CHAPTER 2 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1. Introduction

Sections 21091(d) and 21092.5 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and Section
15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines govern the lead agency’s requirement to respond to
comments provided on a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Section 15088(a) of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that “The lead agency
shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed
the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The Lead Agency shall respond to
comments raising significant environmental issues that were received during the noticed
comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.” In accordance
with these requirements, this chapter provides responses to written comments on the
Draft EIR, inclusive of four agency letters received during the public comment period and
one agency letter received after the close of the public comment period.

Table 2-1, Comments Received in Response to the Draft EIR, provides a list of the
comment letters received by the City.

Subsection 2, Topical Responses to Comments, provides comprehensive responses to
address multiple, similar comments that have been raised on key topics during the Draft
EIR public review period. Where appropriate, references to the topical responses are
provided within the individual responses to comments prepared in subsection 3,
Responses to Comments, which is described below. The Topical Responses in this
section include the following:

e Topical Response No. 1: Public Participation and Review

e Topical Response No. 2: Modifications to the Project Design
e Topical Response No. 3: Enforcement of Public Access
e Topical Response No. 4: Aesthetics

: Historic Resources

. Artificial Turf and Effects of Localized Heat and Health

: Noise: Construction and Operation Impacts

1
2
3
4
e Topical Response No. 5: Biological Resources/Trees
e Topical Response No. 6
e Topical Response No. 7
e Topical Response No. 8
e Topical Response No. 9: Transportation and Parking During Construction and Operations
e Topical Response No. 10: Emergency Access
e Topical Response No. 11: Recreation: Golf and Tennis Facilities

e Topical Response No. 12: Related Projects: Adequacy of Cumulative Mobile Source
Noise and Traffic Analyses

e Topical Response No. 13: Need for Project (Non-CEQA)
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2. Responses to Comments

Subsection 3, Responses to Comments, below, presents the comment letters submitted
during the public comment period for the Draft EIR. As indicated in Table 2-1, the
comment letters are organized by agencies (AG), organizations (ORG), form letters
(FORM), and individuals (IND). Each letter/correspondence is assigned a number and
each comment that requires a response within a given letter/correspondence is also
assigned a number. For example, the first agency letter below that provides comments is
the letter from the City of Los Angeles Fire Department, and their correspondence is,
therefore, designated Letter No. AG 1. The first comment received within Letter No. AG
1 is then labeled Comment No. AG 1-1. Each numbered comment is then followed by a
corresponding numbered response, (i.e., Response No. AG 1-1). A copy of each
comment letter is provided in Appendix A, Original Draft EIR Comment Letters, in this
Final EIR.

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c), the focus of the responses to
comments is “the disposition of significant environmental issues raised.” Therefore,
detailed responses are not provided to comments that do not relate to environmental
issues. However, in some cases, additional information has been added for reference
and clarity.
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2. Responses to Comments

TABLE 2-1
COMMENTS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT EIR

Comment
Letter From Date Received

Aesthetics/Lighting
Air Quality

Biological Resources/
Trees

Historic Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions/Climate
Hazardous Materials/
Artificial Turf

Water Quality and
Water Supply

Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Alternatives
General/Other

Draft EIR Review
Extension Request

Noise

Agencies

City of Los Angeles Fire Department
Matthew Craig

AG 1 Hydrant and Access Unit April 11, 2022 X
201 N. Figueroa St., 3rd Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2623

Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power

AG 2 Marshall Styers April 15 & 19, 2022 X X
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Los Angeles Department of
Transportation

Branson Wilson

Valley Development Review
6262 Van Nuys Blvd., Room 320
Los Angeles, CA 91401

AG 3 April 22, 2022 X

Support
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter

From

Date Received

Aesthetics/Lighting
Air Quality

Biological Resources/
Trees

Historic Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions/Climate
Hazardous Materials/
Artificial Turf

Water Quality and
Water Supply

Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic

Noise

General/Other
Draft EIR Review
Extension Request

Alternatives

AG 4

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife

Erinn Wilson Olgin
South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123

April 25, 2022

AG 5

Council of the City of Los Angeles

Fourth District: Councilmember Nithya
Raman

200 N. Spring Street, Rm. 415
Los Angeles, CA 90012

May 12, 2022

Organizations

ORG 1A

Save Weddington, Inc.
Kim Tashman

March 15, 2022

ORG 1B

Save Weddington, Inc.
Channel Law Group, LLP

May 10, 2022

ORG 1C

Save Weddington, Inc.
Kim Tashman

May 10, 2022

ORG 2A

Studio City Residents Association,
Beth Dymond

P.O. Box 1374
Studio City, CA 91614

March 12, 2022

ORG 2B

Studio City Residents Association,
Beth Dymond

April 15, 2022

X
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter From Date Received

Biological Resources/
Trees

Historic Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions/Climate
Hazardous Materials/
Artificial Turf

Water Quality and
Water Supply

Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Alternatives
General/Other

Draft EIR Review
Extension Request

Aesthetics/Lighting
Noise

Air Quality

Studio City Residents Association,
Barry Johnson

x

ORG 2C March 17, 2022

Valley Industry & Commerce
Association

ORG 3 Victor Berrellez, Stuart Waldman March 15, 2022
16600 Sherman Way, Suite 170
Van Nuys, CA 91406

Sherman Oaks Chamber of
ORG 4 Commerce

Tammy Scher

March 16 &
April 30, 2022

ORG 5 Whitsett Green HOA March 31, 2022 X
Todd Pimentel

Angelenos for Trees

ORG 6A
Jacky Surber

April 25, 2022 X X

Angelenos for Trees

RG 6B
ORG6 Jeanne McConnell

May 10, 2022 X X | X

Save LA River/Studio City Residents
ORG 7A-7C | Association
Chatten-Brown, Carstens & Minteer

