at
an established school crossing across the major street shows that the number of adequate gaps in the traffic
stream during the period when the schoolchildren are using the crossing is less than the number of minutes in
the same period and there are a minimum of 20 schoolchildren during the highest crossing hour.

e. The School Crossing signal warrant shall not be applied at locations where the distance to the nearest traffic
control signal along the major street is less than 300 feet, unless the proposed traffic control signal will not
restrict the progressive movement of traffic.

f.  Non-intersectional schoolchildren crosswalk locations may be signalized when justified.

g. Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons may be considered instead of a traffic signal if a device is recommended based

upon pedestrian needs

oo

PART A | SATISFIED YES NO
Hour Q Q
Gap / Minutes and # of Children YES NO
Gaps Minutes Children Using Crossing Gaps<Minutes| @ O
Mir:ljtes Number of Adequate Gaps AND Children = 20/hr| [ a

School Age Pedestrians Crossing Street / hr

AND, Consideration has been given to less restrictive remedial measures D D

PART B | SATISFIED YES NO
Q Q
YES NO
The distance to the nearest traffic signal along the major street is greater than 300 ft a a
OR, The proposed traffic signal will not restrict progressive movement of traffic a a

WARRANT na O

(Coordinated Signal System | g [is«wsre> v== G

* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal

a. The Coordinated Signal System signal warrant should not be applied where the resultant spacing of traffic
control signals would be less than 1,000 feet.

b. All Parts must be satisfied.

MINIMUM
REQUIREMENTS DISTANCE TO NEAREST SIGNAL YES | NO
> 1000 ft N ft, S ft, E ft, W ft Q| Q

On a one-way street or a street that has traffic predominantly in one direction, the adjacent traffic control
signals are so far apart that they do not provide the necessary degree of vehicular platooning.

OR, On a two-way street, adjacent traffic control signals do not provide the necessary degree of platoon-
ing and the proposed and adjacent traffic control signals will collectively provide a progressive operation.

(rev. 8-10-2020)
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(Crash Experience Warrant |'g s v==

NA O

NO [

* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal *

a. All Parts must be satisfied.
b. For locations that involve other agencies, crash data from other involved jurisdictions should be obtained.

YES NO
Adequate trial of alternatives with satisfactory observance and enforcement has failed to reduce the a a
crash frequency
REQUIREMENTS Number of crashes reported within a 12-month period susceptible to
correction by a traffic signal:
Indicate Date(s): D D
5 OR MORE
REQUIREMENTS CONDITIONS
Warrant 1, Condition A - Minimum Vehicular Volume
%hil'srlg?:?o”slo?/? OR, Warrant 1, Condition B - Interruption of Continuous Traffic a a
OR, Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume Condition - Ped Vol = 80% for ped
volumes per Figures 4C-5 to 4C-8

ﬂoadway NeI:WorE WMBRANT’SATISFIED YEs (O

NA O

NO [

* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal #*

a. Existing traffic volumes with an ambient growth rate of 1% (or other LADOT approved ambient growth rate) may
be used if projected volumes are not available.

b. All Parts must be satisfied.

FULLFILLED
MINIMUM VOL UME ENTERING VOLUMES - ALL APPROACHES
REQUIREMENTS
YES NO
During Typical Weekday Peak Hour Veh/Hr AND
has 5-year projected traffic volumes that meet one or more of Warrants
1000 Veh / Hr 1,2, and 3 during an average weekday. 0 0
OR
During Each of Any 5 Hrs. of a Saturday or Sunday Veh / Hr
MAJOR MAJOR
CHARACTERISTICS OF MAJOR ROUTES ROUTE A ROUTE B
Highway System Serving as Principal Network for Through Traffic
Rural or
Suburban Highway Outside Of, Entering, or Traversing a City
Appears as Major Route on an Official Plan YES NO
Any Major Route Characteristics Met, Both Streets a a
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WARRAT NA U

(Intersection Near a Grade Crossing | g |isars-eo == 9

* The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal %

a. Both Parts A and B shall be satisfied.

b. This Warrant shall only be applied after review and approval by the LADOT Railroad Crossing and Safety
Section (RCOSS), subject to CPUC General Order approval.

c. This Warrant does not apply for Pre-Signals and/or Queue-Cutter signals, as an alternative application of
Pre-Signals (See 2012 CA MUTCD, Sec 8C.09). Pre-Signals shall only be applied after review and approval by
RCOSS, subject to CPUC General Order approval.

FULFILLED
YES | NO
PART A
A grade crossing exists on an approach controlled by a STOP or YIELD sign and the center of the 0 0
track nearest to the intersection is within 140 feet of the stop line or yield line on the approach. Track
Center Line to Limit Line ft
PART B
There is one minor street approach lane at the track crossing - During the highest traffic volume
hour during which rail traffic uses the crossing, the plotted point falls above the applicable curve in
Figure 4C-9.
Major Street - Total of both approaches: VPH
Minor Street - Crosses the track (one direction only, approaching the intersection): VPH
X AF (Use Tables 4C-2, 3, & 4 below to calculate AF) = VPH Q 0
OR, There are two or more minor street approach lanes at the track crossing - |
During the highest traffic volume hour during which rail traffic uses the crossing, the plotted point
falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-10.
Major Street - Total of both approaches: VPH
Minor Street - Crosses the track (one direction only, approaching the intersection): VPH
X AF (Use Tables 4C-2, 3, & 4 below to calculate AF) = VPH

The minor street approach volume may be multiplied by up to three following
adjustment factors (AF) as described in Section 4C-10.

1. Number of Rail Traffic per Day Adjustment factor from Table 4C-2

2. Percentage of High-Occupancy Buses on Minor Street Approach Adjustment factor from Table 4C-3
3. Percentage of Tractor-Trailer Trucks on Minor Street Approach Adjustment factor from Table 4C-4

NOTE: If no data is available or known, then use AF = 1 (no adjustment)

Table 4C-2. Warrant 9, Table 4C-3. Warrant 9,
Adjustment Factor for Adjustment Factor for
Daily Frequency of Rail Traffic Percentage of High-Occupancy Buses
Rail Traffic per Da Adjustment Factor % of High-Occupancy Buses * .
Y ! on Minor-Street Approach Adjustment Factor
1 0.67
0 % 1.00
2 0.91
2% 1.09
3to5 1.00 ”
4 1.1
608 118 ' ’
6 % or more 1.32
9to 11 1.25
12 or more 133 * A high-occupancy bus is defined as a bus occupied by at
. least 20 people
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(Intersection Near a Grade Crossing |

)
% The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal *

(continued)

Table 4C-4. Warrant 9,
Adjustment Factor for Percentage of Tractor-Trailer Trucks

% of Tractor-Trailer Trucks Adjustment Factor

on Minor-Street Approach | p |ess than 70 feet | D of 70 feet or more

0% to 2.5% 0.50 0.50

2.6% to 7.5% 0.75 0.75

7.6% to 12.5% 1.00 1.00

12.6% to 17.5% 2.30 1.15

17.6% to 22.5% 2.70 1.35

22.6% to 27.5% 3.28 1.64

More than 27.5% 4.18 2.09

Figure 4C-9. Warrant 9, Intersection Near a Grade Crossing
(One Approach Lane at the Track Crossing)

B
0
T
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STREET, ponl &5,
CROSSING POl 1
APPROACH - “Myt .
EQUIVALENT 18 ——trrag—eee =
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5= - —— -
% o™
k- &}% - = —— -
= e oy
] 10 0 0 o o0 o T o0
MAJOR STREET—TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES—VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH)
Figure 4C-10. Warrant 9, Intersection Near a Grade Crossing
(Two or More Approach Lanes at the Track Crossing)
B0
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MINOR
STREET, @
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glril
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.
! 0 200 ) g o0 ) ToN B
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* 25 vph applies as the lower threshold volume
** VPH after applying the adjustment factors in Tables 4C-2, 4C-3, and/or 4C-4, if appropriate
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o
The next two warrants are not included in the MUTCD (CA) standard warrants, but are added as
optional warrants that an engineer may use with discretion to justify a traffic signal
for special conditions where other traffic control devices could be considered,
but where a traffic signal might be more appropriate

©)

ARRANT Nia O

WCVCIes 10 SATISFIED YES (1

NO [

% The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal ¥

a. Part A and Part B shall be satisfied

b. Per MUTCD (CA) Section 4C.01.15: “For signal warrant analysis, bicyclists may be counted as either vehicles
or pedestrians.”

c. When performing a signal warrant analysis, bicyclists riding in the street with other vehicular traffic are usually
counted as vehicles, and bicyclists who are clearly using pedestrian facilities are usually counted as pedestri-
ans; however for this bicycle specific warrant, bicyclists are counted as bicyclists, regardless of where they are
riding.

d. Bicycle signal faces should be considered for use when this warrant is satisfied, with the final determination
made during the signal design process. Refer to MUTCD (CA) Section 4D.104 (CA).

e. Estimated peak hour bicycle volumes may be used for new intersections, significantly reconstructed intersec-
tions, or where new bicycle facilities or near-term land development are proposed which will result in increased
bicycle volumes.

PART A and B must be satisfied | SATISFIED YES NO
Q Q
PART A (1 or 2 below must be satisfied) ‘ SATISFIED YES NO

1. Location meets the Department’s guidelines for a marked crosswalk with Pedestrian Hybrid Beacons,
where pedestrian units are replaced with bicyclists; AND the minor street is designated as part of the D D
Neighborhood Enhanced Network in the Mobility Plan 2035 Element of the City’s General Plan.

2. The intersection features a two-way bicycle or pedestrian path or trail within the median or alongside Q Q
one of the roadways.

PART B (1, 2, or 3 below must be satisfied) ‘ SATISFIED YES NO
1. Signal would be part of a corridor or area project to improve bicycle connectivity.* a a
2. Signal is associated with a development project. * a a
3. There have been at least 3 correctable collisions involving bicyclists in the last 1 year, 2 per year for Q Q

the last 2 years, or 5 in the last 3 years of available data.
Specify dates of correctable bicycle collisions:

Period Dates Dates of Correctable Bicycle Collisions

1 year

2 year

3 year

*The authority for a traffic signal justified using Part B.1 or B.2 shall be automatically rescinded three years after the date of approval
if funding for construction of the traffic signal is not secured or project plans are not actively being reviewed for approval.

(rev. 8-10-2020)
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Lm Traffic Signal Warrants Worksheet Sheet 16 of 16

L WhRRANT na O
 Pedestrian Activated Yellow Flashing Beacons | 4 [is«seo v== 0

NO ([

# The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not in itself require the installation of a traffic control signal +

a. All Parts shall be satisfied.
b. This warrant should be applied when Pedestrian Activated Yellow Flashing Beacons are recommended within
600 feet BOTH upstream and downstream of existing traffic signals.

PART A YES NO

Location meets the guidelines for the installation of Pedestrian Activated 0 0
Yellow Flashing Beacons as described in the LADOT Marked Crosswalk Guidelines.

PART B

MINIMUM
REQUIREMENTS

DISTANCE TO NEAREST SIGNALS YES NO

<600 ft N ft, S ft, E ft, W ft Q Q

(rev. 8-10-2020)



Attachment J: Pass-By Trip Rates

ATTACHMENT J:Pass-By Trip Rates

PASS-BY TRIP RATES

PASS-BY TRIP
DISCOUNT RATE LAND USE CATEGORY
Shopping Center 600,000 sf or more, Quality Restaurant, Specialty Retail,
10% Furniture Store, Medical Office, Day Care, Theater/Cinema, Auto
Sales/Repair
15% Discount Club, Discount Store
Shopping Center 300,000 to less than 600,000 sf, Bank/Savings & Loan,
20% High Turnover Restaurant, Car Wash, Hardware/Lumber Store, Garden
Center, Recreation/Health Club
30% Shopping Center 100,000 to less than 300,000 sf, Auto Parts,
0 Music/Video Store
40% Shopping Center 50,000 to less than 100,000 sf, Supermarket, Drugstore,
° Bookstore
Shopping Center less than 50,000 sf, Fast Food Restaurant,
50% Gasoline/Service Station, Convenience Market, Flower/Bakery/Yogurt
Shop, Dry Cleaner, Liquor Store

Note: These rates are derived from surveys published in the “Trip Generation Handbook:
An ITE Recommended Practice,” 2003.

A-50
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Attachment K: Manual Traffic Count Summary

City Of Los Angeles
Department Of Transportation

MANUAL TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY

;
o

STREET:
North/South BROADWAY

East/West 75TH ST

Day: MONDAY Date: JULY 16, 2007 Weather: SUNNY

Hours: 7-10AM  2-5PM

School Day: YES District: CENTRAL I/S CODE 1451

N/B S/B E/B W/B
DUAL-
WHEELED 101 139 3 6
BIKES 0 11 0 0
BUSES 0 98 0 0

N/B TIME S/B TIME E/B TIME W/B TIME
AM PK 15 MIN 329 7.15 168 7.45 5 8.00 28 7.15
PM PK 15 MIN 174 2.15 273 445 12 215 56 2.30
AM PK HOUR 1230 7.15 625 7.15 14 7.15 106  7.15
PM PK HOUR 609 2.00 1002 4.00 33 2.00 111 2.15
NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL XINGS/L  XING N/L
Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 7] 1056] 94| 1157 7-8 471 550 11 608 1765 63| 25 of o
8-9 4] s06| 63] 873 8-9 32| 459 s 496 1369 300 8 2l o
910 2| 529 10| 541 9:10 10| 374 4] 388 929 4 o 1 o
23 9 s18] 82 609 23 33 679 12| 724 1333 89 40 ol o
3-4 5| a48] 19| 472 3-4 30 816 16| 862 1334 12| 4 4 o
4-5 8| s14] 21| 543 45 20 973 9| 1002 1545 16] o 51 0
TOTAL | 35| 3871] 289] 4195 TOTAL | 172] 3851] 57| 4080 [ s8275] [ 214] 77] [ 12] o
EASTBOUND Approach WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL XINGW/L XING E/L
Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W Ped Sch Ped Sch
7-8 1 2l 10 13 7-8 43 4] 54| 101 114 70] 39 45] 2
8-9 2 2 4 8 8-9 32 2| 34 68 76 46| 11 35 1
910 6 0 7 13 910 18 1 19 38 51 30, 3 12l o
23 6 sl 22 33 23 4 5| 60| 107 140 103] 100 74 25
34 6 6| 10 22 3-4 34 2| 27 63 85 63| 18 38 7
4-5 9 4 9 22 4-5 32 51 27 64 86 48| 11 32 o
TOTAL | 30] 19] 62 111] TOTAL | 201] 19| 221 441 [ 552] [ 360] 182] [ 236] 35]

(Rev Oct 06)
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Attachment L: Bicycle and Pedestrian Count Forms

City of Los Angeles

A-52

Department of Transportation Level Three
BICYCLE COUNT SUMMARY Draft 6/09/15
STREET:
North/South : "A" Street
East/West : "B" Street
Day: Monday Date: 0 Weather: Sunny
School Day: Yes District: 0 I/SCODE: 0
Hours: 7-10 AM & 3-6 PM Staff: 0
NORTHBOUND Approach SOUTHBOUND Approach TOTAL
Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total N-S
7-8 0 0 0 0 7-8 0 0 0 0 0
8-9 0 0 0 0 8-9 0 0 0 0 0
9-10 0 0 0 0 9-10 0 0 0 0 0
34 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0
4-5 0 0 0 0 4-5 0 0 0 0 0
5-6 0 0 0 0 5-6 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0f{ 0f{ 0! O TOTAL of oi{ oi o] | 0
EASTBOUND Approach WESTBOUND Approach TOTAL
Hours Lt Th Rt Total Hours Lt Th Rt Total E-W
7-8 0 0 0 0 7-8 0 0 0 0 0
8-9 0 0 0 0 8-9 0 0 0 0 0
9-10 0 0 0 0 9-10 0 0 0 0 0
34 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0
4-5 0 0 0 0 4-5 0 0 0 0 0
5-6 0 0 0 0 5-6 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL | 0of 0}f{ 0} 0O TOTAL o{ oi{ oi o] | 0
REMARKS (6 hour total):
NB SB EB WB TOTAL
- Female riders 1 1 1 1
- No helmet riders 1 4 1 1
- Sidewalk riding 1 4 4 1 10
- Wrong way riding 1 1 1 1 4

NB: Northbound, SB: Southbound, EB: Eastbound, WB: Westbound, I/S: Intersection

Source: (company name)

LADOT 2015 CMP
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City of Los Angeles

Department of Transportation Level Three

PEDESTRIAN COUNT SUMMARY Draft 6/11/15
STREET:
North/South : "A" Street
East/West : "B" Street
Day: Monday Date: Weather:  Sunny
School Day: Yes District: Central I/SCODE: O
Hours: 7-10 AM & 3-6 PM Staff: 0

AM PEAK PERIOD PM PEAK PERIOD
15 Min. interval  N-LEG  S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL 15 Min. interval ~ N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL
7:00 - 7:15 0 0 0 0 0 3:00-3:15 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 - 7:30 0 0 0 0 0 3:15-3:30 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 - 7:45 0 0 0 0 0 3:30-3:45 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 - 8:00 0 0 0 0 0 3:45-4:00 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 - 8:15 0 0 0 0 0 4:00- 4:15 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 - 8:30 0 0 0 0 0 4:15 - 4:30 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 - 8:45 0 0 0 0 0 4:30 - 4:45 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 - 9:00 0 0 0 0 0 4:45 - 5:00 0 0 0 0 0
9:00 - 9:15 0 0 0 0 0 5:00-5:15 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 - 9:30 0 0 0 0 0 5:15-5:30 0 0 0 0 0
9:30 - 9:45 0 0 0 0 0 5:30- 5:45 0 0 0 0 0
9:45 -10:00 0 0 0 0 0 5:45 - 6:00 0 0 0 0 0
Hours N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL Hours N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL

7-8 0 0 0 0 0 3-4 0 0 0 0 0
8-9 0 0 0 0 0 4-5 0 0 0 0 0
9-10 0 0 0 0 0 5-6 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL | o oi o! o] 0 TOTAL 0. 0! 0! o o0

REMARKS (6 hour total):

N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG TOTAL

- Wheelchair/special needs assistance

- Skateboard/scooter

N: North, S: South, E: East, W: West, I/S: Intersection

Source: (company name) LADOT 2015 CMP
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ATTACHMENT M:Map of LADOT Development Review Office Boundaries
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A-55 ATTACHMENT N: Glossary of Common Terms

GLOSSARY OF COMMON TERMS

Consultant: individual or persons submitting on behalf of the project applicant.