May 10, May 11, &
April 22, 2022

Public Employees for Environmental
Responsibility (Peer)

ORG 8 Kyla Bennett May 10, 2022 X | X | X
P.O. Box 574

North Easton, MA 02356
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2. Responses to Comments
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S Coldwater C !
ORG 9 ave Lolawater L-anyon May 10, 2022 X | x| x X | x [ x| x| x| x|x]|x]|x
Heidi MacKay
ORG 10 SoCal Bat Working Group May 10, 2022 X X
tudio City Neighborh il
ORG 11 S. udio C|.3./ eighborhood Counci May 10, 2022 X X X
Lisa Karajian
The River Project
Melanie Winter
ORG 12 May 10, 2022 X | X | X X
12026 Hoffman Street, #304 nd
Studio City, CA 91604
H f Enci
ORG 13 OMEOWners o Encino May 3, 2022 X X X X | x
Eliot Cohen
LA Community Forest Advisory
ORG 14A Committee May 9, 2022 X | X X | X X | X X | X
Joanne D’Antonio
LA Community Forest Advisory
ORG 14B Committee May 10, 2022 X X X | X X
Shelly Billik
LA Community Forest Advisory
ORG 14C | Committee May 5, 2022 X X X X
Katherine Pakradouni
ORG 15 Lo.s Angeles Tennis Association May 7, 2022 X X
Eric Dodson
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2. Responses to Comments
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United States Tennis Association
Keniji Thielstrom
ORG 16 May 9, 2022 X X
P.0. Box 240015 ay
Los Angeles, CA 90024
Southern California Golf Association
Craig Kessler
ORG 17 3740 Cahuenga Boulevard May 9, 2022 X X
Studio City, CA 912604
The Federation of Hillside and Canyon
Associations, Inc.
ORG 18 Charley Mims May 10, 2022 X X X X X X X X X X X
P.O. Box 27404
Los Angeles, CA 90027
Encino Neighborhood C il
ORG 19 neino irelgnbornood L-otndl May 10, 2022 X X | x X X X | x X
Darin Spillman
Form Letters
FORM 1 Requegt for 90-Day EIR Review See list of X
Extension commenters below
Louis Sanford March 10, 2022
Adele Slaughter March 14, 2022
Jamie York March 15, 2022
Shepherd Stevenson March 15, 2022
Abbie Phillips March 16, 2022
Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023

2-7



2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter

From

Date Received

Aesthetics/Lighting

Air Quality

Biological Resources/

Trees

Historic Resources

Greenhouse Gas

Emissions/Climate

Hazardous Materials/

Artificial Turf

Water Quality and
Water Supply

Noise

Public Services

Recreation
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Support

Allen Clement

March 16, 2022

Andrea Sher

March 16, 2022

Ann R. Hall

March 16, 2022

Anthony Braunagel

March 16, 2022

Anthony Lucente

March 16, 2022

Brian Keligian

March 16, 2022

Charlotte J. Koppe

March 16, 2022

Christopher & Deborah Rachman

Nibley

March 16, 2022

Cynthia Glazar

March 16, 2022

Dr. Tony Knight

March 16, 2022

Janet Loeb March 16, 2022
Janis Maslyk March 16, 2022
Laurie Cohn March 16, 2022
Martha Bissell March 16, 2022

Meg LeFauve

March 16, 2022

Pamela Friedman

March 16, 2022

Rochelle Staab

March 16, 2022

Stacy Behlmer

March 16, 2022

Paul Kerkorian

March 17, 2022
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter

From

Date Received

Aesthetics/Lighting

Air Quality

Biological Resources/

Trees
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Emissions/Climate
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Extension Request

Support

Burke Gumbiner

March 17, 2022

Mashael Majid

March 17, 2022

Christopher Kendrick March 17, 2022
Gail V. Phillips March 17, 2022
Gail Wunsch March 17, 2022

Jeanne McConnell

March 17, 2022

Nancy Mehagian

March 17, 2022

Richard Leivenberg

March 17, 2022

Veronique Vowell

March 17, 2022

William & Suzane Gordon

March 17, 2022

Alonzo Hill

March 18, 2022

Gerald Silverman

March 18, 2022

Steve Hirsh

March 18, 2022

Allyson Taylor

March 19, 2022

Ashley Davis

March 19, 2022

Bob Moore

March 19, 2022

Camilla Bravo

March 19, 2022

Daniela Aldrich

March 19, 2022

Jodi Grossgold

March 19, 2022

Joel Krejmas

March 19, 2022
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter

From

Date Received

Aesthetics/Lighting

Air Quality

Biological Resources/

Trees
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Support

Lauren Olivares

March 19, 2022

Michael Polis

March 19, 2022

Stacy Desilets

March 19, 2022

Stuart Lichtman & Gloria Walther

March 19, 2022

Victoria Skinner

March 19, 2022

Marphant@yahoo.com

March 19, 2022

Alison Tavoularis

March 19, 2022

Andrea Valverde

March 20, 2022

Ani G

March 20, 2022

Anne Wright

March 20, 2022

Barbara Hobbs

March 20, 2022

Beata Kharkovsky

March 20, 2022

Brad Smith March 20, 2022
Brian M. Still March 20, 2022
Carol Weiler March 20, 2022
Cindy Sanders March 20, 2022
Drew Cobb March 20, 2022