Development project: any proposed land use project that changes the use within an existing structure, creates an
addition to an existing structure, or new construction, which includes any occupied floor area

Level of service (LOS): The operational characteristics of an intersection based on the delay being experienced by
vehicles passing through an intersection in the peak hour, calculated using a ratio of its traffic volume and its intersection
capacity and based on intersection geometrics peak-hour volumes, turning movements and signal phasing.

Local serving uses: land uses which serve a local community and which do not substantially affect the regional or sub
regional transportation infrastructure as determined by LADOT.

Peak hour: the single hour of the highest volume of traffic passing the Project on adjacent streets or intersections.

Project applicant: any person, as defined in LAMC Section 11.01 submitting an application or Transportation Assessment
for a Project.

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS): long-range visioning plan prepared every
four years by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)

Service population: all of the people living and working within the plan or project area.

Transportation Assessment: a study prepared by the project applicant that assesses the possible transportation impacts
of a proposed project. This study follows the Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) which provides the instructions
and sets standards for the preparation of this assessment.

Transportation consultant: designated representative for the project applicant

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): The aim of TDM is to improve mobility options by improving accessibility
and reducing reliance on SOVs. Holistic implementation of TDM strategies can alter travel behavior in the long run and
produce positive benefits to communities, such as improvement in transportation happiness, air quality, health, and
quality of life.

Transportation Project: any proposed project that includes a change to the local or regional transportation system by
adding a new element or modifying or changing the existing transportation network. A project can involve any mode of
transportation.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): VMT is a calculation of the amount of driving, generated from a project site measured in
the total distance (miles), per capita and per employee, or per service population.

Vehicle trip: an arrival at or departure from a Project by a motor vehicle during the Peak Hour.
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From: Juan Padilla

To: General Hospital Project

Cc: Perla Garcia

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental - LA County Fire Department Comments delay
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2025 4:02:15 PM

Hi Krystin,

Fire would like a brief extension in providing comments to the NOP of a Draft Subsequent EIR
as the letter provided on September 26, 2025 was misplaced in our mailroom. Fire will rush
our EIR review team to provide comments ASAP but the earliest we can provide comments will
be November 7th, 2025. We do not foresee any comments which will negatively impact the
project in question but just want to ensure our comments are provide for reference.

Please contact me if you have any question or concerns.

Thankyou,

Juan C. Padilla

Supervising Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant
Los Angeles County Fire Department

Fire Prevention Division

Land Development Unit

(323) 890-4243



From: Perla Garcia

To: General Hospital Project

Cc: Juan Padilla

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental - LA County Fire Department Comment Letter
Date: Friday, November 7, 2025 3:10:23 PM

Attachments: Copy of FFER2025004499.pdf

Hi Kristin,

Please see letter attached providing comments to the NOP of a Draft Subsequent
EIR.

Thank you,

Perla Garcia
LACo FD/Forestry Division
323-890-4330

OF LOS -,

From: Juan Padilla <Juan.Padilla@fire.lacounty.gov>

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 4:02 PM

To: General Hospital Project <generalhospital @opportunity.lacounty.gov>

Cc: Perla Garcia <Perla.Garcia@fire.lacounty.gov>

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental - LA County Fire Department
Comments delay

Hi Krystin,

Fire would like a brief extension in providing comments to the NOP of a Draft Subsequent EIR
as the letter provided on September 26, 2025 was misplaced in our mailroom. Fire will rush
our EIR review team to provide comments ASAP but the earliest we can provide comments will
be November 7, 2025. We do not foresee any comments which will negatively impact the
project in question but just want to ensure our comments are provide for reference.

Please contact me if you have any question or concerns.

Thankyou,

Juan C. Padilla

Supervising Fire Prevention Engineering Assistant
Los Angeles County Fire Department

Fire Prevention Division

Land Development Unit

(323) 890-4243






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063.3204 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ANTHONY C. MARRONE {3'23) 881-2401 ) LINDSEY P. HORVATH, CHAIR
FIRE CHIEF Bic: Kioars THIRD DISTRICT
www.fire.lacounty.qov
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN HILDA L. SOLIS HOLLY J. MITCHELL
“Proud Protectors of Life, FIRST DISTRICT SECOND DISTRICT
the Environment, and Property” JANICE HAHN KATHRYN BARGER
FOURTH DISTRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

November 7, 2025

Krystin Hence

County of Los Angeles

Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11" Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90020

Dear Ms. Hence:

THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT, LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS COMMUNITY PLAN,
PROPOSES THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A NEW MASTER PLAN THAT INCLUDES
RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL, RETAIL, WAREHOUSE, AND INDUSTRIAL USES, THE
PROJECT UNCLUDES THE MAIN CAMPUS AND FOUR AREAS SEPARATED BY LOCAL
ROADWAYS, CITY OF LOS ANGELES, FFER2025004499

The Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report was reviewed
by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous
Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department.

The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

The subject project is entirely within the City of Los Angeles, which is not a part of the
emergency response area of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (also known as the
Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County). Therefore, this project does not
appear to have any impact on the emergency responsibilities of this Department.

For any questions regarding this response, please contact Shui Kam, at (213) 466-5596 or
Shuiking.kam@fire.lacounty.gov.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS CARSON EL MONTE INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PICO RIVERA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CERRITOS GARDENA IRWINDALE LOMITA POMONA SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CLAREMONT GLENDORA LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK COMMERCE HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA HABRA MALIBU ROLLING HILLS TEMPLE CITY

BELL COVINA HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MAYWOOD ROLLING HILLS ESTATES VERNON

BELL GARDENS CUDAHY HERMOSA BEACH LA PUENTE NORWALK ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELLFLOWER DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LAKEWOOD PALMDALE SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BRADBURY DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LANCASTER PALOS VERDES ESTATES SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE

CALABASAS INDUSTRY PARAMOUNT WHITTIER



Krystin Hence
November 7, 2025
Page 2

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.

Specific fire and life safety requirements will be determined upon submittal of design or
architectural plans to the Fire Department as part of the building plan check review process
prior to building permit issuance.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this project. Should any questions arise, please contact Juan
Padilla at (323) 890-4243 or juan.padilla@fire.lacounty.gov.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, brush
clearance, vegetation management, fuel modification for Fire Hazard Severity Zones,
archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts
in these areas should be addressed.

For any questions regarding this response, please contact Forestry Assistant, Matthew Ermino
at (818) 890-5719.

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

The Health Hazardous Materials Division (HHMD) of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department has reviewed the “Notice of Preparation of a Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report” pertaining to the Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan.
HHMD has no comments or requirements for the project at this time.

Please contact HHMD Hazardous Materials Specialist lll, Sharon Dela Rea at (323) 890-4061
or Sharon.delarea@fire.lacounty.gov if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Brsghelurs

RONALD M. DURBIN, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

RMD:pg



From: Eu, Kaitlyn

To: General Hospital Project

Cc: DevReview

Subject: Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan - Notice of Preparation Comment
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2025 1:31:32 PM

Attachments: 251021 CEQA NOP Ltr LA County General Hospital Campus Community Plan.pdf

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Hi Krystin,

Please find the attached Metro’s comment letter on the Los Angeles County General Hospital
Campus Community Plan. We also attached the Metro Adjacent Development Handbook as a
downloadable link here.

Please confirm receipt and let us know if you have any questions.

Best,

Kaitlyn Fu

LA Metro

Transportation Planner, Development Review Team
Transit Oriented Communities

213.922.2851

fuk@metro.net

metro.net/devreview | facebook.com/losangelesmetro | @metrolosangeles
Metro’s mission is to provide world-class transportation for all.

CONFIDENTAILITY NOTICE: This email message (including any attachments) from the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority is for official use by its intended
recipients only. It contains information that may be confidential, privileged, attorney work
product, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received this
email in error, be advised that any review, reproduction, distribution, or other use is strictly
prohibited. Please notify the sender immediately by reply email if you have received this
message in error, and delete this message and any attachments.






Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
Notice of Preparation of SEIR — Metro Comments

October 21, 2025

Recommendations for SEIR Scope and Content

Bus Service Adjacency

1.

2.

Service: Metro Bus Lines 78, 106, 251, 605, and 487/489, operate on Marengo St, State St, Mission Rd,
and Zonal Ave, adjacent to or within the Project area. 17 Metro Bus stops are within the Project area at
the locations below. In addition, the Metro ] Line operates on the El Monte Busway, accessible by a
bridge from Pomeroy Avenue. Other transit operators may provide service in the vicinity of the Project
and should be consulted.

Marengo / Mission
Daly / Mission

Mission / Workman
Mission / Griffin
Mission / Zonal

Zonal [ State

Zonal / Biggy

Marengo / Cummings
Marengo / Brittania
Marengo / State
Marengo / Lord

USC Outpatient Clinic
USC Outpatient Layover
L.A General Medical Center

Impact Analysis: The SEIR should analyze potential effects on Metro Bus service and identify mitigation
measures as appropriate. Potential impacts may include impacts to transportation services, stops, and
temporary or permanent bus service rerouting. Specific types of impacts and recommended mitigation
measures to address them include, without limitation, the following:

a.

b.

Bus Stop Condition: The SEIR should identify all bus stops on all streets adjacent to the Project
site. During construction, the Project Sponsor may either maintain the stops in its current
condition and location, or temporarily relocate the stops consistent with the needs of Metro
Bus operations. Temporary or permanent modifications to any bus stop as part of the Project,
including any surrounding sidewalk area, must be Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliant and allow passengers with disabilities a clear path of travel between the bus stops
and the Project. Once the Project is completed, the Project Sponsor must ensure any existing
Metro bus stops affected by the Project is returned to its pre-Project location and condition,
unless otherwise directed by Metro.

Driveways: Driveways accessing parking and loading at the Project site should be located away
from transit stops, and be designed and configured to avoid potential conflicts with on-street
transit services and pedestrian traffic to the greatest degree possible. Vehicular driveways
should not be located in or directly adjacent to areas that are likely to be used as waiting areas
for transit.

Bus Stop Enhancements: Metro encourages the installation of enhancements and other
amenities that improve safety and comfort for transit riders. These include benches, bus
shelters, wayfinding signage, enhanced crosswalks and ADA-compliant ramps, pedestrian
lighting, and shade trees in paths of travel to bus stops. The Project Sponsor should consider
requesting the installation of such amenities as part of the Project.

Bus Operations Coordination: The Project Sponsor shall coordinate with Metro Bus Operations
Control Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 and Metro’s Stops and Zones Department

Page 2 of 4



Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
Notice of Preparation of SEIR — Metro Comments
October 21, 2025

at 213-922-5190 not later than 30 days before the start of Project construction. Other municipal
bus services may also be impacted and shall be included in construction outreach efforts.

Transit Supportive Planning: Recommendations and Resources

Considering the Project’s proximity to the Metro | Line and bus services, Metro would like to identify the
potential synergies associated with transit-oriented development:

1.

4.

Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit: Metro strongly recommends that the Project Sponsor review the
Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit which identifies 10 elements of transit-supportive places and,
applied collectively, has been shown to reduce vehicle miles traveled by establishing community-scaled
density, diverse land use mix, combination of affordable housing, and infrastructure projects for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and people of all ages and abilities. This resource is available at
https://www.metro.net/about/funding-resources/.

Land Use: Metro supports development of commercial and residential properties near transit stations
and understands that increasing development near stations represents a mutually beneficial opportunity
to increase ridership and enhance transportation options for the users of developments. Metro
encourages the Project Sponsor to be mindful of the Project’s proximity to transit including orienting
pedestrian pathways towards the station.

Transit Connections and Access: Metro strongly encourages the Project Sponsor to install Project
features that help facilitate safe and convenient connections for pedestrians, people riding bicycles, and
transit users to/from the Project site and nearby destinations. The Project Sponsor should consider
requiring the installation of such features as part of the conditions of approval for the Project, including:

a. Walkability: The provision of wide sidewalks, pedestrian lighting, a continuous canopy of shade
trees, enhanced crosswalks with ADA-compliant curb ramps, and other amenities along all
public street frontages of the development site to improve pedestrian safety and comfort to
access the nearby bus stops and BRT station.

b. Transfer Activity: Given the Project’s proximity to the Metro bus stops and BRT station the
Project design should consider and accommodate transfer activity between bus and (bus or
rail) lines that will occur along the sidewalks and public spaces. Metro has completed the
Metro Transfers Design Guide, a best practices document on transit improvements. This can
be accessed online at https://www.metro.net/about/station-design-projects/.

c. Bicycle Use and Micromobility Devices: The provision of adequate short-term bicycle parking,
such as ground-level bicycle racks, and secure, access-controlled, enclosed long-term bicycle
parking for residents, employees, and guests. Bicycle parking facilities should be designed with
best practices in mind, including highly visible siting, effective surveillance, ease to locate, and
equipment installation with preferred spacing dimensions, so bicycle parking can be safely and
conveniently accessed. Similar provisions for micro-mobility devices are also encouraged.

d. First & Last Mile Access: The Project should address first-last mile connections to transit and is
encouraged to support these connections with wayfinding signage inclusive of all modes of
transportation. For reference, please review the First Last Mile Strategic Plan, authored by
Metro and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), available on-line at:
http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf

Parking: Metro encourages the incorporation of transit-oriented, pedestrian-oriented parking provision
strategies such as the reduction or removal of minimum parking requirements and the exploration of
shared parking opportunities. These strategies could be pursued to reduce automobile-orientation in
design and travel demand.
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Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
Notice of Preparation of SEIR — Metro Comments
October 21, 2025

5. Wayfinding: Any temporary or permanent wayfinding signage with content referencing Metro services or
featuring the Metro brand and/or associated graphics (such as Metro Bus or Rail pictograms) requires
review and approval by Metro Signage and Environmental Graphic Design.

6. Transit Pass Programs: Metro would like to inform the Project Sponsor of Metro’s employer transit pass
programs, including the Annual Transit Access Pass (A-TAP), the Employer Pass Program (E-Pass), and
Small Employer Pass (SEP) Program. These programs offer efficiencies and group rates that businesses
can offer employees as an incentive to utilize public transit. The A-TAP can also be used for residential
projects. For more information on these programs, please visit the programs’ website at
https://www.metro.net/riding/eapp/.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me by phone at 213.418.3484, by email at
DevReview@metro.net, or by mail at the following address:

Metro Development Review
One Gateway Plaza
MS 99-22-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Sincerely,

Kaitlyn Fu

Transportation Planner, Development Review Team
Transit Oriented Communities

Attachments and links:
e Adjacent Development Handbook: https://www.metro.net/devreview
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From: Ou, Yu Chun (Teresa)

To: General Hospital Project

Subject: Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan NOP SDEIR - LASD Review
Date: Monday, October 27, 2025 4:02:47 PM

Attachments: 25-038 LAC+USC Medical Campus Master Plan - LASD Letter (Executed).pdf

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Dear Ms. Hence,

Please find attached LASD’s comments for your records. The original will mail to your
department.

Thank you,

Yu Chun Teresa Ou

Departmental Facilities Planner |, Facilities Planning Bureau
4700 Ramona Blvd. 4™ Floor

Monterey Park, CA 91754

Direct: (323) 526-5568

FPB Mainline: (323) 526-5194

Friday - RDO
lih -
i 'Lﬂu!a:‘sﬂ'u Connty
A Sheriff's Department

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, from the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department is
intended for the official and confidential use of the recipients to whom it is addressed. It contains information that may be
confidential, privileged, attorney work product, or otherwise exempted from disclosure under applicable law. If you have received
this message in error, be advised that any review, disclosure, use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message or its
contents is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender of this email immediately by reply email that you have received this message
in error, and immediately destroy this message, including any attachments. Thank you in advance for your cooperation.



CounTYy OF LOsS ANGELES

EIATL, O USTIGE)
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October 27, 80R5

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Development
County of Los Angeles

Department of Economic Opportunity

510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Dear Ms. Hence:

LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS COMMUNITY PLAN
NOTICE OF PREPARATION
OF A DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING REVIEW COMMENTS

Thank you for inviting the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
(Department) to review and comment on the September 26, R025, Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(DSEIR) for Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan
(Project). The proposed Project consists of approximately 81.9 acres of land
owned by the County within the City of Los Angeles. The Project site is
separated into the main Campus (Campus) and four areas by the local
roadways, bounded by Zonal Avenue, North Mission Road, Marengo Street, and
North Chicago Street. The Project proposed encompassing residential
developments, including affordable housing, along with commercial and retail
spaces, hospitality options, community benefits, educational facilities,
warehouses, general offices, medical offices, hospitals, and industrial uses
throughout the Campus. The Master Plan will also focus on the adaptive reuse
of the 1.2-million-square-foot General Hospital, allowing it to serve multiple
purposes as previously mentioned. Additionally, the Project will include the
development of parking, open spaces, and infrastructure enhancements across
the Project Site, as well as the demolition of existing buildings. The new Master
Plan will function as a regulatory document, outlining key design and
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Ms. Hence -3 - October 27, R0R5

« Include a Construction Traffic Mitigation Plan to maintain emergency
access as a mitigation measure, during and post construction, as
required.

For future reference, the Department provides the following updated address
and contact information for all requests for reviews, comments, law
documents, and other related correspondence:

Jennifer Fang, Bureau Director
Facilities Planning Bureau

Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
R11 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 80012

Attention: Planning Section

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me, at
(323) BR6-57586, or your staff may contact Ms. Yu Chun Teresa Ou, of my staff,
at (3R3) 5R6-5568.

Sincerely,

ROBERT G. LUNA, SHERIFF

M@. Tr %

Jennifer Fang, Bureau Director
Facilities Planning Bureau



From: Renteria, Zulema

To: generalhospital@opportunity.com

Cc: GODEK, GWENN (Contract Professional); Tomlinson, Justin

Subject: LAUSD Comment Letter: Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan SEIR
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2025 12:17:16 PM

Attachments: Outlook-ihn441ac.png

LAUSD Comment Letter - Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan.pdf

Good Afternoon Krystin,

Attached is LAUSD's response to the subsequent EIR for the Los Angeles County General
Hospital Campus Community Plan.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,

Zulema J Renteria

Environmental Planning Specialist
Los Angeles Unified School District
Office Phone (213) 241 3432
Cell Phone (213) 7927579
Email zulema.renteria@lausd.net
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 21st Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
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‘Good Afternoon Krystin,

Ploase lot me knowif you have any questions

Thankyou,

Zulema) Renteria
Environmental Planning Specialist
Los Angeles Unified School District
Office Phone (213) 241 3432
CellPhone (2137927579

Email zulema renteria@lausd.net
333South Beaudry Avenue, 215t Floor
Los Angeles, CA90017.
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Los Angeles Unified School District

Office of Environmental Health and Safety

ALBERTO M. CARLOS A. TORRES
CARVALHO Director, Environmental Health and Safety

uperintendent
Sup JENNIFER FLORES
Deputy Director, Environmental Health and Safety

October 27, 2025

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Development
County of Los Angeles

Department of Economic Opportunity

510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90012

PROJECT: Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan

Presented below are comments submitted on behalf of the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)
regarding the Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan. LAUSD is concerned about
the potential negative impacts of the project on our students, staff, and parents and guardians of students
attending the following schools close to the project site. The Project’s study area includes one District site
and one school located in the cities of Los Angeles. Schools and/or LAUSD sites within Project vicinity
are located at:

e Bravo Medical Magnet School, 1200 Cornell Street, Los Angeles, CA
e East Los Angeles Occupational Center, 2100 Marengo Street, Los Angeles, CA

Based on the extent/location of the proposed development, it is our opinion that significant environmental
impacts on the surrounding community may occur. Since the project may have an environmental impact on
LAUSD schools, recommended measures and conditions designed to help reduce or eliminate potential
impacts are included in this response.

The District requests that our schools and housing sites be recognized as sensitive receptors and that the
analysis in the EIR specifically addresses potential impacts to our school communities. Specific areas of
concern where the Project’s construction and operation would have a significant effect on District’s sites
include Air Quality, Hazards, Noise, and Transportation/Traffic (including pedestrian safety). Based on the
extent/location of the proposed development, it is our opinion that environmental impacts on the
surrounding area will likely occur. Since the project may have an environmental impact to students and
residents recommended measures designed to help reduce or eliminate potential impacts are included in
this response.

Work with LA Unified
Project proponents must coordinate any construction activities with LA Unified to ensure safety of
students and their families and minimize disruptions to school activities and access to campus. Effective
strategies of avoiding significant impacts on school operations include:
e Completing construction activities such as demolition and excavation when the schools are not in
session (summer and winter breaks, holidays, weekends, and after hours).
e Including school and District representatives to review construction management plans,
construction outreach plans, and participation in weekly construction meetings.
e Obtaining prior authorization from the District for any easements and project activities on or
surrounding District properties.
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Our Mission: To ensure a safe and healthy environment for students to learn, teachers to teach, and employees to work.
Our Vision: To eliminate all environmental health and safety risks at schools.



e  Working with the District in identifying appropriate construction mitigation programs.

Air Quality

District students and school staff should be considered sensitive receptors to air pollution impacts. To
ensure that effective measures are applied to further reduce construction air pollutant impacts, we ask that
the City incorporate into the project’s conditions or mitigation measures the following language:

e Implement all applicable provisions of Rule 403 for fugitive dust control during construction of the
Project.
Implement all applicable provisions of Rule 1446

e Utilize low emission “clean diesel” equipment with new or modified engines manufactured to meet
Tier 4 specifications or retrofitted to comply with CARB’s verified diesel emission control strategy
(VDECS).

¢ Construction vehicles shall not idle in excess of five minutes.

Ensure that construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained in accordance with

manufacturer’s specifications.

Water/mist soil as it is being excavated and loaded onto the transportation trucks.

Water/mist and/or apply surfactants to soil placed in transportation trucks prior to exiting the site.

Minimize soil drop height into transportation trucks or stockpiles during dumping.

Cover the bottom of the excavated area with polyethylene sheeting when work is not being

performed.

Place stockpiled soil on polyethylene sheeting and cover with similar material.

Place stockpiled soil in areas shielded from prevailing winds.

e Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public paved
roads (recommend water sweepers).

e Install wheel washers (or steel shaker plates) where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto
paved roads or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip.

e Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed
25 miles per hour (mph).

e Excavation and transportation of soil known to contain hazardous substances should be limited to
periods when school is not in session.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The Project has the potential to transport hazards and hazardous materials during construction and
operation. The following language is recommended for potential impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials.

e During construction, ingress/egress routes to the construction site should be designed to ensure that
trucks and construction vehicles carrying hazards and hazardous materials are routed away from
District school sites. Additional recommendations are provided in this letter under the
Transportation/Traffic section.

Noise and Vibration

Noise and vibration created by construction and operation activities may impact District schools that are
adjacent to the Project corridor. CEQA requires that such impacts be quantified and eliminated or reduced
to a level of insignificance. LAUSD established maximum allowable noise levels to protect students and
staff from noise impacts generated in terms of Leq. These standards were established based on regulations
set forth by the California Department of Transportation. LAUSD’s exterior noise standard is 67 dBA Leq
and the interior noise standard is 45 dBA Leq. A noise level increase of 3 dBA or more over ambient
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noise levels is considered significant for existing schools and would require mitigation to achieve levels
within 2 dBA of pre-project ambient level. To ensure that effective measures are employed to reduce
construction related noise impacts on the campus, we ask that that the City incorporate into the project’s
conditions or mitigation measures the following language:

Provisions shall be made to allow the school and or designated representative(s) to notify the
project applicant when noise impacts to the schools exceed the District’s noise standards.

All pile driving equipment shall be equipped with noise control devices and/or shall implement
noise buffers with minimum quieting factor of 10dBA, to the extent feasible. If possible, drilled
piles are preferred to driven piles.

Demolition activities shall be scheduled for when school is not in session.

In addition, to ensure that effective measures are employed to reduce construction and operation related
noise impacts on District sites, LAUSD asks that the following language be included in the control
measures for noise impacts:

A temporary noise barrier capable of reducing construction noise levels on all campuses located
along the proposed rail ROW and Randolph Street to 67 dBA Leq shall be installed between the
rail corridor and the schools.

Provisions shall be made to allow school administrators and/or their designated representative(s)
to notify the contractor if construction noise levels are adversely impacting the learning
environment. In this event, the contractor must implement additional noise attenuation measures
or reschedule noise-generating activities to a time when school is not in session

Traffic/Transportation

LAUSD’s Transportation Branch must be contacted at (213) 580-2950 regarding the potential impact upon
existing school bus routes. The Project Manager or designee will have to notify the LAUSD Transportation
Branch of the expected start and ending dates for various portions of the project that may affect traffic within
nearby school areas. To ensure that effective conditions are employed to reduce construction and operation
related transportation impacts on District sites, including the net increase of 1,000 or more daily vehicle
trips, we ask that the following language be included in the recommended conditions for traffic impacts:

School buses must have unrestricted access to schools.

During the construction phase, truck traffic and construction vehicles may not cause traffic delays
for our transported students.

During and after construction changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment, traffic light patterns, and
altered bus stops may not affect school buses’ on-time performance and passenger safety.
Construction trucks and other vehicles are required to stop when encountering school buses using
red-flashing-lights must-stop-indicators per the California Vehicle Code.

Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure
vehicular safety.

Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing vehicle routes to school may be
impacted.

Parents/guardians dropping off their children must have access to the passenger loading areas.

During construction, detour route(s) will be necessary to divert traffic from the project area and continue
to provide access to Terminal Island and east/west corridors for the traveling public. The EIR should
evaluate the impact of additional vehicular and truck traffic to District sites that are located along detour
routes. Adequate impact analysis should incorporate discussion on school pedestrian safety and potential
disruptions to school operations and access to schools.
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Pedestrian Safety

Construction activities that include street closures, the presence of heavy equipment and increased truck
trips to haul materials on and off the project site can lead to safety hazards for people walking in the vicinity
of the construction site. To ensure that effective conditions are employed to reduce construction and
operation related pedestrian safety impacts on District sites, we ask that the City incorporate into the
project’s conditions or mitigation measures the following language:

e Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with LAUSD school administrators, providing
sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when existing pedestrian routes to school may be
impacted.

Contractors must maintain safe and convenient pedestrian routes to all nearby schools.

e Contractors must install and maintain appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) to ensure
pedestrian and vehicular safety.

e Haul routes are not to pass by any school, except when school is not in session.

e No staging or parking of construction-related vehicles, including worker-transport vehicles, will
occur on or adjacent to a school property.

e Funding for crossing guards and flaggers at the contractor’s expense is required when safety of
children may be compromised by construction-related activities at impacted school crossings.

e Barriers and/or fencing must be installed to secure construction equipment and to minimize
trespassing, vandalism, short-cut attractions, and attractive nuisances.

e Contractors are required to provide security patrols (at their expense) to minimize trespassing,
vandalism, and short-cut attractions.

The District’s charge is to protect the health and safety of students and staff, and the integrity of the learning
environment. The comments presented above identify potential environmental impacts related to the
proposed project that must be addressed to ensure the welfare of the students attending schools, their
teachers and staff, as well as to inform parents and guardians of these students.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you need additional information, please contact me at (213)
241-3432 or at zulema.renteria@lausd.net.

Sincerely,

Zulema Renteria

Environmental Planning Specialist

Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)

Office of Environmental Health and Safety (OEHS)

333 S Beaudry Ave., 21st Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

October 3, 2025

Krystin Hence

County of Los Angeles Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue

11t Floor

Los Angeles CA 920020

Re 2014051041 Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus Community Plan Project,
Los Angeles County

Dear Ms. Hence:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Notice of Preparation
(NOP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or Early Consultation for the project
referenced above. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code
§21000 et seq.), specifically Public Resources Code §21084.1, states that a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code § 21084.1; Cal. Code
Regs., tit.14, §15064.5 (b) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 (b)). If there is substantial evidence, in
light of the whole record before alead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on
the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall be prepared. (Pub. Resources
Code §21080 (d); Cal. Code Regs., fit. 14, § 5064 subd.(a)(1) (CEQA Guidelines §15064 (a)(1)).
In order to determine whether a project will cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource, a lead agency will need to determine whether there are
historical resources within the area of potential effect (APE).

CEQA was amended significantly in 2014. Assembly Bill 52 (Gatto, Chapter 532, Statutes of
2014) (AB 52) amended CEQA to create a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” (Pub. Resources Code §21074) and provides that a project with an effect
that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is
a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. (Pub. Resources Code
§21084.2). Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural
resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21084.3 (a)). AB 52 applies to any project for which a notice
of preparation, a notice of negative declaration, or a mitigated negative declaration is filed on
or after July 1, 2015. If your project involves the adoption of or amendment to a general plan or
a specific plan, or the designation or proposed designation of open space, on or after March 1,
2005, it may also be subject to Senate Bill 18 (Burton, Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (SB 18).

Both SB 18 and AB 52 have tribal consultation requirements. If your project is also subject to the
federal National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the tribal
consultation requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (154
U.S.C. 300101, 36 C.F.R. §800 et seq.) may also apply.

The NAHC recommends consultation with California Native American tribes that are
fraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of your proposed project as early
as possible in order to avoid inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains and
best protect tribal cultural resources. Below is a brief summary of portions of AB 52 and SB 18 as
well as the NAHC's recommendations for conducting cultural resources assessments.

Consult your legal counsel about compliance with AB 52 and SB 18 as well as compliance with
any other applicable laws.
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AB 52

AB 52 has added to CEQA the additional requirements listed below, along with many other requirements:

1. Fourteen Day Period to Provide Notice of Completion of an Application/Decision to Undertake a Project:
Within fourteen (14) days of determining that an application for a project is complete or of a decision by a public
agency to undertake a project, a lead agency shall provide formal nofification to a designated contact of, or
tribal representative of, traditionally and culturally affiliated California Native American tribes that have
requested noftice, to be accomplished by af least one written notice that includes:

a. A brief description of the project.

b. The lead agency contact information.

c. Notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation. (Pub.

Resources Code §21080.3.1 (d)).

d. A "California Native American tribe” is defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is

on the contact list maintained by the NAHC for the purposes of Chapter 905 of Statutes of 2004 (SB 18).

(Pub. Resources Code §21073).

2. Begin Consultation Within 30 Days of Receiving a Tribe's Request for Consultation and Before Releasing a
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report: A lead agency shall
begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving a request for consultation from a California Native
American fribe that is traditionally and culturally affiiated with the geographic area of the proposed project.
(Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1, subds. (d) and (e)) and prior to the release of a negative declaration,
mitigated negative declaration or Environmental Impact Report. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1(b)).

a. For purposes of AB 52, “consultation shall have the same meaning as provided in Gov. Code §65352.4

(SB 18). (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.1 (b)).

3. Mandatory Topics of Consultation If Requested by a Tribe: The following topics of consultation, if a tribe
requests to discuss them, are mandatory topics of consultation:

a. Alternatives to the project.

b. Recommended mitigation measures.

c. Significant effects. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

4. Discretionary Topics of Consultation: The following topics are discretionary topics of consultation:
a. Type of environmental review necessary.
b. Significance of the fribal cultural resources.
c. Significance of the project's impacts on tribal cultural resources.
d. If necessary, project alternatives or appropriate measures for preservation or mitigation that the tribe
may recommend o the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (a)).

5. Confidentidlity of Information Submitted by a Tribe During the Environmental Review Process: With some
exceptions, any information, including but not limited to, the location, description, and use of tfribal cultural
resources submitted by a California Native American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be
included in the environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency
to the public, consistent with Government Code §6254 (r) and §6254.10. Any information submitted by a
California Native American tribe during the consultation or environmental review process shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the information consents, in
writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (c)(1)).

6. Discussion of Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources in the Environmental Document: If a project may have a
significant impact on a tribal cultural resource, the lead agency's environmental document shall discuss both of
the following:
a. Whether the proposed project has a significant impact on an identified tribal cultural resource.
b. Whether feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, including those measures that may be agreed
to pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3, subdivision (a), avoid or substantially lessen the impact on
the identified tribal cultural resource. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (b)).
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7. Conclusion of Consultation: Consultation with a fribe shall be considered concluded when either of the
following occurs:
a. The parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect, if a significant effect exists, on
a tribal cultural resource; or
b. A party, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot
be reached. (Pub. Resources Code §21080.3.2 (b)).

8. Recommending Mitigation Measures Agreed Upon in Consultation in the Environmental Document: Any
mitigation measures agreed upon in the consultation conducted pursuant to Public Resources Code §21080.3.2
shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and in an adopted mitigation monitoring
and reporting program, if determined to avoid or lessen the impact pursuant to Public Resources Code §21082.3,
subdivision (b), paragraph 2, and shall be fully enforceable. (Pub. Resources Code §21082.3 (a)).