Elizabeth O’Brien

March 20, 2022

Eric Rollman

March 20, 2022

Gerald Silverman

March 20, 2022
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter
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Support

Hannah Jones

March 20, 2022

Helen R. Giroux

March 20, 2022

Howard L. Ekerling

March 20, 2022

Jane Hunt

March 20, 2022

Jasper Hansen

March 20, 2022

Jennifer Bowman

March 20, 2022

John Newby

March 20, 2022

Julian Siminski

March 20, 2022

Kara Carvalho

March 20, 2022

Karen Haber

March 20, 2022

Kent Hatch

March 20, 2022

Kim Shlesinger

March 20, 2022

Lauren White

March 20, 2022

Lina Roletti

March 20, 2022

Lisa Polis

March 20, 2022

Lori A. Sullivan

March 20, 2022

Lorna Clark

March 20, 2022

Maria Blum

March 20, 2022

Michael Barzman

March 20, 2022

Nancy Kirhoffer

March 20, 2022
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2. Responses to Comments

Comment
Letter

From
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Support

Rachel Maslyk

March 20, 2022

Robin Shippy March 20, 2022
Ron Opaleski March 20, 2022
Ryan Ayanian March 20, 2022

Ryan Silverstein

March 20, 2022

Sarah Lambert

March 20, 2022

Schmied17@aol.com

March 20, 2022

Sean Blair

March 20, 2022

Stacy Calabrese

March 20, 2022

Stacy Keppler

March 20, 2022

Stephanie Carney

March 20, 2022

Sue Brooks

March 20, 2022

Suellen Wagner

March 20, 2022

Suzanne Edmonson

March 20, 2022

Suzanne Robinson

March 20, 2022

Valerie Eads

March 20, 2022

Celeste Nameth

March 21, 2022

Cheryl Sousa

March 21, 2022

Heath Goldman

March 21, 2022

Josh Bednarsky

March 21, 2022
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2. Responses to Comments
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Julian Fort March 21, 2022

Laurie Cousins

March 21, 2022

Lisa Battista

March 21, 2022

Lori Stayton

March 21, 2022

Tracy Blum

March 21, 2022

Vanessa Canley

March 21, 2022

Andrew Magarian

March 22, 2022

Barbara Foley Ferreira

March 22, 2022

James Metzger

March 22, 2022

Jan Nance

March 22, 2022

Joshua Kelfer

March 22, 2022

Laura Garciaros

March 22, 2022

Linda Ohmstede

March 22, 2022

Max Specter

March 22, 2022

David Thomas

March 23, 2022

Kenneth Jacobs

March 23, 2022

Kyler England

March 23, 2022

Laura Danielson

March 23, 2022

Michael Clouse

March 23, 2022

Matousek Design

March 23, 2022
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Support

Nadia Marina

March 23, 2022

Patty Kirby

March 23, 2022

Karen Cease

March 24, 2022

Kim Turner March 24, 2022
Mary Coffin March 24, 2022
Tricia Kiley March 24, 2022

Howard Ekerling

March 25, 2022

Julie Pernworth

March 25, 2022

Jeffrey Hull March 26, 2022
John Ruffner March 26, 2022
Mary Coffin March 26, 2022

Michelle Bastien

March 26, 2022

Robert A. Hackl

March 26, 2022

Sean Alvarez

March 26, 2022

Alison Deyette

March 27, 2022

Alissa Zito Cruz

March 27, 2022

Daysun Perkins

March 27, 2022

Gloria Waither

March 27, 2022

Jentle “Red” Phoenix

March 27, 2022

Sadie Phillips

March 28, 2022
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2. Responses to Comments
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Emily Braff March 29, 2022

Lauren Pacheco

March 29, 2022

Lucy Schouweiler

March 29, 2022

Sidney Meyers

March 29, 2022

Caryn Adams March 30, 2022
Chris Specht March 30, 2022
Sharon Flannery March 30, 2022
Sheila Hall March 30, 2022

Steve Garrett

March 30, 2022

Tamara Sobel

March 30, 2022

Mary Coffin March 30, 2022
Andy Siegel March 31, 2022
David Kimball Alexander April 1, 2022
Linda Roletti April 1, 2022
Maria OlimpiaFeig April 1, 2022
Rachel Tonisson April 1, 2022
Tom Imai April 1, 2022
Audrey Cords April 3, 2022
Brett Schneider April 3, 2022
Diaz-Jones family April 3, 2022
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Eicher555@gmail.com April 3, 2022
Linda Reusser April 3, 2022
Nicolette del Barrio April 3, 2022
Patrick Kearney April 3, 2022
Alexander Johnston April 4, 2022
Anthony Cotroneo April 4, 2022
Asher Hardt April 4, 2022
Burke Gumbiner April 4, 2022
Josh Roemer April 4, 2022
Karina Sulzer April 4, 2022
Madeline Smith April 4, 2022
Megan Paspalis April 4, 2022
Sam Stafford April 4, 2022
Susan Ware April 4, 2022
Wellbalanced Bootcamp@gmail.com | April 4, 2022
Aurora Corona April 5, 2022
Constance Mellors April 5, 2022
Robert Lerman April 5, 2022
Leslye April 6, 2022
Erik Steffens April 6, 2022
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Patricia Caserio April 6, 2022
Stephanie Montoto April 6, 2022
Teryne Dorret April 6, 2022
Jasper Gadi April 7, 2022
Robin Meyer April 7, 2022
Sheila O'Connell April 7, 2022
Guru AnnOlogies April 7, 2022
Bruce Lagnese April 6, 2022
Gay Crooks April 12, 2022
FORM 2 General Support Letter See list of X

commenters below

Lisa Shapiro

March 16, 2022

Shauna Altieri

March 16, 2022

Ann-Marie Whitman

March 17, 2022

Victoria Farber

March 17, 2022

Lee Ann Snyder

March 18, 2022

Yvonne Gerencher

March 18, 2022

Theresa Thao Ta and Joseph Hung Do

March 18, 2022

Conrad Cuda

March 18, 2022

Jocelyn Medawar

March 18, 2022
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Comment
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Date Received