9. Required Consideration of Feasible Mitigation: If mitigation measures recommended by the staff of the lead
agency as a result of the consultation process are not included in the environmental document or if there are no
agreed upon mitigation measures at the conclusion of consultation, or if consultation does not occur, and if
substantial evidence demonstrates that a project will cause a significant effect to a tribal cultural resource, the
lead agency shall consider feasible mitigation pursuant to Public Resources Code §21084.3 (b). (Pub. Resources
Code §21082.3 (e)).

10. Examples of Mitigation Measures That, If Feasible, May Be Considered to Avoid or Minimize Significant Adverse
Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources:
a. Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to:
i. Planning and construction to avoid the resources and protect the culfural and natural
context.
ii. Planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally
appropriate protection and management criteria.
b. Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural values
and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
i. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
ii. Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
iii. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
c. Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places.
d. Protecting the resource. (Pub. Resource Code §21084.3 (b)).
e. Please note that a federally recognized California Native American tribe or a non-federally
recognized California Native American tribe that is on the contact list maintained by the NAHC to protect
a California prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, or ceremonial place may acquire and hold
conservation easements if the conservation easement is voluntarily conveyed. (Civ. Code §815.3 (c)).
f. Please note that it is the policy of the state that Native American remains and associated grave
arfifacts shall be repatriated. (Pub. Resources Code §5097.991).

11. Prerequisites for Certifying an Environmental Impact Report or Adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration or
Negative Declaration with a Significant Impact on an Identified Tribal Cultural Resource: An Environmental
Impact Report may not be certified, nor may a mitigated negative declaration or a negative declaration be
adopted unless one of the following occurs:
a. The consultation process between the tribes and the lead agency has occurred as provided in Public
Resources Code §21080.3.1 and §21080.3.2 and concluded pursuant to Public Resources Code
§21080.3.2.
b. The fribe that requested consultation failed to provide comments to the lead agency or otherwise
failed to engage in the consultation process.
c. Thelead agency provided notice of the project to the tribe in compliance with Public Resources
Code §21080.3.1 (d) and the tribe failed to request consultation within 30 days. (Pub. Resources Code
§21082.3 (d)).
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The NAHC's PowerPoint presentation titled, "Tribal Consultation Under AB 52: Requirements and Best Practices” may
be found online at: hitp://nahc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/ABS2TribalConsultation CalEPAPDF.pdf

SB 18

SB 18 applies to local governments and requires local governments to contact, provide nofice to, refer plans to, and
consult with tribes prior to the adoption or amendment of a general plan or a specific plan, or the designation of
open space. (Gov. Code §65352.3). Local governments should consult the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research's "Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” which can be found online at:

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/09 14 05 Updated Guidelines 9222.pdf.

Some of SB 18’s provisions include:

1. Tribal Consultation: If alocal government considers a proposal to adopt or amend a general plan or a
specific plan, or to designate open space it is required to contact the appropriate tribes identified by the NAHC
by requesting a “Tribal Consultation List.” If a tribe, once contacted, requests consultation the local government
must consult with the tribe on the plan proposal. A tribe has 90 days from the date of receipt of notification to
request consultation unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by the tribe. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(@)(2)).
2. No Statutory Time Limit on SB 18 Tribal Consultation. There is no statutory time limit on SB 18 tribal consultation.
3. Confidentiality: Consistent with the guidelines developed and adopted by the Office of Planning and
Research pursuant fo Gov. Code §65040.2, the city or county shall protect the confidentiality of the information
concerning the specific identity, location, character, and use of places, features and objects described in Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.993 that are within the city’s or county’s jurisdiction. (Gov. Code §65352.3
(b)).
4. Conclusion of SB 18 Tribal Consultation: Consultation should be concluded at the point in which:
a. The parties to the consultation come to a mutual agreement concerning the appropriate measures
for preservation or mitigation; or
b. Either the local government or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes
that mutual agreement cannot be reached concerning the appropriate measures of preservation or
mitigation. (Tribal Consultation Guidelines, Governor's Office of Planning and Research (2005) at p. 18).

Agencies should be aware that neither AB 52 nor SB 18 precludes agencies from initiafing tribal consultation with
tribes that are tfraditionally and culturally affiliated with their jurisdictions before the timeframes provided in AB 52 and
SB 18. For that reason, we urge you to continue to request Native American Tribal Contact Lists and “Sacred Lands
File" searches from the NAHC. The request forms can be found online at: http://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms/.

NAHC Recommendations for Cultural Resources Assessments

To adequately assess the existence and significance of tribal cultural resources and plan for avoidance, preservation
in place, or barring both, mitigation of project-related impacts to tribal cultural resources, the NAHC recommends
the following actions:

1. Contact the appropriate regional California Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) Center
(https://ohp.parks.ca.gov/2page_id=30331) for an archaeological records search. The records search will
determine:

a. |If part or all of the APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

b. If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.

c. If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

d. If asurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

2. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
a. The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measures should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum and
not be made available for public disclosure.
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b. The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional CHRIS center.

3. Contact the NAHC for:
a. A Sacred Lands File search. Remember that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the
Sacred Lands File, nor are they required to do so. A Sacred Lands File search is not a substitute for
consultation with tribes that are tfraditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project’'s APE.
b. A Native American Tribal Consultation List of appropriate tribes for consultation concerning the
project site and to assist in planning for avoidance, preservation in place, or, failing both, mitigation
measures.

4. Remember that the lack of surface evidence of archaeological resources (including tribal cultural resources)
does not preclude their subsurface existence.
a. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plan provisions for
the identification and evaluation of inadvertently discovered archaeological resources per Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5(f) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(f)). In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a
certified archaeologist and a culturally affiiated Native American with knowledge of cultural resources
should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
b. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the disposition of recovered cultural items that are not burial associated in consultation with culturally
affiliated Native Americans.
c. Lead agencies should include in their mitigation and monitoring reporting program plans provisions
for the tfreatment and disposition of inadvertently discovered Native American human remains. Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15064.5,
subdivisions (d) and (e) (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5, subds. (d) and (e)) address the processes to be
followed in the event of an inadvertent discovery of any Native American human remains and
associated grave goods in a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email address:
Andrew.Green@NAHC.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse
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From: Lin, Alan S@DOT

To: OPR State Clearinghouse; General Hospital Project

Subject: SCH # 2014051061-Los Angeles County General Hospital
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2025 10:56:08 AM

Attachments: LA-2025-04916 LA County Hospital Community Plan-NOP.pdf

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

To Whom It May Concern,
Attached please find the Caltrans comment letter!
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project!

Thank youl!

Alan Lin, P.E.

Transportation Engineer, Civil
LDR, Division of Planning
State of California
Department of Transportation
Mail Station 16

100 South Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
213-269-1124 Mobile



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7

100 S. MAIN STREET, MS 16 TronnY
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 quing Conservation
PHONE (213) 269-1124 a California Way of Life
FAX (213) 897-1337

Y 711

www.dot.ca.gov

October 23, 2025

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director
Capital Development

County of Los Angeles

Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11t Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90020

RE: Los Angeles County General Hospital
Campus Community Plan Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report-NOP
SCH # 2014051061
Vic. LA-5/PM 18.78, LA-10/PM 19.07
GTS # LA-2025-04916-NOP

Dear Krystin Hence:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the above-referenced NOP. The Proposed
Project involves implementation of a new Master Plan to guide the future
redevelopment of the Project Site into a mixed-use community. The Master Plan
envisions a balanced mix of uses, including residential (with affordable housing),
commercial/retail, hospitality, educational facilities, community services,
warehouse, general office, medical office, hospital, and light industrial uses.

The Plan also includes the adaptive reuse of the existing 1.2-million-square-foot
General Hospital building to accommodate a range of new uses, as well as the
development of parking areas, open spaces, and supporting infrastructure
improvements throughout the Project Site. Select existing structures would be
demolished as part of implementation.

Serving as a regulatory framework, the new Master Plan establishes key concepts

for design, connectivity, and land use organization across the Campus, providing
long-term guidance for future redevelopment of the Project Site.

‘Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”



Krystin Hence, Assistant Director
October 23, 2025
Page 2 of 4

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network
that serves all people and respects the environment. Senate Bill 743 (2013) has
codified infto CEQA law and mandated that CEQA review of transportation
impacts of proposed development be modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) as the primary metric in identifying transportation impacts for all future
development projects. You may reference the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) for more information:

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/#guidelines-updates

As areminder, VMT is the standard transportation analysis metric in CEQA for land
use projects after July 1, 2020, which is the statewide implementation date.

Caltrans is aware of the challenges that the region faces in identifying viable
solutions to alleviating congestion on State and Local facilities. With limited room
to expand vehicular capacity, this development should incorporate multi-modal
and complete streets transportation elements that will actively promote
alternatives to car use and better manage existing parking assets. Prioritizing and
allocating space to efficient modes of tfravel such as bicycling and public transit
can allow streets to fransport more people in a fixed amount of right-of-way.

Caltrans supports the implementation of complete streets and pedestrian safety
measures such as road diets and other traffic calming measures. Please note the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) recognizes the road diet treatment as a
proven safety countermeasure, and the cost of a road diet can be significantly
reduced if implemented in tandem with routine street resurfacing. Overall, the
environmental report should ensure all modes are served well by planning and
development activities. This includes reducing single occupancy vehicle trips,
ensuring safety, reducing vehicle miles traveled, supporting accessibility, and
reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Also, Caltrans has published the VMT-focused Transportation Impact Study Guide
(TISG), dated May 20, 2020 and the Local Development Review (LDR) Safety
Review Practitioner’'s Guidance, prepared in February 2024. You can review the
SB 743 Implementation Resource at the following link:

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/sustainability/sb-743/resources

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”



Krystin Hence, Assistant Director
October 23, 2025
Page 3 of 4

The Lead Agency should perform a comprehensive evaluation of the potential
impacts of this project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines including
Transportation. Based on the size of the project, distance to the State facilities,
and potential safety impact from the assigned project trips, the following
interchanges could be impacted by the proposed plan/development:

a. |-5/Mission Rd/Marengo St/Daly St.
b. I-5/Cesar Chavez Ave.
c. 1-10/Soto St.

For the above State facilities, Caltrans would like to review traffic safety impact
analysis (such as queuing analysis) for this development in the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process using Caltrans guidelines on the
State facilities so that, through partnerships and collaboration, California can
reach zero fatalities and serious injuries by 2050.

A queuing analysis should be conducted to ensure there are no safety-related
impacts. This analysis should evaluate off-ramps to confirm that vehicle queues
do not extend onfo the mainline, which could compromise freeway safety and
traffic flow. Additionally, turning pockets at intersections should be assessed to
verify that queue lengths do not exceed available storage capacity, preventing
potential spillover that could obstruct through fraffic. Existing signal timing should
be used for the Existing condition.

The Noftice of Preparation (NOP) references various open space features;
however, it does not appear to address bicycle parking (e.g., lockers) or
connections to existing or planned bicycle facilities along Mission Road and
adjacent areas. Given the Project’'s health-related purpose, Caltrans
recommends that pedestrian and bicycle connectivity be clearly incorporated
into the Project description to promote safe, convenient, and multimodal access
consistent with State transportation and sustainability goals.

If the project is expected to generate pedestrian or bicycle activity, a multimodal
conflict analysis should be conducted to assess potential interactions among alll
modes of fravel—including walking, biking, and transit—to ensure safe and
efficient integration for all users. The project should also incorporate Complete
Streets elements such as ADA-compliant curb ramps, contfinuous sidewalks,
dedicated bike lanes, high-visibility crosswalks, Accessible Pedestrian Signals
(APS), and Leading Pedestrian Intervals (LPI) where appropriate.

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”



Krystin Hence, Assistant Director
October 23, 2025
Page 4 of 4

If significant fransportation impacts are identified, appropriate mitigation
measures should be implemented. These may include Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) strategies to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and
encourage multimodal travel, as well as Transportation System Management
(TSM) improvements to optimize traffic operations and enhance the efficiency of
existing infrastructure.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin the project
coordinator at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # LA-2025-04916-NOP.

Sincerely,

MIYA EDMONSON
LDR/CEQA Branch Chief

email: State Clearinghouse

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”



From: IGR — Intergovernmental Review
To: General Hospital Project
Cc: Lijin Sun; IGR — Intergovernmental Review
Subject: SCAG Staff Comments on the NOP of a Draft Subsequent EIR for the Los Angeles County General Hospital
Campus Community Plan (proposed project) [SCAG NO. IGR11245]
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2025 2:23:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
IGR11245 NOP County General Hospital Campus Community Plan.pdf

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Good afternoon Krystin,

Please find attached SCAG staff comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed project [SCAG NO. 11245].

Please contact me at (213) 630-1532 or IGR@scag.ca.gov if you have any questions or difficulties
with the attached file.

If you wish to submit documents for IGR review, please submit it online via the IGR webpage or
via email to IGR@scag.ca.gov.

Thank you!

) B Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Program
'l‘- ) Ryan Bafuelos, Senior Regional Planner
- | Tel: (213) 630-1532
IGR@scag.ca.gov

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
900 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 1700, Los Angeles, CA 90017
f ¥ in@©
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October 23, 2025

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Development
County of Los Angeles, Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90020

E-mail: generalhospital@opportunity.lacounty.gov

Subject: SCAG Staff Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting for the Los Angeles
County General Hospital Campus Community Plan [SCAG NO. IGR11245]

Dear Krystin:

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus
Community Plan (“proposed project”) to the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) for review. SCAG is responsible for providing informational
resources to regionally significant plans, projects, and programs per the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to facilitate the consistency of these projects with
SCAG’s adopted regional plans, to be determined by the lead agencies.?

Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 375, SCAG is the designated Regional Transportation Planning
Agency under state law and is responsible for preparation of the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP), including the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). SCAG’s feedback is
intended to assist local jurisdictions and project proponents to implement projects that
have the potential to contribute to attainment of and alignment with adopted Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) goals and policies.
Finally, SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Intergovernmental Review (IGR) of
programs proposed for Federal financial assistance and direct Federal development
activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372.

SCAG staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles County General Hospital Campus
Community Plan in Los Angeles County. The proposed project consists of a new Master
Plan guiding redevelopment of the existing 1.2 million square foot General Hospital to
develop a mixed-use community on 81.9 acres.

When available, please email environmental documentation to IGR@scag.ca.gov
providing, at a minimum, the full public comment period for review.

If you have any questions regarding the attached SCAG staff comments, please contact
the IGR Program, attn.: Ryan Bafiuelos, Senior Regional Planner, at (213) 630-1532 or
IGR@scag.ca.gov. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Lijin Sun
Lijin Sun

Planning Supervisor, Planning Strategy Department

! Local jurisdictions and other lead agencies shall have the sole discretion to determine a local project’s or
plan’s consistency and/or alignment with Connect SoCal 2024 for the purpose of determining consistency for
CEQA purposes.
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SCAG STAFF COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS COMMUNITY PLAN [SCAG NO. IGR11245]

CONNECT SOCAL 2024

Connect SoCal 2024 (Plan) is a long-range visioning plan for the six-county SCAG region, reflecting a continuation of
the shift towards more efficient resource management including transportation infrastructure resources, land
resources and environmental resources. The Plan highlights the existing land use and transportation conditions
throughout the SCAG region and forecasts the region’s evolving transportation needs between 2024 and 2050. The
Plan identifies and prioritizes expenditures of the anticipated funding for transportation projects of all transportation
modes: highways, streets and roads, transit, rail, bicycle, and pedestrian, as well as aviation ground access.

The Plan was developed to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) per capita emission reduction targets, consistent with
Senate Bill (SB) 375 and other regional goals. In accordance with federal fiscal constraint requirements, Connect
SoCal 2024 is a financially constrained Plan in terms of transportation revenues and expenditures. Connect SoCal
2024 would reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and improve the region’s long-term economic viability
through more than $751 billion in transportation investments and a more sustainable regional development pattern.
To view Connect SoCal 2024 and the accompanying technical reports, please visit the Connect SoCal 2024 webpage.

Connect SoCal 2024 Vision and Goals

The SCAG Regional Council fully adopted the Plan on April 4, 2024. Connect SoCal 2024 represents the vision for the
region and reflects the planned transportation investments, policies, and strategies that integrate with the Forecasted
Regional Development Pattern to achieve the Plan’s goals. The Vision and Goals for Connect SoCal 2024 are rooted in
the direction set forth by Connect SoCal 2020, reflecting both SCAG’s statutory requirements, the emerging trends, and
persistent challenges facing the region. Reflecting input from engagement with stakeholders and members of the public,
SCAG's vision for Southern California in the year 2050 is “A healthy, prosperous, accessible and connected region for a
more resilient and equitable future.” The following goals and subgoals helps the SCAG region to achieve this vision.

Mobility: Build and maintain an integrated multimodal transportation network

® Support investments that are well-maintained and operated, coordinated, resilient and result in improved
safety, improved air quality and minimized greenhouse gas emissions

® Ensure that reliable, accessible, affordable and appealing travel options are readily available, while striving to
enhance equity in the offerings in high-need communities

® Support planning for people of all ages, abilities and backgrounds

Communities: Develop, connect and sustain communities that are livable and thriving

® (Create human-centered communities in urban, suburban and rural settings to increase mobility options and
reduce travel distances

®  Produce and preserve diverse housing types in an effort to improve affordability, accessibility and opportunities
for all households

Environment: Create a healthy region for the people of today and tomorrow

® Develop communities that are resilient and can mitigate, adapt to and respond to chronic and acute stresses
and disruptions, such as climate change

® |ntegrate the region’s development pattern and transportation network to improve air quality, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and enable more sustainable use of energy and water

® Conserve the region’s resources

Economy: Support a sustainable, efficient and productive regional economic environment that provides

opportunities for all residents

® Improve access to jobs and educational resources

® Advance a resilient and efficient goods movement system that supports the economic vitality of the region,
attainment of clean air and quality of life for our communities
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For ease of review, SCAG staff encourages the use of a side-by-side comparison of SCAG goals with discussions of
the consistency, non-consistency, or non-applicability of the goals and supportive analysis in a table format.
Suggested format is as follows:

SCAG CONNECT SOCAL 2024 GOALS AND SUBGOALS

Goal/Subgoal Analysis
Mobility Goal: Build and maintain an integrated multimodal | Consistent: Statement as to why; Not-Consistent:
transportation network Statement as to why; or Not Applicable: Statement as

to why; DEIR page number reference

Mobility Subgoal:  Support investments that are well-maintained | Consistent: Statement as to why, Not-Consistent:
and operated, coordinated, resilient and result | Statement as to why; or Not Applicable: Statement as
in improved safety, improved air quality and | to why; DEIR page number reference
minimized greenhouse gas emissions

etc. etc.

Connect SoCal 2024 Key Elements

Unique to this plan cycle, SCAG developed a set of Regional Planning Policies and Implementation Strategies to guide
decision-making in the region toward integrated land use and transportation planning and other goals in Connect
SoCal 2024. Eighty-eight Regional Planning Policies provide guidance for integrating land use and transportation
planning to realize the vision of Connect SoCal 2024. The Implementation Strategies help the region to achieve this
vision for the future and are priorities for SCAG efforts in fulfilling or going beyond the Regional Planning Policies.
The Regional Planning Policies and Implementation Strategies were developed to achieve California’s greenhouse
gas emission reduction goals as set forth in SB 375 and federal Clean Air Act Section 176(c) requirements for
transportation conformity while meeting the broader regional objectives, such as improved equity and resilience in
addition to preservation of natural lands, improvement of public health, increased roadway safety, support for the
region’s vital goods movement industries and more efficient use of resources. The Plan also includes a detailed
project list; strategic investments to bridge local plans with overarching regional performance targets and goals; a
growth forecast and regional development pattern based on population, household and employment growth
projections by 2050; and a transportation network including a list of transportation projects and investments.

Connect SoCal 2024 presents a summary of that work in five chapters of the Main Plan with additional details on
Plan elements and analysis in the Plan’s accompanying 15 Technical Reports. Connect SoCal 2024 builds upon the
progress from previous RTP/SCS cycles, reflecting both SCAG’s statutory requirements, the emerging trends, and
persistent challenges facing the region. These policies offer a resource by which County Transportation Commissions
(CTCs) or local jurisdictions within the SCAG region, when seeking resources from state or federal programs, can
refer to specific policies to demonstrate alignment with the RTP/SCS.

Regional Growth Forecast and Forecasted Regional Development Pattern

As part of developing a Sustainable Communities Strategy per SB 375, SCAG must include a “forecasted development
pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network and other transportation measures
and policies ...” enables SCAG to reach its per capita GHG emission reduction target of 19 percent below 2005 levels
by 2035. SCAG staff prepared a Forecasted Regional Development Pattern for Connect SoCal 2024 through 2050, the
horizon year of the Plan. The regional growth forecast determines the projected increase in population, households,
and jobs based on local general plans and known development entitlement agreements, including available data
from 6th cycle housing element updates. The Connect SoCal 2024 Demographic and Growth Forecast Technical
Report includes detailed discussions on socioeconomic data, including additional detail on the growth forecast,
growth vision, and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) consistency in Section of the Technical Report. The
Connect SoCal 2024 Land Use and Communities Technical Report includes the most recent planning assumptions
and estimates of population and housing.
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SCAG’s work helps facilitate implementation, but SCAG does not directly implement or construct projects or have
land use authority. Achieving a sustained regional outcome depends upon informed and intentional local action. To
access jurisdictional level growth estimates and forecasts for years 2035 and 2050, please refer to the Final Connect
SoCal 2024 growth forecast data. The growth forecasts for the region and the applicable jurisdiction is below.

Adopted SCAG Region Growth Forecasts U7 CULCB DT )
Forecasts
Year 2019 Year 2030 Year 2035 Year 2050 Year 2019 Year 2035 Year 2050
Population 18,827,000 | 19,476,000 | 19,946,000 | 20,909,000 | 10,046,000 | 10,449,000 | 10,793,000
Households 6,193,000 7,006,000 7,311,000 7,814,000 3,393,000 3,933,000 4,155,000
Employment | 8,976,000 9,609,000 9,885,000 | 10,276,000 | 5,031,000 5,386,000 5,461,000

Consistency with Connect SoCal 2024

SCAG provides informational resources to facilitate the lead agency’s consistency determination of the proposed project
with Connect SoCal 2024. For the purpose of determining consistency with CEQA, local jurisdictions shall have the sole
discretion to determine a local project’s or plan’s consistency and/or alignment with Connect SoCal 20242

CEQA MITIGATION MEASURES

The SCAG Regional Council certified the Final Program Environmental Impact Report for Connect SoCal 2024 (2024
PEIR) and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Findings of Fact, and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations on April 4, 2024. The mitigation approach used in the 2024 PEIR recognizes the limits of
SCAG’s authority; distinguishes between SCAG commitments and project-level responsibilities and authorities;
optimizes flexibility for project implementation; and facilitates CEQA streamlining (e.g., SB 375) and tiering where
appropriate on a project-by project basis determined by each lead agency. Consistent with the approach, the 2024
PEIR identifies regional-level mitigation measures to be implemented by SCAG over the lifetime of the Plan as well
as project-level mitigation measures that lead agencies can and should consider, as applicable and feasible, in
subsequent project-specific design, CEQA review, and decision-making processes. Given that SCAG is not an
implementing agency and has no decision-making authority over projects or any land use authority, it is ultimately
up to each lead agency’s own discretion to determine the appropriateness of mitigation measures, including
exploring opportunities of voluntary regional advance mitigation programs, based on project-specific circumstances
such as individual site conditions, project specific details, and community values. Therefore, SCAG staff recommends
that the proposed project’s CEQA lead agency review the 2024 PEIR for guidance, as appropriate.

2SCAG. April 2024. Connect SoCal 2024 Demographic and Growth Forecast Technical Report. Accessible at:
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/23-2987-tr-demographics-growth-forecast-final-040424.pdf
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From: Sam Wang

To: General Hospital Project

Subject: South Coast AQMD Staff's Comments on Revised NOP of a Draft Subsequent EIR for the Los Angeles County
General Hospital Plan

Date: Friday, November 21, 2025 9:52:01 PM

Attachments: LAC251029-03 NOP Los Angeles County General Hospital Plan.pdf

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Dear Ms. Hence,

Attached are South Coast AQMD staff’s comments on Revised NOP of a Draft Subsequent EIR for

the Los Angeles County General Hospital Plan (South Coast AQMD Control Number: LAC251029-03).
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Regards,
Sam

Sam Wang

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR

Planning, Rule Development & Implementation
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765
(909) 396-2649

swangl(@agmd.gov



South Coast o
4 Air Quality Management District
oy 2 | 8605 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
(209) 396-2000 - www.aqmd.gov

SENT VIA E-MAIL.: November 21, 2025
generalhospital@opportunity.lacounty.gov

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Development

County of Los Angeles

Department of Economic Opportunity

510 South Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90020

Revised Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report for the Los Angeles County General Hospital Plan (Proposed Project)

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. Our comments are recommendations
on the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that should be included
in the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Please send a copy of the Draft
SEIR upon its completion and public release directly to South Coast AQMD as copies of the Draft
SEIR submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not forwarded. In addition, please send all
appendices and technical documents related to the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse
gas analyses (electronic versions of all emission calculation spreadsheets, air quality
modeling, and health risk assessment input and output files, not PDF files). Any delays in
providing all supporting documentation for our review will require additional review time
beyond the end of the comment period.

CEOQA Air Quality Analysis

The Lead Agency is recommended to rely on the guidance provided in the South Coast AQMD’s
CEQA Air Quality Handbook and website! when preparing the air quality and greenhouse gas
analyses. It is also recommended that the Lead Agency use the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association’s California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)?* software, to quantify
emissions of air pollutants from typical land use development project.

In addition, the South Coast AQMD has adopted regional air quality significance thresholds® as
well as localized significance thresholds (LST).* If the Lead Agency has not adopted its own
significance thresholds, the Lead Agency is recommended to rely on South Coast AQMD’s
adopted thresholds for determining whether the Proposed Project’s air quality and greenhouse gas
impacts are significant. It is important to note that the localized analysis can be conducted by either
using the LST screening tables or performing air dispersion modeling.

' South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and other resources for preparing air quality analyses can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook.

2 CalEEMod is available free of charge at: www.caleemod.com.

3 South Coast AQMD’s air quality significance thresholds can be found at: https://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-

source/ceqa/handbook/south-coast-agmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
4 South Coast AQMD’s guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at:

http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds.
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The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality and greenhouse gas impacts
that could occur from all phases of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to the
Proposed Project. Air quality and greenhouse gas impacts from both construction (including
demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts
typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from
grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources (e.g.,
heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker vehicle
trips, material transport trips, and hauling trips). Operation-related air quality and greenhouse gas
impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers and
air pollution control devices), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g.,
on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality and greenhouse gas impacts
from indirect sources, such as sources that generate or attract vehicular trips, should be included
in the analysis. Furthermore, if the Lead Agency elects to rely on South Coast AQMD’s air quality
significance thresholds, the emissions from the overlapping construction and operational activities
should be combined and compared to South Coast AQMD’s air quality significance thresholds for
operation to determine the level of significance.

Also, if implementation of the Proposed Project would require the use of new stationary and
portable sources, including but not limited to emergency generators, fire water pumps, boilers,
spray booths, etc., one or more air permits from South Coast AQMD will be required, and the role
of South Coast AQMD would change from a Commenting Agency under CEQA to a Responsible
Agency as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15381. The assumptions in the air quality analysis
in the EIR will be the basis for evaluating the air permit(s) under CEQA and imposing permit
conditions and limits. Questions about air permit requirements should be directed to South Coast
AQMD’s Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385.

In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 sets forth specific procedures for a Responsible
Agency, including making a decision on the adequacy of the CEQA document for use as part of
evaluating the applications for air permits. For these reasons, the EIR should include a discussion
about any new stationary and portable equipment requiring South Coast AQMD air permits and
identify South Coast AQMD as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project, if applicable.
Also, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Sections15086, the Lead Agency is required to consult with
all Responsible Agencies with discretionary approval power over the Proposed Project. Thus, if
air permits are required and South Coast AQMD is identified as a Responsible Agency, please let
this comment letter serve as South Coast AQMD’s request to convene a meeting with the Lead
Agency as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15104 to discuss the scope and content of the
environmental information that will need to be included in the Draft EIR.

Mitigation Measures

In the event that the Proposed Project results in significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA
requires that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized to
minimize these impacts. Any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be analyzed.
Several resources to assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the
Proposed Project include South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook,> South Coast

5> South Coast AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Available at:https:/www.agmd.gov/home/rules-
compliance/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook
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AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan,®
and Southern California Association of Government’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, also referred
to as “Connect SoCal 2024”7

Mitigation measures for operational air quality impacts from other area sources that the Lead
Agency should consider in the Draft SEIR may include the following:

e Maximize use of solar energy by installing solar energy arrays.

e Use light colored paving and roofing materials.

e Utilize only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances.

e Use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products that go beyond the requirements of

South Coast AQMD Rule 1113.

South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that air quality,
greenhouse gas, and health risk impacts from the Proposed Project are accurately evaluated and
mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at
swangl (@agmd.gov.

Sincerely,

Sam Wang

Sam Wang
Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR
Planning, Rule Development & Implementation

SW
LAC251029-03
Control Number

¢ South Coast AQMD’s 2022 Air Quality Management Plan can be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-
plans/air-quality-mgt-plan (Chapter 4 - Control Strategy and Implementation).

7 Southern California Association of Governments’ 2020-2045 RTP/SCS or “Connect SoCal 2024 can be found at:
https://scag.ca.gov/connect-socal.
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Dear Ms. Hence:

On behalf of SEIU Local 721 (“Local 721”), please see attached comment regarding the above-
referenced project. Please confirm receipt of this message and add my office to the interested
party list. Many thanks.

-JRS

Jorpan R. Sisson, Esa.
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transmission and its attachments without reading or saving in any manner.



LAW OFFICE OF J]ORDAN R. SISSON
LAND UsE, ENVIRONMENTAL & MUNICIPAL LAW

3993 Orange Street, Suite 201 Office: (951) 405-8127 jordan@jrsissonlaw.com
Riverside, CA 92501 Direct: (951) 542-2735 www.jrsissonlaw.com

October 27,2025
VIA EMAIL:

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Projects

County of Los Angeles, Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor

Los Angeles, California 90020
generalhospital@opportunity.lacounty.gov

RE:  NOP COMMENTS FOR L.A. COUNTY GENERAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS COMMUNITY PLAN;
SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2014051061)

Dear Ms. Hence:

On behalf of SEIU Local 721 (“Local 721"), this office respectfully provides the following
comments! regarding the General Hospital Campus Community Plan (“Project”) located on an
approximate 82-acre property at and around 1200 State Street (“Site”). Local 721 thanks the
County of Los Angeles (“County”) for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Notice of
Preparation (“NOP”) for a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”).

According to the NOP and other public documents,? the proposed Project approvals include
three main approvals. (See Video, 18:00-19:00.) First, the Project will require implementation of a
new “Master Plan” (i.e., as compared to the 2014 Master Plan), which will allow a variety of uses
(e.g., commercial, retail, educational facilities, warehouse, general office, medical office, hospital,
industrial, etc.). (See NOP, p. 4; SMS, PDF pp. 17-18.) According to the Scoping Meeting Slides
(“SMS”), the Project will be implemented in multiple phases over an approximate 25 years. (See
SMS, PDF p. 25.) Second, for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the
SEIR will serve as a Program Environmental Impact Report (“PEIR”) to evaluate the maximum
envelope at a program level. (See SMS, PDF pp. 25-26.) Third, the Project also contemplates a
Community Benefits Agreement (“CBA(s)”) between the developer and community to deliver
tangible, equitable outcomes for surrounding neighborhoods. (See SMS, PDF pp. 25-26.)

As a member of the Centennial Campus Redevelopment (“CCR”) Community Advisory
Committee (“CAC”), Local 721 also thanks L.A. County Supervisorial District 1 office and the
developer (Centennial Partners) for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Project, including
the Master Plan, CBA, and Program EIR (collectively “Project Approvals”). As discussed further
below, Local 721 respectfully requests that the County recirculate the NOP with an initial study (“IS”
that provides greater information about the proposed Project, phasing, and other key details. This
would allow more meaningful comments from the public on the forthcoming SEIR/PEIR, including,
but not limited to, concerns about impacts, mitigation, and alternatives—as explained further in
the five (5) comments provided below.

1 Herein, page citations are either the stated pagination (i.e., “p. #”) or PDF-page location (i.e., “PDF p. #”).
Z See e.g., Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) (9/26/25); Scoping Meeting Slides (“SMS”) (10/8/25); Scoping
Meeting Video (“Video”); AB 179 Project Plan (“AB179 Project Plan”) (4/3/24).
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1. THE NOP NEEDS TO CLARIFY THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE.

Under CEQA, the NOP must provide sufficient information concerning the project and its
potential environmental effects to enable them to make a “meaningful response.” (CEQA Guidelines
§15082(a)(1).) At a minimum, the notice must contain a description of the project. (Id., subd
(a)(1)(A).) An accurate and complete project description is fundamental to the public and
decisionmakers’ process under CEQA.3 The NOP enables responding agencies to provide the lead
agency with specific details about the scope and content of the environmental information (e.g.,
potential significant environmental issues, reasonable alternatives, mitigation measures). (Id., at
subd. (b).) Projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance (such as the case here [NOP, p.
2]), require public scoping meetings.4

Here, the NOP does not include an initial study and describes the Project as a mixed-use
development without intensity, phasing, and other potential project design features. (See NOP, p.
4.) This project description does not provide certain information (square footage, density, etc.) to
enable the public to provide meaningful comments on potential impacts, alternatives, and
mitigation measures. Based on the County’s recent Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (“ENA”)
process, the maximum buildout of the Master Plan (i.e., the Project) may total 885 housing units
(with at least 30% affordable units) and about 1.680 million square feet of other development
space. (See AB179 Project Plan, pp. 1-2.) Similarly, while the Project buildout may be developed in
three phases (id., at p. 3), the NOP describes as future development over the next 25-year period.
(See SMS, PDF p. 19.)