Aesthetics/Lighting

Air Quality

Biological Resources/

Trees

Historic Resources

Greenhouse Gas
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Support

Kathy H. Fattahi

March 18, 2022

Laura Schuman

March 18, 2022

Liz Skulsky

March 18, 2022

Patrick Roscoe

March 18, 2022

Richard Rosen

March 18, 2022

Terry O’Neal

March 18, 2022

Luke Schaeffer

March 19, 2022

Monica Kandavel

March 19, 2022

Carolina Sitnisky-Cole

March 20, 2022

Adam Josephs

March 21, 2022

Adam Stern

March 21, 2022

Amy Egan

March 21, 2022

Dr. Beverly Woss

March 21, 2022

Catherine and Anthony Chanin

March 21, 2022

Jasmine Delawalla

March 21, 2022

Jeff Kleeman

March 21, 2022

Marina Efremova

March 21, 2022

Matt LaCour

March 21, 2022

Rob Levin

March 21, 2022

Robyn Fener

March 21, 2022
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Extension Request

Support

Damaris B. Saenz

March 22, 2022

Yeu S. Hong & Carol Yeo

March 22, 2022

Tom Stillwell March 23, 2022
David Pagel March 23, 2022
Jie Cheng March 24, 2022
Calvin Liu March 25, 2022

Jennifer Hilton

March 25, 2022

Erica Edelman-Benadon

March 21, 2022

Ivy Tan and Family

March 21, 2022

Josh Rodine

March 25, 2022

Joshua D. and Yun Helston

March 25, 2022

Kristine and Edward Stieg

March 25, 2022

Lori Aramian

March 25, 2022

Meredith Salenger

March 25, 2022

Nick Morton & Marie Schley

March 25, 2022

Philip and Kearran Ambrosino

March 25, 2022

Samuel de Castro Abegar

March 25, 2022

Julie Lynn and Doug Smith

March 26, 2022

Betty Serafin

March 28, 2022

Sheryl Lyons

March 28, 2022
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Eric Esrailian March 29, 2022
Andrew & Amanda Wizenberg March 30, 2022
Kendall Bass April 4, 2022
Janice Miller April 4, 2022
Nikki Davis April 12, 2022
Steve Chung April 12, 2022
John & Taylor O’Herron April 13, 2022
Laura Ross April 14, 2022
Marc Lebovitz April 20, 2022
FORM 3 General Opposition Letter 1 goerirl::gers below X X X X X
Briana Elzey April 8, 2022
Debbie Reissman April 8, 2022
Amira Ahmed April 9, 2022
Barbara Tranchito April 9, 2022
John Porterfield April 9, 2022
Marina K April 9, 2022
Davis Burns April 10, 2022
Frankie Manes April 10, 2022
Ryan Born April 10, 2022
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Support

Shannon Goldberg

April 10, 2022 &
April 11, 2022 &

April 22, 2022
Maria Cina Harrison April 11, 2022
Deborah Adri April 11, 2022
Haik Nazaryan April 11, 2022
Jennifer Marie Poole April 11, 2022
Laura S. Garciaros April 11, 2022
Michael Palmer April 11, 2022
Periel Kaczmarek April 13, 2022
Nathaniel Bryan April 12, 2022
Ellen Little April 13, 2022
Milena Garcia April 13, 2022
Timothy Marx April 13, 2022
Gabriel Abikasis April 14, 2022
Gail Wunsch QS?!: 18,3022
Paul Wunsch April 14, 2022
Susan Levin April 14, 2022
Blake Mills April 15, 2022
Frank Sinton April 15, 2022
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Gail & Paul Wunsch April 15, 2022
Kimberly Mills April 15, 2022
Deanna Infantino April 16, 2022
Kayde Johnston April 16, 2022
Linda Branca April 16, 2022
Stryder Douglas April 16, 2022
Ben Mastruserio April 17, 2022
Derek Whitacre April 17, 2022
Ronald Saltman April 17, 2022
Alex Dwyer April 18, 2022
Angelina Wong April 18, 2022
Jake Leslie April 18, 2022
Karen Gerst April 18, 2022
Lauren Zax Rose April 18, 2022
Tiffany Arrington April 18, 2022
Trevor Kirschner April 18, 2022
Eddie Simon April 19, 2022
Erica Fox April 19, 2022
Erin Barela April 19, 2022
Kimberly Tegio April 19, 2022
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Kurt Heydle April 19, 2022
Laura Sala April 20, 2022
Austin Diament April 20, 2022
Linda Hoffman April 20, 2022
Sue; Susu@dsextreme.com April 20, 2022
Zach Felber April 20, 2022
Darin Spillman April 21, 2022,