Furthermore, the proposed uses of the Project (as described in the ENA) are very different
from the uses and intensity proposed in the 2014 Master Plan EIR (e.g., primarily medical-related
office with limited other uses).5> While the 2014 Master Plan EIR and other CEQA reviews are
referenced (e.g., 2014 EIR, 2017 Addendum, 2023 Addendum, 2025 Addendum) (NOP, p. 4),6 none
of these documents seems to be readily available on the County’s website for the Project.” While the
NOP suggests that this will be discussed in the SEIR (NOP, p. 1), it would be helpful for the public at
this NOP stage to be provided basic information about the existing previously analyzed uses at the
Project Site and the proposed contemplated uses with intensities (e.g., beds, square feet, units, etc.).
This would enable meaningful comments from the public about impacts, mitigation, and
alternatives.

In sum, the NOP project description is too vague for the public to provide meaningful
responses to the NOP, which should include an initial study (“IS”) to facilitate environmental
assessment early in the design of a project and to determine whether a previously prepared EIR
will be used.8 So too, lead agencies have discretion in the format of initial studies.® Here, an initial
study that includes basic information identifying relevant project changes since 2014 would be
helpful, such as a table and maps showing the previously approved uses (i.e., uses, density, location)
from the 2014 Master Plan stage through the most recent Addendum. Additionally, a list of the

3 San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr. v. Cnty. of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 654-55; Western Placer
Citizens for an Agr. and Rural Env’t v. Cnty. of Placer (2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 890, 898.

4 CEQA Guidelines §15082(c)(1).

5 EIR Addendum (Jun. 2025), PDF pp. 27-28.

6 EIR Addendum (Jun. 2025), PDF pp. 27-32.

7 LA County General Hospital & West Campus: Centennial Development Project.

8 CEQA Guidelines § 15063(c).

9 CEQA Guidelines § 15063(f).
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current mitigations, conditions, and MMRP applicable to the Project Site would be helpful. Also, the
NOP should identify the most likely/preferred Project buildout under the Master Plan, which was to
be developed between April 2024 and February 2025. (See AB 179 Project Plan, p. 2.) Furthermore,
the IS should identify what future project approvals would be required subsequent to the adoption
of the Master Plan (e.g., conditional use permits, site plan review, other discretionary approvals,
substantial conformance determinations, etc.). The above information is critical for the public to
provide meaningful responses to concerns about potential impacts, mitigation, and alternatives.
The IS can also include additional information to address the issues discussed in the remaining
comments.

2. THE NOP NEEDS To CLARIFY THE SCOPE OF THE PROGRAM EIR AND FUTURE CEQA REVIEW.

Under CEQA, a program EIR may be prepared to support approval of an overall program,
and to simplify later environmental review as activities within the program are considered, may
focus on program-wide issues and leave to later detailed CEQA analysis of issues specific to
particular program components.10 By contrast, a program EIR that is designed to allow approval of
activities within the program without the need for further CEQA review should provide a
description of the activities that would implement the program and a specific and comprehensive
evaluation of the program’s foreseeable environmental impacts, so that those activities can be
approved on the basis of the program EIR without future CEQA analysis.!! Program EIRs may also
combine the two approaches, examining the program as a whole at a programmatic level of detail,
while also examining some activities within the program at a project-specific level of detail.12

Here, the NOP suggests the Program EIR will consider program-wide mitigation for
maximum development over 25 years and will focus on maximum buildout rather than project
specifics (suggesting the first approach with future CEQA review of project specifics). (See NOP, p.
5; SMS, PDF pp. 18, 25-26; Video, 29:00-30:00.) However, the County also suggests “flexibility” and
future developments staying within “thresholds” of the PEIR (suggesting a second approach with no
further CEQA review on project specifics). (See SMS, PDF pp. 18, 26.) Nor is it clear if some impact
categories will be covered under the PEIR with others deferred for future narrow CEQA review, or a
combination thereof, which may be determined in the future via a checklist.

In sum, the NOP is unclear about the scope of the PEIR. It is recommended that the NOP be
recirculated with an initial study that clarifies this issue, such as identifying the scope of the PEIR
and which resource categories will be mitigated at a program-level, deferred for future project-
specific level, or a combination thereof. Additionally, the IS should clarify post-PEIR
implementation, including the types of entitlements and CEQA reviews anticipated for the
implementation of specific projects (e.g., NegDec, MND, SEIR, substantial conformance, checklist
compliance, etc.). Furthermore, this should clarify potential phasing, thresholds, and other objective
criteria (e.g., square footage, timing of various project components, target use mix, caps on VMTs,
GHG efficiency thresholds, etc.).

10 CEQA Guidelines § 15168(d)(2) & (3); City of Hayward v Board of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2015) 242
Cal.App.4th 833, 849; Town of Atherton v California High-Speed Rail Auth. (2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 314, 345.
11 CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(1)-(2), (5); Center for Biological Diversity v Department of Fish &

Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 237.

12 See, e.g., Claremont Canyon Conservancy v Regents of Univ. of Cal. (2023) 92 Cal.App.5th 474, 481; Mission
Bay Alliance v Office of Community Inv. & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160.
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3. EXTRA CARE SHOULD BE GIVEN T0 OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELYING ON CBAS T0 ENSURE
THEY ARE ENFORCEABLE AND INCLUDE OTHER ENFORCEMENT MECHANISMS.

Under CEQA, when approving a project that will have significant environmental impacts not
fully mitigated, a lead agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations,” finding that
the Project’s benefits outweigh its environmental harm. (Pub. Res. Code § 21081 (b); see also CEQA
Guidelines § 15043.) An overriding statement expresses the larger, more general reasons for
approving the Project, such as the need to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes, and the
like.13 It must fully inform and disclose the specific benefits expected to outweigh environmental
impacts, supported by substantial evidence. (See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15043(b) & 15093(b).14)
However, an agency may adopt a statement of overriding considerations only after it has imposed
all feasible mitigation measures to reduce a project’s impact to less than significant levels. (See
CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091 & 15126.4.) Hence, decisionmakers may not approve a project when
feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen or avoid such impacts. (See e.g., Pub. Res.
Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2).) So too, additional overriding considerations may
be necessary to adequately override those additional impacts that the DEIR underestimates.

Here, the County is contemplating community benefit agreements (“CBA(s)”). (See NOP, p.
4; SMS, PDF pp. 17, 19.) While CBAs are valuable tools that may serve as the basis of future
overriding considerations, they must be carefully crafted to avoid various pitfalls and address other
issues.

First, the CBA must not conflate mitigation with community benefits. It is recommended
that the County use the most stringent thresholds to ensure mitigation is implemented, which is an
independent requirement of an overriding consideration. To the extent that a CEQA review masks
significant impacts through more permissive thresholds, this can impede meaningful public
discussion and skew the decisionmaker’s perspective on the environmental consequences of the
Project, the necessity of mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project approval.ts

Second, a key component of effective CBAs is adequate enforcement, which may include
various mechanisms.!¢ For the CBAs to be effective, they must be enforceable by the intended
beneficiary, which must have adequate resources to monitor and enforce them, and may require
legal enforcement years after the CBAs were initially entered into. So too it must address third-
party beneficiaries, and should provide an incentive to address potential defaults in a timely
fashion. Additionally, due to the length of the Master Plan and the uncertainty of future
developments and evolving circumstances, post-approval issues may arise that frustrate the CBA
terms and/or affect the surrounding community.

13 See e.g., Concerned Citizens of S. Central LA v. Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 847.
14 See also Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1222-1223.

15 Cleveland 111 (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 444; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52
Cal.3d 553, 564 (quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 392).

16 Minnesota Journal of Law & Inequality (Jun. 2022) Contracting with Communities: An Analysis of the
Enforceability of Community Benefits Agreements of Community Benefits Agreements, pp. 290-293; DTSC
(10/20/22) CBA Workshop #1 Summary, pp. 3. 7; Journal of Affordable Housing (Fall 2007 /Winter 2008)
Community Benefits Agreements: Definitions, Values, and Legal Enforceability, pp. 47-51; Clean Energy
Transition Institute (7/24/25) Community Benefits Agreements: Opportunities, Barriers, and Best Practices;
Columbia Law School CBA Database; Oakland Terminal CBA Orientation.
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Third, to the extent the PEIR is unable to assess future conditions that may arise, there are

common land use tools that can mitigate this risk, which can be more responsive than merely
claiming impacts are speculative or relying on the lead agency’s discretionary enforcement of
mitigation measures and conditions of approval. For example, a CBA requirement can be
complemented by the following additional monitoring/enforcement tools:

ADDITIONAL INDEPENDENT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (“DA”) REQUIREMENT: In addition to the
CBA, the County may consider using a DA to help the public agency independently monitor
and enforce the Project (e.g., PEIR, CBA requirements, etc.). An advantage of the DA is that it
requires annual reviews to ensure compliance with terms. This can also provide the public
with an opportunity to submit information to the County regarding compliance. Lead
agencies and applicants have some flexibility in crafting DAs, which may be helpful during
this Master Plan phase, post-approval for project-specific developments, and/or both.
Lastly, it should be noted that the DA requirement (enforcement by public agencies’
contract rights) is independent of the CBA (i.e., enforcement by community/party contract
rights), which are not mutually exclusive.

QUARTERLY COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE (“CAC”) MEETINGS: CACs are a common
planning tool for large projects that pose ongoing concerns (e.g., stadium projects,
universities, major industrial projects, etc.).1” The current temporary Campus
Redevelopment (“CCR”) Community Advisory Committee (“CAC”) is a good start, which can
serve as a foundation for a permanent/ongoing CAC over the life of the Master Plan. Like the
CCR CAC, an ongoing CAC should include community stakeholders on and around the
Project Site who are familiar with local issues. Similarly, the CAC should consist of
stakeholders with the resources, familiarity, and expertise to help ensure the enforcement
of CBAs and MMRPs. This CAC could also be done in coordination with the Wellness Center
and the Health Innovation Community Partnership (“HICP”). CACs also serve as a helpful
tool to address ongoing compliance issues that can be raised during quarterly onsite
meetings. This type of meeting poses minimal costs for applicants of large sites, and an
informal CAC process can help resolve community issues quickly and efficiently. Critically,
an ongoing CAC meeting requirement, composition, and responsibilities should be codified
within the Master Plan and/or other Project Approval, which is not mutually exclusive to
coordinating with HICP and other existing reviews.

ANNUAL REVIEWS: State law requires annual DA reviews to ensure the applicant’s good-faith
compliance with terms.18 This can serve as a valuable mechanism to ensure ongoing
compliance with CBA commitments, Master Plan assumptions and thresholds, the Project’s
long-term buildout, PEIR MMRP, and other relevant factors.

/17

17 See e.g., Oakland Howard Terminal CBA Orientation, PDF pp. 6-9 (noting numerous stadium projects
throughout the nation); Los Angeles County; PDF pp. 4, 10 (sale of public land for housing project); Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, PDF pp. 43-46, 56 (involving fishermen and offshore wind energy projects); City of
Long Beach, PDF pp. 19-20, 260 (specific plan for the redevelopment of coastal zone subject to CEQA); Loyola
Marymount University (located in the City of Los Angeles);Sunshine Canyon Landfill (CAC established by
County for private landfill); Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CAC established by County for another private landfill)
18 Gov. Code § 65865.1.
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In sum, a recirculated NOP with an IS could offer more details on the scope/purpose of the
CBAs and other live questions (e.g., use as a potential statement of overriding consideration, how it
will be incorporated into the Master Plan, how it will be relied upon in subsequent post-approval
review, whether there will be future project-specific CBAs, whether the County is considering the
use of DAs, CACs, and/or annual reviews, etc.).

4. THE PUBLIC NEEDS MORE INFORMATION T0 PROVIDE MEANINGFUL RECOMMENDATIONS ON
ALTERNATIVES.

Under CEQA, the core of an EIR requires a lead agency to select a reasonable range of
alternatives for evaluation guided by a clearly written statement of objectives.19 A reasonable range
of alternatives should be capable of being accomplished successfully, thereby attaining most of the
basic objectives of the Project and achieving the Project’s underlying fundamental purpose.2?

Here, the NOP states that a reasonable range of feasible alternatives will be discussed in the
Draft SEIR. (See NOP p. 5.) However, the public is unable to provide meaningful comments about
what alternatives may be recommended due to the lack of information about the proposed buildout
under the Master Plan and PEIR (discussed above). In addition to the proposed Project (i.e., uses
and intensities), the PEIR should consider a no-Project alternative (i.e., development under the
current Master Plan and conditions) and a reduced-density alternative. These alternatives should
also be augmented by alternatives that minimize impacts, which the prior EIR found to be
significant and unavoidable for various resources (e.g., air quality, GHGs, noise, transportation, and
utilities, etc.). (See SMS, PDF p. 22.) The new Master Plan and revised Project may include
additional and/or exacerbated impacts (e.g., housing, population, public services, environmental
justice, etc.). The PEIR should include alternatives that minimize these risks, especially induced
demand on affordable housing. While the Project may include onsite affordable housing, the Project
components will generate significant employment that may induce off-site housing demand. This
should not be minimized (e.g., looking only from a regional perspective) and should be given a
thorough analysis (e.g., including localized impacts).

In sum, a recirculated NOP with an IS with more information would allow more meaningful
comments about proposed alternatives from the public.

5. ROBUST MITIGATION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED.

As discussed above, more information about the Project and Project Approvals are
necessary to provide more meaningful comments about mitigation. For example, a recirculated NOP
with an IS could specify the existing conditions under prior CEQA reviews, which specific impacts
were found already found significant/unavoidable, what current mitigations are in place, the
proposed Project, and what new or exacerbated impacts are to be expected. This basic information
would allow the public to provide more specific examples of mitigation that should be considered.

/77

19 Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564-65; CEQA Guidelines § 15124 (b).
20 Pub. Res. Code § 21061.1; Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1509 (citing CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(a) and (f)); In re Bay-Delta (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1164-1165 (citing CEQA Guidelines
§ 15124(b)).
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In the meantime, the SEIR/PEIR should consider robust sustainable project design features
and mitigation measures, such as those recommended by the California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (“CAPCOA”), the Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”), the
California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), and other agencies.?! This is particularly relevant to
measures to minimize impacts on VMTs, GHGs, and energy impacts, such as the following:

e CAPCOA STRATEGIES: CAPCOA offers numerous traffic demand management (“TDM")
strategies (i.e., T-1 through T-54), which may also reduce mobile emissions (e.g., criteria
pollutants and GHGs).22 Additional GHG reductions can be achieved by incorporating
sustainability features into the Project, such as those CAPCOA-suggested non-transportation
GHG reduction measures (energy, water, solid waste, natural and working lands,
construction, refrigerants, misc.).

e RTP/SCS PROJECT-LEVEL MITIGATION: As part of the development of the 2024 2024 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (“RTP/SCS”) (also known as
“Connect SoCal”),23 SCAG prepared a Program EIR, which identifies mitigation measures
that are broken up into two categories: (1) SCAG mitigation measures for program-wide
measures to be implemented by SCAG; and (2) project-level mitigation measures with
example measures for lead agencies to consider for Project- and site-specific environmental
reviews. (2024 RTP/SCS, p. 110.) The 2024 RTP/SCS Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program Matrix (“MMRP”)24 identifies numerous project-level mitigation measures
(“PMM”), similar to the MMRP for the previous 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR.z> Many of the PMMs
are interrelated with multiple resources (e.g., air quality, GHG, traffic, utilities), which are
relevant to the Project’s sustainability.
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21 Office of Planning Research (“OPR”) (Dec. 2018) Technical Advisory, p. 27, https://
opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf; Los Angeles County Public Works (7/23/20)
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, pp. 15, 21, 33-34.

22 CAPCOA (Dec. 2021) Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate
Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity, pp. 31-32, 73, 76, 80-96,
https://www.airquality.org/ClimateChange/Documents/Final%20Handbook_AB434.pdf; CAPCOA (Aug.
2010) Quantifying GHGs and Mitigation, pp. 64-74, https://www.contracosta.ca.gov/
DocumentCenter/View/34123/CAPCOA-2010-GHG-Quantification-PDF.

23 SCAG (Dec. 2019) Final Program EIR, pp. 2.0-18 - 2.0-71 (see “project-level mitigation measures” for air
quality, GHG, and transportation impacts), https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/
fpeir_connectsocal_complete.pdf?1607981618; 2024 RTP/SCS, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
05/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-final-complete-040424.pdf; SCAG (Apr. 2024) MMRP for the 2024 RTP/SCS
PEIR, pp. A-3 - A-47, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05 /exhibit_a_mmrp_508_final.pdf; SCAG
(May 2020) MMRP for the 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR, pp. 2-52 (see “project-level mitigation measures” for air
quality, GHG, and transportation impacts), https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05 /exhibit-
a_connectsocal_peir.pdf.

24 SCAG (Apr. 2024) MMRP for the 2024 RTP/SCS PEIR, pp. A-3 - A-47,
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/exhibit_a_mmrp_508_final.pdf.