April 29, 2022
Jaclyn Morse April 21, 2022
Ken Lavet April 21, 2022
Leone Heinold April 21, 2022
Robin Meyer April 21, 2022
Susan Mikiel April 21, 2022
Andrea Anderson April 22, 2022
Andy Lotts April 22, 2022
Justin Houck April 22, 2022
Katie Seja April 22, 2022
Katrina Sullivan April 22, 2022
Amani & Laila Abou-Zamzam QE:: 2529,85022
Michael Ziegler April 22, 2022
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Sari Tracht April 22, 2022
Philip Auproux April 22, 2022
Barbara Taylor April 23, 2022
Bob McKenney QEF:: gg gozz
Rhonda Casale April 23, 2022
Robert Nathan April 23, 2022
Robin Lev April 23, 2022
Shelley Burbo April 23, 2022
Suzanne Roberts QE:: gg 2‘83'225 &
Barbara Garner April 23, 2022
Barbara Hoke April 23, 2022
Cathy Susan Pyles April 23, 2022
Cheryl Casey Ross April 23, 2022
Dalia Charbel April 23, 2022
David Duarte April 23, 2022
Steve Clark April 23, 2022
Jean Kauffman April 23, 2022
Joan C Thompson April 23, 2022
Judith Broder, MD April 23, 2022
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Len Winderman April 23, 2022
Marne Verzino April 23, 2022
Martin Thorpe ﬁg:: gg,séOZZ
Neda Nikkhoo ﬁg;;: 32,85022
Paula Trattner April 23, 2022
Rob Spera April 23, 2022
Samantha Harris April 23, 2022
Shannon Louwsma April 23, 2022
J.L. Phillips April 23, 2022
Allison Wallendorf April 24, 2022
Chris Nelson April 24, 2022
Cindy Sanders 22:: gg gggg &
Elsy Peralta April 24, 2022
Erica Fox & John Newby April 24, 2022
Heba Thorisdottir April 24, 2022
Howard Ekerling 22:: gg gggg
James Wagner April 24, 2022
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Jenna Miller April 24, 2022
John Bauman QSF” 22,85022
John Unsinn April 24, 2022
Jude Wright April 24, 2022
Kendall Errair April 24, 2022
Laura Marcias April 24, 2022
Lukas Costas April 24, 2022
Rick Roberts & family April 24, 2022
Robbie Troy April 24, 2022
Skinology Skin Care April 24, 2022
Stevie M. Post April 24, 2022
Terry Herkner April 24, 2022
Thor Fienberg April 24, 2022
Anika Rod April 24, 2022
Carole Jean Willis QE:: g?,géOZZ
Erik Scoggan April 25, 2022
Harolyn Sacks April 25, 2022
Jan Kelley April 25, 2022
Jeff Allen April 25, 2022
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Linda Ohmstede April 25, 2022
Louis Finkleberg April 25, 2022
Mala April 25, 2022
Nathan Travers April 25, 2022
Penny Alpert April 25, 2022
Roger Gorog April 25, 2022
Sally Stevens April 25, 2022
Sara McGowan April 25, 2022
Sea Bee April 25, 2022
Shari Herman April 25, 2022
Andrea Pantaleo April 26, 2022
Brianna Shaul April 26, 2022
David Kaufman April 26, 2022
Greg Wolf April 26, 2022
Issa E. Serna April 26, 2022
Jenny Mcllraith April 26, 2022
Joe Dea April 26, 2022
Lorenzo Narciso April 26, 2022
Mahalia Flanagan April 26, 2022
Matt Duran April 26, 2022
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Minh Thu Than April 26, 2022
Sara Zabih April 26, 2022
Todd Nagler April 26, 2022
Becky Dab April 27, 2022
Elaine J. Conway April 27, 2022
Kay Hartranft April 27, 2022
Leah Caruana April 27, 2022
Mark Flanagan April 27, 2022
Melissa Sloan April 27, 2022
Roger E. Keller April 27, 2022
Theresa Marth April 27, 2022
Tom Hensley April 27, 2022
Angel Reed April 28, 2022
Brandon Bennett April 28, 2022
Conor Evans April 28, 2022
David Stone April 28, 2022
Frank Epinger April 28, 2022
Karen Hearn-Abbott April 28, 2022
Karen Palmquist April 28, 2022
Kerri Brautigam April 28, 2022
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Kimberly Brook April 28, 2022
Michael Costigan April 28, 2022
Priscilla Ahn April 28, 2022
Stefan Eric Sacks April 28, 2022
Adam Asherson April 29, 2022
Adam Dehrey April 29, 2022
Adelita Lopez April 29, 2022
Alex Tonisson April 29, 2022
Aline Antaramian April 29, 2022