25 SCAG (May 2020) MMRP for the 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR, pp. 2-52 (see “project-level mitigation measures” for
air quality, GHG, and transportation impacts), https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05 /exhibit-
a_connectsocal_peir.pdf.
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e CARB SCOPING PLAN MEASURES: There are numerous measures CARB urges for local action,26
which are included in the 2022 Scoping Plan Appendix D (Local Action),2” which builds
upon the prior 2017 Scoping Plan Appendix B (Local Action),?8 including but not limited to:
(i) 2022 Scoping Plan’s Priority GHG Reduction Strategies; (ii) 2022 Scoping Plan’s Key
Residential/Mixed Use Attributes related to; (iii) 2017 Scoping Plan’s policies; and (iv) 2017
Scoping Plan’s feasible mitigation measures related to:

The above mitigation strategies can be incorporated into a program-wide and project-
specific MMRP, which could serve as a useful basis for a potential checklist for future developments
relying on the Master Plan PEIR. Furthermore, an annual review process and CAC meetings could
provide opportunities to assess the effectiveness of ongoing mitigation measures and/or the need
to augment them with replacement mitigation.

In conclusion, Local 721 thanks the County for the opportunity to provide these NOP
comments and respectfully requests that the County recirculate the NOP with an IS that includes
basic information about the Project approvals (e.g., Master Plan, PEIR, CBAs), as well as the other
issues discussed above. Local 721 looks forward to participating in the CEQA review process and
working cooperatively with the County to ensure the Project is environmentally responsible and
provides adequate public benefits. This office requests all notices concerning any CEQA/land use
actions involving the Project and Project Approvals as required under applicable law. (See e.g., Pub.
Res. Code §§ 21092.2, 21167(f); Gov. Code § 65092.) Please send notice by electronic and regular
mail, and inform us of any fees associated with this request. Thank you for consideration of these
comments. We ask that this letter be placed in the Project’s administrative record.

Sincerely,

(!
A L pa—— —
| G !

Jordan R. Sisson, Esq.

26 CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, 4, 7, 24, 29 & Appendix D, p. 23 ; CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan; id., Appendix B-Local
Action, pp. 1-8, 7-9.

27 CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix D (Local Action), pp. 11-12, 22-23,
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-11/2022-sp-appendix-d-local-actions.pdf.

28 CARB 2017 Scoping Plan, Appendix B (Local Action), pp. 1-10,
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2030sp_appb_localaction_final.pdf.
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October 27, 2025
VIA EMAIL:

Krystin Hence, Assistant Director, Capital Projects

County of Los Angeles, Department of Economic Opportunity
510 S. Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor

Los Angeles, California 90020
generalhospital@opportunity.lacounty.gov

RE: NOP COMMENTS FOR L.A. COUNTY GENERAL HOSPITAL CAMPUS COMMUNITY PLAN;
SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (SCH # 2014051061)

Dear Ms. Hence:

On behalf of SEIU Local 721 (“Local 721"), this office respectfully provides the following
comments! regarding the General Hospital Campus Community Plan (“Project”) located on an
approximate 82-acre property at and around 1200 State Street (“Site”). Local 721 thanks the County
of Los Angeles (“County”) for the opportunity to provide these comments on the Notice of
Preparation (“NOP”) for a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”).

According to the NOP and other public documents,? the proposed Project approvals include
three main approvals. (See Video, 18:00-19:00.) First, the Project will require implementation of a
new “Master Plan” (i.e., as compared to the 2014 Master Plan), which will allow a variety of uses
(e.g., commercial, retail, educational facilities, warehouse, general office, medical office, hospital,
industrial, etc.). (See NOP, p. 4; SMS, PDF pp. 17-18.) According to the Scoping Meeting Slides
(“SMS”), the Project will be implemented in multiple phases over an approximate 25 years. (See
SMS, PDF p. 25.) Second, for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the
SEIR will serve as a Program Environmental Impact Report (“PEIR”) to evaluate the maximum
envelope at a program level. (See SMS, PDF pp. 25-26.) Third, the Project also contemplates a
Community Benefits Agreement (“CBA(s)”) between the developer and community to deliver
tangible, equitable outcomes for surrounding neighborhoods. (See SMS, PDF pp. 25-26.)

As a member of the Centennial Campus Redevelopment (“CCR”) Community Advisory
Committee (“CAC"), Local 721 also thanks L.A. County Supervisorial District 1 office and the
developer (Centennial Partners) for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Project, including
the Master Plan, CBA, and Program EIR (collectively “Project Approvals”). As discussed further
below, Local 721 respectfully requests that the County recirculate the NOP with an initial study (“IS”)
that provides greater information about the proposed Project, phasing, and other key details. This
would allow more meaningful comments from the public on the forthcoming SEIR/PEIR, including,
but not limited to, concerns about impacts, mitigation, and alternatives—as explained further in the
five (5) comments provided below.

1 Herein, page citations are either the stated pagination (i.e., “p. #”) or PDF-page location (i.e., “PDF p. #”).
Z See e.g., Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) (9/26/25); Scoping Meeting Slides (“SMS”) (10/8/25); Scoping
Meeting Video (“Video”); AB 179 Project Plan (“AB179 Project Plan”) (4/3/24).
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1. The NOP Needs to Clarify the Project Description and Environmental Baseline.

Under CEQA, the NOP must provide sufficient information concerning the project and its
potential environmental effects to enable them to make a “meaningful response.” (CEQA Guidelines
§15082(a)(1).) At a minimum, the notice must contain a description of the project. (Id., subd
(a)(1)(A).) An accurate and complete project description is fundamental to the public and
decisionmakers’ process under CEQA.3 The NOP enables responding agencies to provide the lead
agency with specific details about the scope and content of the environmental information (e.g.,
potential significant environmental issues, reasonable alternatives, mitigation measures). (Id., at
subd. (b).) Projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance (such as the case here [NOP, p.
2]), require public scoping meetings.*

Response: Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines 15082, the Notice of Preparation (NOP)
issued by the County describes the Proposed Project, identifies the Project location, and
identifies that the SEIR will evaluate all 20 of the environmental topics in Appendix G of the
State CEQA Guidelines.

Here, the NOP does not include an initial study and describes the Project as a mixed-use
development without intensity, phasing, and other potential project design features. (See NOP, p. 4.)
This project description does not provide certain information (square footage, density, etc.) to
enable the public to provide meaningful comments on potential impacts, alternatives, and
mitigation measures. Based on the County’s recent Exclusive Negotiation Agreement (“ENA”)
process, the maximum buildout of the Master Plan (i.e., the Project) may total 885 housing units
(with at least 30% affordable units) and about 1.680 million square feet of other development
space. (See AB179 Project Plan, pp. 1-2.) Similarly, while the Project buildout may be developed in
three phases (id., at p. 3), the NOP describes as future development over the next 25-year period.
(See SMS, PDF p. 19.)

Response: The NOP need not contain an exhaustive project description. Pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15082, the lead agency shall release an NOP “immediately after deciding
that an environmental impact report is required for a project.” The NOP issued by the County
provides sufficient information for individuals to provide comments on the scope of the SEIR.

Furthermore, the proposed uses of the Project (as described in the ENA) are very different
from the uses and intensity proposed in the 2014 Master Plan EIR (e.g., primarily medical-related
office with limited other uses).> While the 2014 Master Plan EIR and other CEQA reviews are
referenced (e.g., 2014 EIR, 2017 Addendum, 2023 Addendum, 2025 Addendum) (NOP, p. 4),6 none
of these documents seems to be readily available on the County’s website for the Project.” While the
NOP suggests that this will be discussed in the SEIR (NOP, p. 1), it would be helpful for the public at

3 San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr: v. Cnty. of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 654-55; Western Placer
Citizens for an Agr. and Rural Env’t v. Cnty. of Placer (2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 890, 898.

4 CEQA Guidelines §15082(c)(1).

5 EIR Addendum (Jun. 2025), PDF pp. 27-28.

6 EIR Addendum (Jun. 2025), PDF pp. 27-32.

7 LA County General Hospital & West Campus: Centennial Development Project.
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this NOP stage to be provided basic information about the existing previously analyzed uses at the
Project Site and the proposed contemplated uses with intensities (e.g., beds, square feet, units, etc.).
This would enable meaningful comments from the public about impacts, mitigation, and
alternatives.

Response: The 2014 EIR is currently available on the website, and the addenda are available on
the website for the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors Meeting Agenda and Minutes.

In sum, the NOP project description is too vague for the public to provide meaningful
responses to the NOP, which should include an initial study (“IS”) to facilitate environmental
assessment early in the design of a project and to determine whether a previously prepared EIR will
be used.® So too, lead agencies have discretion in the format of initial studies.® Here, an initial study
that includes basic information identifying relevant project changes since 2014 would be helpful,
such as a table and maps showing the previously approved uses (i.e., uses, density, location) from
the 2014 Master Plan stage through the most recent Addendum. Additionally, a list of the current
mitigations, conditions, and MMRP applicable to the Project Site would be helpful. Also, the NOP
should identify the most likely /preferred Project buildout under the Master Plan, which was to be
developed between April 2024 and February 2025. (See AB 179 Project Plan, p. 2.) Furthermore, the
IS should identify what future project approvals would be required subsequent to the adoption of
the Master Plan (e.g., conditional use permits, site plan review, other discretionary approvals,
substantial conformance determinations, etc.). The above information is critical for the public to
provide meaningful responses to concerns about potential impacts, mitigation, and alternatives. The
IS can also include additional information to address the issues discussed in the remaining
comments.

Response: State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 states that, if the lead agency can determine
that an EIR will clearly be required for a project, an Initial Study is not required. Many of the
details requested by the commenter are aspects of the project that will be provided in the SEIR
Project Description, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. These details are not
required for an NOP. The commenter will have the opportunity to review and comment on
these pieces of information as part of the SEIR itself.

2. The NOP Needs To Clarify The Scope Of The Program EIR And Future CEQA Review.

Under CEQA, a program EIR may be prepared to support approval of an overall program,
and to simplify later environmental review as activities within the program are considered, may
focus on program-wide issues and leave to later detailed CEQA analysis of issues specific to
particular program components.10 By contrast, a program EIR that is designed to allow approval of
activities within the program without the need for further CEQA review should provide a
description of the activities that would implement the program and a specific and comprehensive

8 CEQA Guidelines § 15063(c).

9 CEQA Guidelines § 15063(f).

10 CEQA Guidelines § 15168(d)(2) & (3); City of Hayward v Board of Trustees of Cal. State Univ. (2015) 242
Cal.App.4th 833, 849; Town of Atherton v California High-Speed Rail Auth. (2014) 228 Cal.App.4th 314, 345.
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evaluation of the program’s foreseeable environmental impacts, so that those activities can be
approved on the basis of the program EIR without future CEQA analysis.!! Program EIRs may also
combine the two approaches, examining the program as a whole at a programmatic level of detail,
while also examining some activities within the program at a project-specific level of detail.12

Here, the NOP suggests the Program EIR will consider program-wide mitigation for
maximum development over 25 years and will focus on maximum buildout rather than project
specifics (suggesting the first approach with future CEQA review of project specifics). (See NOP, p. 5;
SMS, PDF pp. 18, 25-26; Video, 29:00-30:00.) However, the County also suggests “flexibility” and
future developments staying within “thresholds” of the PEIR (suggesting a second approach with no
further CEQA review on project specifics). (See SMS, PDF pp. 18, 26.) Nor is it clear if some impact
categories will be covered under the PEIR with others deferred for future narrow CEQA review, or a
combination thereof, which may be determined in the future via a checklist.

In sum, the NOP is unclear about the scope of the PEIR. It is recommended that the NOP be
recirculated with an initial study that clarifies this issue, such as identifying the scope of the PEIR
and which resource categories will be mitigated at a program-level, deferred for future project-
specific level, or a combination thereof. Additionally, the IS should clarify post-PEIR
implementation, including the types of entitlements and CEQA reviews anticipated for the
implementation of specific projects (e.g., NegDec, MND, SEIR, substantial conformance, checklist
compliance, etc.). Furthermore, this should clarify potential phasing, thresholds, and other objective
criteria (e.g., square footage, timing of various project components, target use mix, caps on VMTs,
GHG efficiency thresholds, etc.).

Response: For this SEIR, the intent is to provide a program-level framework. Chapter 2, Project
Description, will provide a regulatory framework for future projects, including the planning
parameters to which future actions must adhere. This approach is consistent with CEQA’s
allowance for program-level analysis where the specific details of future components are not
yet fully defined. Any later activities requiring more detailed, project-specific environmental
review will tier from this SEIR, as permitted under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c) and
15152.

3. Extra Care Should Be Given To Overriding Considerations Relying On CBAs To Ensure They
Are Enforceable And Include Other Enforcement Mechanisms.

Under CEQA, when approving a project that will have significant environmental impacts not
fully mitigated, a lead agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations,” finding that the
Project’s benefits outweigh its environmental harm. (Pub. Res. Code § 21081(b); see also CEQA
Guidelines § 15043.) An overriding statement expresses the larger, more general reasons for
approving the Project, such as the need to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes, and the

11 CEQA Guidelines § 15168(c)(1)-(2), (5); Center for Biological Diversity v Department of Fish &

Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 237.

12 See, e.g., Claremont Canyon Conservancy v Regents of Univ. of Cal. (2023) 92 Cal.App.5th 474, 481; Mission
Bay Alliance v Office of Community Inv. & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160.
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like.13 It must fully inform and disclose the specific benefits expected to outweigh environmental
impacts, supported by substantial evidence. (See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15043(b) & 15093(b).14)
However, an agency may adopt a statement of overriding considerations only after it has imposed all
feasible mitigation measures to reduce a project’s impact to less than significant levels. (See CEQA
Guidelines §§ 15091 & 15126.4.) Hence, decisionmakers may not approve a project when feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen or avoid such impacts. (See e.g., Pub. Res. Code §
21002; CEQA Guidelines § 15092(b)(2).) So too, additional overriding considerations may be
necessary to adequately override those additional impacts that the DEIR underestimates.

Response: The SEIR will identify potentially significant impacts, evaluate feasible mitigation
measures, and determine whether impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Only if
significant and unavoidable impacts remain after application of all feasible mitigation measures
would a Statement of Overriding Consideration be considered by the County.

Here, the County is contemplating community benefit agreements (“CBA(s)”). (See NOP, p.4;
SMS, PDF pp. 17, 19.) While CBAs are valuable tools that may serve as the basis of future overriding
considerations, they must be carefully crafted to avoid various pitfalls and address other issues.

First, the CBA must not conflate mitigation with community benefits. It is recommended
that the County use the most stringent thresholds to ensure mitigation is implemented, which is an
independent requirement of an overriding consideration. To the extent that a CEQA review masks
significant impacts through more permissive thresholds, this can impede meaningful public
discussion and skew the decisionmaker’s perspective on the environmental consequences of the
Project, the necessity of mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project approval.1s

Second, a key component of effective CBAs is adequate enforcement, which may include
various mechanisms.1¢ For the CBAs to be effective, they must be enforceable by the intended
beneficiary, which must have adequate resources to monitor and enforce them, and may require
legal enforcement years after the CBAs were initially entered into. So too it must address third-party
beneficiaries, and should provide an incentive to address potential defaults in a timely fashion.
Additionally, due to the length of the Master Plan and the uncertainty of future developments and
evolving circumstances, post-approval issues may arise that frustrate the CBA terms and/or affect
the surrounding community.

13 See e.g,, Concerned Citizens of S. Central LA v. Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 847.
14 See also Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1222-1223,

15 Cleveland 111 (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 444; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52
Cal.3d 553, 564 (quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 392).

16 Minnesota Journal of Law & Inequality (Jun. 2022) Contracting with Communities: An Analysis of the
Enforceability of Community Benefits Agreements of Community Benefits Agreements, pp. 290-293; DTSC
(10/20/22) CBA Workshop #1 Summary, pp. 3. 7; Journal of Affordable Housing (Fall 2007 /Winter 2008)
Community Benefits Agreements: Definitions, Values, and Legal Enforceability, pp. 47-51; Clean Energy
Transition Institute (7/24/25) Community Benefits Agreements: Opportunities, Barriers, and Best Practices;
Columbia Law School CBA Database; Oakland Terminal CBA Orientation.
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Third, to the extent the PEIR is unable to assess future conditions that may arise, there are
common land use tools that can mitigate this risk, which can be more responsive than merely
claiming impacts are speculative or relying on the lead agency’s discretionary enforcement of
mitigation measures and conditions of approval. For example, a CBA requirement can be
complemented by the following additional monitoring/enforcement tools:

ADDITIONAL INDEPENDENT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (“DA”) REQUIREMENT:
In addition to the CBA, the County may consider using a DA to help the public agency
independently monitor and enforce the Project (e.g., PEIR, CBA requirements, etc.). An
advantage of the DA is that it requires annual reviews to ensure compliance with terms.
This can also provide the public with an opportunity to submit information to the
County regarding compliance. Lead agencies and applicants have some flexibility in
crafting DAs, which may be helpful during this Master Plan phase, post-approval for
project-specific developments, and/or both. Lastly, it should be noted that the DA
requirement (enforcement by public agencies’ contract rights) is independent of the
CBA (i.e., enforcement by community/party contract rights), which are not mutually
exclusive.