Allison Martin April 29, 2022
Andrea April 29, 2022
Ani Gumuryan April 29, 2022
Ara Kebabijian April 29, 2022
Arstar April 29, 2022
April L. Snyder April 29, 2022
Audrey Wauchope Lieberstein April 29, 2022
The Auproux family April 29, 2022
Butch Kaplan April 29, 2022
Barbara and Richard Granatt April 29, 2022
Barbara Goodhill April 29, 2022
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Boni Gellis April 29, 2022
Camilla Pasiche Wolf April 29, 2022
Carolyn Crotty April 29, 2022
Charlotte Larsen April 29, 2022
Chris Marble April 29, 2022
Cindy Kahn April 29, 2022
coderplustech@gmail.com April 29, 2022
Connor Laux April 29, 2022
Craig Kramer April 29, 2022
Craig Nicholls April 29, 2022
Craig Rousselot April 29,2022
Dalla Bergmann April 29, 2022
Daniel Douer April 29, 2022
Daniela Aldrich April 29, 2022
Daron Moore April 29, 2022
Davina Bar and Yaniv Bar April 29, 2022
Deborah Puette April 29, 2022
Diana Warshawsky April 29, 2022
Dinah Eng April 29, 2022
Don Croutch April 29, 2022
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Elizabeth Wiehe April 29, 2022
Erica Roberts April 29, 2022
Ed Chapman April 29, 2022
Erica Weis April 29, 2022
Erik Steffens April 29, 2022
Ester Poberezhskaya April 29, 2022
ForeRed April 29, 2022
Francesca L Fartaj April 29, 2022
Frankie Manes April 29, 2022
Gary Rose April 29, 2022
Greg Kichaven April 29, 2022
Greg Orloff April 29, 2022
Heath Goldman April 29, 2022
llyanne Kichaven April 29, 2022
Inessa Oganezova April 29, 2022
James Krug April 29, 2022
Jan Kikumoto April 29, 2022
Janet Loeb April 29, 2022
Jeff Rechner April 29, 2022
Jennifer Vannoy-Rounsaville April 29, 2022
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Joanne Brenner April 29, 2022
Jodi Teti April 29, 2022
John Stuckmeyer April 29, 2022
Jonathan Jacoby April 29, 2022
Jordan & Dilyn Murphy April 29, 2022
John Bednarsky April 29, 2022
Josh Roemer April 29, 2022
Judy Scheer April 29, 2022
Julian Siminski April 29, 2022
Judy Robbins April 29, 2022
Julie Alpert April 29, 2022
Julie Seyberth April 29, 2022
Julie Yanow April 29, 2022
Karen Romano April 29, 2022
Kim Bumacod April 29, 2022
Kristen Stavola April 29, 2022
Lana Kebabjian April 29, 2022
Libby Goldstein April 29, 2022
Linda Salvin April 29, 2022
Lisa DiSante-Frank April 29, 2022
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Lissa Morrow Christian April 29, 2022
Lulu Richards April 29, 2022
Marilouise Morgan April 29, 2022
Mark Borinstein April 29, 2022
Marlene Gerson April 29, 2022
Marsha Thomason-Sykes April 29, 2022
Martha Bissell April 29, 2022
Martin Monti April 29, 2022
Matt Ember April 29, 2022
Matt Poyer April 29, 2022
Me; wbensussen@gmail.com April 29, 2022
Michael Barzman April 29, 2022
Michael Camp April 29, 2022
Michelle Mcilwain April 29, 2022
Mike Kichaven April 29, 2022
Mike Polis April 29, 2022
Mike Pryor April 29, 2022
Mona Molayem April 29, 2022
Nancy Lidamore April 29, 2022
Naomi Kaplan April 29, 2022
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Orly Vinai April 29, 2022
Paige Wilds Kern April 29, 2022
Pamela Paul April 29, 2022
Paul Moshay April 29, 2022
Phuong Vance April 29, 2022
Pierce Gardner April 29, 2022
Rachel Allen April 29, 2022
Richard Berger April 29, 2022
Richard Granatt April 29, 2022
Richard Leivenberg April 29, 2022
Henri Rick Schuller, Esq. April 29, 2022
Robert Perez April 29, 2022
Robert Rubinfeld April 29, 2022
Robin & Judith Armstrong April 29, 2022
Ryan Okum April 29, 2022
Sabrina Z. Guzy April 29, 2022
Sallie Phelps April 29, 2022
Samantha Corbin-Miller April 29, 2022
Samvel Kapukchyan April 29, 2022
Sandy O. April 29, 2022
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Sarah Scougal April 29, 2022