QUARTERLY COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE (“CAC”) MEETINGS: CACs are a
common planning tool for large projects that pose ongoing concerns (e.g., stadium
projects, universities, major industrial projects, etc.).1” The current temporary Campus
Redevelopment (“CCR”) Community Advisory Committee (“CAC”) is a good start, which
can serve as a foundation for a permanent/ongoing CAC over the life of the Master Plan.
Like the CCR CAC, an ongoing CAC should include community stakeholders on and
around the Project Site who are familiar with local issues. Similarly, the CAC should
consist of stakeholders with the resources, familiarity, and expertise to help ensure the
enforcement of CBAs and MMRPs. This CAC could also be done in coordination with the
Wellness Center and the Health Innovation Community Partnership (“HICP”). CACs also
serve as a helpful tool to address ongoing compliance issues that can be raised during
quarterly onsite meetings. This type of meeting poses minimal costs for applicants of
large sites, and an informal CAC process can help resolve community issues quickly and
efficiently. Critically, an ongoing CAC meeting requirement, composition, and
responsibilities should be codified within the Master Plan and/or other Project
Approval, which is not mutually exclusive to coordinating with HICP and other existing
reviews.

ANNUAL REVIEWS: State law requires annual DA reviews to ensure the applicant’s
good-faith compliance with terms.18 This can serve as a valuable mechanism to ensure

17 See e.g., Oakland Howard Terminal CBA Orientation, PDF pp. 6-9 (noting numerous stadium projects
throughout the nation); Los Angeles County; PDF pp. 4, 10 (sale of public land for housing project); Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, PDF pp. 43-46, 56 (involving fishermen and offshore wind energy projects); City of
Long Beach, PDF pp. 19-20, 260 (specific plan for the redevelopment of coastal zone subject to CEQA); Loyola
Marymount University (located in the City of Los Angeles);Sunshine Canyon Landfill (CAC established by
County for private landfill); Chiquita Canyon Landfill (CAC established by County for another private landfill)
18 Gov. Code § 65865.1.
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ongoing compliance with CBA commitments, Master Plan assumptions and thresholds,
the Project’s long-term buildout, PEIR MMRP, and other relevant factors.

Response: The potential CBA would be independent of CEQA-required mitigation and will not
be used to reduce or avoid environmental impacts identified in the SEIR. The SEIR will clearly
distinguish between CEQA mitigation measures and any policy-based community benefits that
the County may elect to pursue outside the CEQA process.

In sum, a recirculated NOP with an IS could offer more details on the scope/purpose of the
CBAs and other live questions (e.g., use as a potential statement of overriding consideration, how it
will be incorporated into the Master Plan, how it will be relied upon in subsequent post-approval
review, whether there will be future project-specific CBAs, whether the County is considering the
use of DAs, CACs, and/or annual reviews, etc.).

4. The Public Needs More Information To Provide Meaningful Recommendations on
Alternatives.

Under CEQA, the core of an EIR requires a lead agency to select a reasonable range of
alternatives for evaluation guided by a clearly written statement of objectives.1? A reasonable range
of alternatives should be capable of being accomplished successfully, thereby attaining most of the
basic objectives of the Project and achieving the Project’s underlying fundamental purpose.20

Here, the NOP states that a reasonable range of feasible alternatives will be discussed in the
Draft SEIR. (See NOP p. 5.) However, the public is unable to provide meaningful comments about
what alternatives may be recommended due to the lack of information about the proposed buildout
under the Master Plan and PEIR (discussed above). In addition to the proposed Project (i.e., uses
and intensities), the PEIR should consider a no-Project alternative (i.e., development under the
current Master Plan and conditions) and a reduced-density alternative. These alternatives should
also be augmented by alternatives that minimize impacts, which the prior EIR found to be
significant and unavoidable for various resources (e.g., air quality, GHGs, noise, transportation, and
utilities, etc.). (See SMS, PDF p. 22.) The new Master Plan and revised Project may include additional
and/or exacerbated impacts (e.g., housing, population, public services, environmental justice, etc.).
The PEIR should include alternatives that minimize these risks, especially induced demand on
affordable housing. While the Project may include onsite affordable housing, the Project
components will generate significant employment that may induce off-site housing demand. This
should not be minimized (e.g., looking only from a regional perspective) and should be given a
thorough analysis (e.g., including localized impacts).

In sum, a recirculated NOP with an [S with more information would allow more meaningful
comments about proposed alternatives from the public.

19 Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564-65; CEQA Guidelines § 15124(b).
20 Pyb. Res. Code § 21061.1; Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 1490, 1509 (citing CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.6(a) and (f)); In re Bay-Delta (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1164-1165 (citing CEQA Guidelines
§ 15124(b)).
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Response: The NOP explains that the Draft SEIR will include such a range of feasible
alternatives. At the NOP stage, CEQA does not require identification or detailed description of
the alternatives to be evaluated; rather, the NOP’s purpose is to solicit input from agencies and
the public on the scope and content of the environmental analysis (State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15082(a).) As noted previously, the NOP provides an appropriate program-level
description for scoping purposes. Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b),
alternatives in the SEIR will address the project’s potential significant and unavoidable impacts.
The commenter will have the opportunity to review and comment on the alternatives analysis
in the SEIR.

5. Robust Mitigation Should Be Considered.

As discussed above, more information about the Project and Project Approvals are
necessary to provide more meaningful comments about mitigation. For example, a recirculated NOP
with an IS could specify the existing conditions under prior CEQA reviews, which specific impacts
were found already found significant/unavoidable, what current mitigations are in place, the
proposed Project, and what new or exacerbated impacts are to be expected. This basic information
would allow the public to provide more specific examples of mitigation that should be considered.

In the meantime, the SEIR/PEIR should consider robust sustainable project design features and
mitigation measures, such as those recommended by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (“CAPCOA”), the Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”), the
California Air Resources Board (“CARB”), and other agencies.2! This is particularly relevant to
measures to minimize impacts on VMTs, GHGs, and energy impacts, such as the following:

e CAPCOA Strategies: CAPCOA offers numerous traffic demand management (“TDM”)
strategies (i.e., T-1 through T-54), which may also reduce mobile emissions (e.g., criteria
pollutants and GHGs).22 Additional GHG reductions can be achieved by incorporating
sustainability features into the Project, such as those CAPCOA-suggested non-transportation
GHG reduction measures (energy, water, solid waste, natural and working lands,
construction, refrigerants, misc.).

e RTP/SCS Project-Level Mitigation: As part of the development of the 2024 2024 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (“RTP/SCS”) (also known as “Connect
SoCal”),23 SCAG prepared a Program EIR, which identifies mitigation measures that are

21 Office of Planning Research (“OPR”) (Dec. 2018) Technical Advisory, p. 27, https://
opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf; Los Angeles County Public Works (7/23/20)
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, pp. 15, 21, 33-34.

22 CAPCOA (Dec. 2021) Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate
Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity, pp. 31-32, 73, 76, 80-96,
https://www.airquality.org/ClimateChange/Documents/Final%20Handbook_AB434.pdf; CAPCOA (Aug.
2010) Quantifying GHGs and Mitigation, pp. 64-74,
https://www.contracosta.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/34123 /CAPCOA-2010-GHG-Quantification-PDFE.
23 SCAG (Dec. 2019) Final Program EIR, pp. 2.0-18 - 2.0-71 (see “project-level mitigation measures” for air
quality, GHG, and transportation impacts), https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/
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broken up into two categories: (1) SCAG mitigation measures for program-wide measures to
be implemented by SCAG; and (2) project-level mitigation measures with example measures
for lead agencies to consider for Project- and site-specific environmental reviews. (2024
RTP/SCS, p. 110.) The 2024 RTP/SCS Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Matrix
(“MMRP”)24 identifies numerous project-level mitigation measures (“PMM”), similar to the
MMRP for the previous 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR.25 Many of the PMMs are interrelated with
multiple resources (e.g., air quality, GHG, traffic, utilities), which are relevant to the Project’s
sustainability.

e CARB Scoping Plan Measures: There are numerous measures CARB urges for local
action,26 which are included in the 2022 Scoping Plan Appendix D (Local Action),2” which
builds upon the prior 2017 Scoping Plan Appendix B (Local Action),?8 including but not
limited to: (i) 2022 Scoping Plan’s Priority GHG Reduction Strategies; (ii) 2022 Scoping
Plan’s Key Residential /Mixed Use Attributes related to; (iii) 2017 Scoping Plan’s policies;
and (iv) 2017 Scoping Plan’s feasible mitigation measures related to:

The above mitigation strategies can be incorporated into a program-wide and project-specific
MMRP, which could serve as a useful basis for a potential checklist for future developments relying
on the Master Plan PEIR. Furthermore, an annual review process and CAC meetings could provide
opportunities to assess the effectiveness of ongoing mitigation measures and/or the need to
augment them with replacement mitigation.

Response: The SEIR will evaluate the project’s potential impacts to each environmental topic
and will identify feasible mitigation measures consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Sections
15091 and 15126.4. The suggested mitigation measures outlined above will be taken into
consideration.

In conclusion, Local 721 thanks the County for the opportunity to provide these NOP comments
and respectfully requests that the County recirculate the NOP with an IS that includes basic
information about the Project approvals (e.g., Master Plan, PEIR, CBAs), as well as the other issues

fpeir_connectsocal_complete.pdf?1607981618; 2024 RTP/SCS, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
05/23-2987-connect-socal-2024-final-complete-040424.pdf; SCAG (Apr. 2024) MMRP for the 2024 RTP/SCS
PEIR, pp. A-3 - A-47, https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/exhibit_a_mmrp_508_final.pdf; SCAG
(May 2020) MMRP for the 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR, pp. 2-52 (see “project-level mitigation measures” for air
quality, GHG, and transportation impacts), https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/exhibita_
connectsocal_peir.pdf.

24 SCAG (Apr. 2024) MMRP for the 2024 RTP/SCS PEIR, pp. A-3 - A-47,
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/exhibit_a_mmrp_508_final.pdf.

25 SCAG (May 2020) MMRP for the 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR, pp. 2-52 (see “project-level mitigation measures” for
air quality, GHG, and transportation impacts), https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/exhibita_
connectsocal_peir.pdf.

26 CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, 4, 7, 24, 29 & Appendix D, p. 23 ; CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan; id., Appendix B-Local
Action, pp. 1-8, 7-9.

27 CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix D (Local Action), pp. 11-12, 22-23,
https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-11/2022-sp-appendix-d-local-actions.pdf.

28 CARB 2017 Scoping Plan, Appendix B (Local Action), pp. 1-10,
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2030sp_appb_localaction_final.pdf.
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discussed above. Local 721 looks forward to participating in the CEQA review process and working
cooperatively with the County to ensure the Project is environmentally responsible and provides
adequate public benefits. This office requests all notices concerning any CEQA/land use actions
involving the Project and Project Approvals as required under applicable law. (See e.g., Pub. Res.
Code §§ 21092.2, 21167(f); Gov. Code § 65092.) Please send notice by electronic and regular mail,
and inform us of any fees associated with this request. Thank you for consideration of these
comments. We ask that this letter be placed in the Project’s administrative record.

Sincerely,

Jordan R. Sisson, Esq.



From: Lupie Pérez-Leyva

To: General Hospital Project

Subject: Re: NOP regarding the proposed Los Angeles County General Hospital Community Plan SEIR
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 3:47:08 PM

Attachments: image002.png

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Hello,

Unfortunately, the Benjamin Franklin Branch Library is closed for renovations and is not
scheduled to re-open to the public until early 2027. Therefore, the SEIR will not be available
for public review at our library.

If you have any additional questions, feel free to contact me directly.
Lupita Pérez-Leyva, Senior Librarian
(she/her/ella) « Hablo espafiol

Benjamin Franklin Branch

Los Angeles Public Library

lleyva@lapl.or

LAPL Logo _
2]

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 2:40 PM 'General Hospital Project' via bnfrnk <bnfrnk@lapl.org>
wrote:

Hello,

The County of Los Angeles Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) has released the
attached Notice of Preparation (NOP) regarding the proposed Los Angeles County General
Hospital Community Plan Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Several attempts were made to deliver the NOP
via certified email to your address, but they were not accepted. This email is to provide you with
the NOP directly and request any comments you may have regarding the County’s SEIR. The
comment period will close on October 27, 2025.

Thank you,



of economic
opportunity

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, from the
Department of Economic Opportunity is intended for the official and confidential use of the
recipient to whom it is addressed. It contains information that may be confidential,
privileged, or otherwise exempted from disclosure under applicable law. If you have
received this message in error, be advised that any review, disclosure, use, dissemination,
distribution, or reproduction of this message or its contents is strictly prohibited. Please
notify us immediately by a reply e-mail that you have received this message in error, and
destroy this message, including any attachments.




COMMENT SUBMITTED ON THE WEBSITE:
Andrew Leung - andrewleung32@gmail.com
8.10.2025

Hello,

I am a EMT and local area historian with my current research emphasis on the storied history of the LA
County Public Library system (a specialized department of the County government). | was a PA Shadowing
clinical volunteer in the historic General Hospital building (GNH) in 2006-2007 assigned to the Emergency
Department and my employee badge doubled as a library patron card for the beautiful 2nd floor medical
library at GNH and USC's Norris Library (NML) across the street. | would like to propose that the historic
General Hospital's 2nd floor medical library space be preserved and handed back over to the LA County
Public Library system to be the main community library for the redeveloped campus even though it is within
LA City but on a County-owned campus. The Public Library department operated this institutional library
branch inside the historic building from the very beginning in the early 1930s until sometime in the early
1980s when all the County-owned hospital libraries (General, Harbor, Rancho, Olive View, High Desert,
Long Beach, King Drew) that served both medical staff and patients were transferred to the County's
Department of Health Services (the operator of the hospital campuses). Back in the day, it was considered a
humanitarian obligation for the Public Library to operate branches or book deposit collections in County-
owned \institutions\" (hospitalsVjails\/road maintenance camps\/probation camps and juvenile halls\/fire
suppression camps\/rehab ranches) and even Patriotic Hall at one time) originally aimed to serve the live-in
residents of these facilities (County employees and their families) and people that are in County custody
(hospital patients and jail inmates). It can also return to its primary function as a medical library if possible,
serving the clinical staff on campus. This would provide area residents and hospital employees with
excellent access to the entire Public Library collection and services as well as useful medical information.
The other existing on-campus library (CONAH in West Campus) can also be merged into the new library
since all of CONAH's students do their clinical rotations at LAGENERAL anyways. | am hoping that patrons
can also be invited to use the resources of USC Norris Medical Library across the street at USC's blessing if
USC agrees to partner with Public Library. | also would like to see the 2 large auditoriums should also be
preserved through as part of the Library (1600 and the landmark surgery theater) - both rooms can be useful
for lectures performances and demonstrations (for the public and clinical staff). The Public Library can (and
should) partner with Wellness Center to provide educational programs (regular library programming
together with Wellness Center programming). And it would not be just another institutional branch library -
it would be open to everyone (LA GENERAL campus employees\/contractors\/volunteers USC Health
Sciences Campus faculty\/staff\/students campus long term residents LA GENERAL patients CONAH
facultyV/students LAPL patrons and the general public including County Library system patrons). The library
space should have the capacity to hold both general public library materials as well as current medical
reference (textbooks and academic journals) just like during its heydey and it should re-open a community
health information service that they used to have (originally at Carson Library in partnership with Harbor
General). One of the current medical librarians on the staff was formerly employed by the County Public
Library so he\/she does have the appropriate background to be able manage the library and provide high
quality public service that would greatly enhance the community's educational and health wellbeing. The



photos of past hospital administrators should be kept as well. | also recommend creating a historical exhibit
of the campus development from its early days in the late 1800s as the County Farm to today with
Centennial Campus. Last but not least | would like to see the library be named in honor as the \"Ella
Crandall Memorial Library\". Ms Crandall was the community library manager\/chief medical librarian at
General Hospital in the 1960s and became nationally recognized in 1963 for her landmark work in creating
the first ever cumulative index to nursing journals a project that she began working on when she was
employed as the medical librarian at the nearby Adventist White Memorial Hospital and carried the project
over to General Hospital as she found out both hospitals subscribed to the same medical journals. Being a
dual function librarian Crandall provided medical reference services each morning and visited classified
employees and patient wards at GNH (also known as Unit 1) and the now demolished Women & Children
hospital (WCH or Unit 2) in the afternoons and still found time to complete the nursing journal index and
have it nationally published. (the affiliated CONAH library back in the 1960s was located inside Henrietta
Muir Hall where the current D & T building now stands but Crandall never managed the CONAH library).The
current LA GENERAL medical library recently became all-digital and the library staff were relocated to an
unidentified location on campus. Unfortunately a new library for the historic GNH building is not in the
Public Library's capital outlay plans but | hope the Public Library would strongly consider this (I would have
to reach out to County Library CEO Skye Patrick director of public services Jesse Walker-Lanz director of
marketing Jessica Lee and Library Commission chairman Corey Calaycay to see if they are interested).
Andrew Leung EMT