Scott Glasgow April 29, 2022
Shan Albert April 29, 2022
Sharon Braufman April 29, 2022
Shepherd Stevenson April 29, 2022
Sonny Dyon April 29, 2022
Stephen Bender April 29, 2022
Steve & Jodi West April 29, 2022
Steve Joudi April 29, 2022
S. Forthal April 29, 2022
Steven April 29, 2022
Suzanne Kiechle April 29, 2022
Tara Jones April 29, 2022
Tess Bunch Batesole April 29, 2022
Thekla Hutyrova April 29, 2022
Timothy Sullivan April 29, 2022
Todd Stevenson April 29, 2022
Tom Maltese April 29, 2022
Tom McNulty April 29, 2022
Thomas Rusch April 29, 2022
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Victoria Levanovich April 29, 2022
Victoria Shmakova April 29, 2022
Yuval Ron April 29, 2022
Zoanne Sager April 29, 2022
Adriana Alexander April 30, 2022
Alex Dardashty April 30, 2022
Anna Sollaccio April 30, 2022
Apple Musni April 30, 2022
Beth Einhorn April 30, 2022
Bill and Pat Ritter April 30, 2022
Bill Madden April 30, 2022
Bill Wolfe April 30, 2022
Brett Schneider April 30, 2022
Burke Gumbiner April 30, 2022
Cathy Kraus April 30, 2022
Christopher Bowen April 30, 2022
Cindy Sanders April 30, 2022
Cosima Stephenson April 30, 2022
Craig Kodish April 30, 2022
Cree Francks April 30, 2022
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David R. Sollaccio, MD April 30, 2022
Deborah Laub April 30, 2022
Edson Miller April 30, 2022
Evan Ghigliotty April 30, 2022
Frank Soria April 30, 2022
Gail and Paul Wunsch April 30, 2022
Hugh Keleher April 30, 2022
Jeff Azer April 30, 2022
Jody Dunn April 30, 2022
Jordyn Grohl April 30, 2022
Joy Prefer Cohen April 30, 2022
Justin Cummins April 30, 2022
Katina Trotzuk April 30, 2022
Kirby Nung April 30, 2022
Laura Nelson April 30, 2022
Lexie Alter April 30, 2022
Linda Silverman April 30, 2022
Manuel and Suzanne Morden April 30, 2022
Mara Larsen April 30, 2022
Mary Margaret Fekete April 30, 2022
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Mary Sherwood April 30, 2022
Maureen Dambrosio April 20, 2022
Victoria Maguire April 30, 2022
Michelle Voetberg April 30, 2022
Monica Eshaya April 30, 2022
Narbeh Bandary April 30, 2022
Natalie Curren April 30, 2022
Nicolette del Barrio April 30, 2022
Rachel Tonisson April 30, 2022
Rafaiel Ghazaryan April 30, 2022
Ree Whitford April 30, 2022
Robert Barnes April 30, 2022
Romy Mehiman April 30, 2022
Russel Sher April 30, 2022
Sfdelray@aol.com April 30, 2022
Shannon Rains-Barrs April 30, 2022
Nancy Knipe April 30, 2022
Stacey Barger April 20, 2022
Stuart Lichtman April 30, 2022
Susan McEowen April 30, 2022
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T. Caserio April 30, 2022
William Chessman April 30, 2022
Ahdee Kolodny May 1, 2022
Amanda Borinstein May 1, 2022
Carrie K. Wong May 1, 2022
Catherine and David McDonough May 1, 2022
Chuck Taylor May 1, 2022
Craig and Heidi Birker May 1, 2022
Elaine Monarch May 1, 2022
Elan Chambers May 1, 2022
G.R. Peti May 1, 2022
Gail Reiss May 1, 2022
Gaye Barnes May 1, 2022
Genevieve Hogan May 1, 2022
Jane Mangan May 1, 2022
Judy and Norman Millar May 1, 2022
Julie Sawyer May 1, 2022
Julie Skille May 1, 2022
Karen Yablon May 1, 2022
Kathleen Bergstrom May 1, 2022
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Katy Davis May 1, 2022
Kim Davis May 1, 2022
Lisa Pescherine May 1, 2022
Maya Frangie May 1, 2022
Michael Pollack May 1, 2022
Mimi Mayer May 1, 2022
Mitch Marxus May 1, 2022
Morgan Siggard May 1, 2022
Nick Paonessa May 1, 2022
Norma O. Chavez May 1, 2022
Phil Eisen May 1, 2022
R.J. Munsey May 1, 2022
Robert Fentress May 1, 2022
Samantha Meyer May 1, 2022
Sara Shepard May 1, 2022
Seraphine Geismar Segal May 1, 2022
Stefanie Pollack May 1, 2022
Tim Knipe May 1, 2022
Van Robichaux May 1, 2022
David Silva May 2, 2022

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-40

City of Los Angeles
May 2023




2. Responses to Comments

@ - 2
g A T E s 8
8| &3 | = |82 8css S| §| | 2|8 |x¢
Comment g § .:;"’w % %%%Sgg @ 2 g % g g ""_.J.é §.
Letter From Date Received § = gé g SE %g §§ § E S E % § ‘gﬁ “g,'
Emma Standring-Trueblood May 2, 2022
Erica Santoyo May 2, 2022
Erika Gunton May 2, 2022
Jed Whedon May 2, 2022
Karen Ormond May 2, 2022
Kelsey M. Donofrio May 2, 2022
Korey Doll May 3, 2022
Lucia Shashoian May 2, 2022
Matthew Duggan mg g 3833 &
Maurissa Tancharoen Whedon May 2, 2022
Meg Foss May 2, 2022
Rob Langer May 2, 2022
Taylor Moore May 2, 2022
True O’ Brien May 2, 2022
Wendi Dietrich May 2, 2022
Brian Shiers May 3, 2022
Charles Dinnis May 3, 2022
Chris Ota May 3, 2022
Chris Mvogot May 3, 2022
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Eliot Cohen May 3, 2022
Haarm-Pieter Duiker May 3, 2022
Jeff Bornoff May 3, 2022
Liam Roth May 3, 2022
Maria Feig May 3, 2022
Max Specter May 3, 2022
Melanie Hughes-Weaver May 3, 2022
Nathan Brunskill May 3, 2022
Pankaj Bajpai May 3, 2022
Ryan Mosely May 3, 2022
Sean Blair May 3, 2022
Dr. William Luse May 3, 2022
Gayle Harbor May 3, 2022
Jill Adams May 4, 2022
Kristen Kennedy May 4, 2022
Laifun Chun Kotcheff May 4, 2022
Larry Splichel May 4, 2022
Marseille Allen May 4, 2022
Pat Gu May 4, 2022
Sherri Elkaim May 4, 2022
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Siobhan Talbot May 4, 2022
Stephanie Pearl May 4, 2022
Susan Sugarman May 4, 2022
Ted Kotcheff mg 102%32&
Amberly Mitchell May 5, 2022
Aria Warrick May 5, 2022
Beth Feltham May 5, 2022
Carol Aroyan May 5, 2022
Fred Mueller May 5, 2022
Jesus Haro May 5, 2022
Maudie Earl May 5, 2022
Paula Harmon Detchmendy May 5, 2022
Sara Blindauer Beck May 5, 2022
Toben Rower May 5, 2022
D King May 6, 2022
Jay Fearn May 6, 2022
Jonathan Hausfater May 6, 2022
Josh Silver May 6, 2022
Matt Medrano May 6, 2022
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Denise L. Eger, D.D. May 6, 2022
Sally Aichroth May 6, 2022
Selena Cleaner May 6, 2022
Taylor Sutton May 6, 2022
Alex Sarkissian May 7, 2022
Ann Ryerson Hall May 7, 2022
Carol Lache May 7, 2022
Dane J. McKethan May 7, 2022
Glen Wiley May 7, 2022
Jeff Lache May 7, 2022
Joseph Brion May 7, 2022
Kevin West May 7, 2022
Lance Lasdon May 7, 2022
Marianne Gadhia May 7, 2022
Noel Daof May 7, 2022
Rit Tun May 7, 2022
Victoria & Paolo Dorigo May 7, 2022
Joanne & Joseph Gallagher May 8, 2022
Oliver Rheinfurth May 8, 2022
Paul DeBonis May 8, 2022
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Doug Adams May 8, 2022
Mark Ewing May 8, 2022
Beau Basse May 8, 2022
Adam Ulibarri May 9, 2022
Adrienne Hatrick May 9, 2022
Albert Hunt Broyles May 9, 2022
Alexis Dwyer May 9, 2022
Alexis Normis May 9, 2022
Ali Howard Kirsch May 9, 2022
Alla Khachatryan May 9, 2022
Allison Powers May 9, 2022
Alma Squyres May 9, 2022
Alvin Carroll Jr. May 9, 2022
Amanda Corr May 9, 2022
Annie Court May 9, 2022
Antara Holloway May 9, 2022
Anthony Minassian May 9, 2022
Ari Corr May 9, 2022
Asher Young May 9, 2022
Austin Anderson May 9, 2022
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Brett Nicol May 9, 2022
Brian Semmann May 9, 2022
Brian Velasquez May 9, 2022
Carly Steinberg May 9, 2022
Carrie Huang May 9, 2022
Charles Deal May 9, 2022
Charlie Tadman May 9, 2022
Christopher Garske May 9, 2022
Cole Young May 9, 2022
Cynthia Solis May 9, 2022
Daniel Gomes May 9, 2022
Daniel Hoskins May 9, 2022
Darin Howard May 9, 2022
Dean Sansone May 9, 2022
Debbie Sheridan May 9, 2022
Ed Gonzales May 9, 2022
Ella Colbert May 9, 2022
Emily Johnson May 9, 2022
Emma Dickerson May 9, 2022
Ed Schroeder May 9, 2022
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Garrett Gorton May 9, 2022
Garrett Leight May 9, 2022
George Kommer May 9, 2022
Helm Lillis May 9, 2022
Holly Haworth May 9, 2022
Isaac Obadiah Kidd May 9, 2022
Jamie Corr May 9, 2022
James La Breche May 9, 2022
Janet Vrundy May 9, 2022
Jason Newmarch May 9, 2022
John P Pillmeier May 9, 2022
Johnny May 9, 2022
Jonathan Littrell May 9, 2022
Jose Sotelo May 9, 2022
Justin Dickerson May 9, 2022
Karen Ataian May 9, 2022
Kris Guerra May 9, 2022
Lauren Pacheck May 9, 2022
Lucina Galadzhyan May 9, 2022
Lucy Roberts May 9, 2022
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Luis Lepe May 9, 2022
Mary Gustason May 9, 2022
Mary Thompson May 9, 2022
Matt Vener May 9, 2022
Meraiah Danielle May 9, 2022
Micah Burke May 9, 2022
Michelle Condry May 9, 2022
Mitchell Allen May 9, 2022
Molly N Switzer May 9, 2022
Morgan Stevens May 9, 2022
Myles Hamilton May 9, 2022
Noemi Morales May 9, 2022
Pete Nelson May 9, 2022
Rhonda Levine May 9, 2022
Rikki Rice May 9, 2022
Ryan Castillo May 9, 2022
Sarah Garland May 9, 2022
Sean Kurzweil May 9, 2022
Selina Contreras May 9, 2022
Shannon Cholakian May 9, 2022
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Shaun Cunningham May 9, 2022
Simer Garcha May 9, 2022
Sofia Aslanyan May 9, 2022
Steph Campos May 9, 2022
Steven Kelty May 9, 2022
Susan Olar May 9, 2022
Taylor Land May 9, 2022
Tim Quinn May 9, 2022
TJ Mizell May 9, 2022
Toni LaBreche May 9, 2022
Tyler Kennedy May 9, 2022
Victoria House May 9, 2022
Wendi Corr May 9, 2022
Alex Wagner-Trugman May 9, 2022
Andrey Baranchik May 10, 2022
Arthur Forney May 10, 2022
Barbara Patrick May 10, 2022
Chiara Berruto May 10, 2022
Christina Walsh May 10, 2022
David Orr May 10, 2022
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Dianne Davis May 10, 2022
Jerrod Porteur May 10, 2022
Jesse Kove May 10, 2022
Jo Perry May 10, 2022
John F Valdez Jr. May 10, 2022
Josh Kelley May 10, 2022
Madalyn Meehan May 10, 2022
Matthew Robinson May 10, 2022
Max Garcia May 10, 2022
Michael Meehan May 10, 2022
Michelle Cahn May 10, 2022
Robert W. Fox May 10, 2022
Sophie Kazickas May 10, 2022
Susan Spencer May 10, 2022
Ted Kotcheff May 10, 2022
Timothy Franks May 10, 2022
Tony Samucha May 10, 2022
Trevor Wolfe May 10, 2022
Amir Zamyad May 10, 2022
KM May 10, 2022
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Kristi Ard May 10, 2022
Michael Walker May 10, 2022
Nichole Faustino May 10, 2022
Rory Schleifstein May 10, 2022
Scott Sorrentino May 10, 2022
William McGarry May 10, 2022
Aaron Seifert May 10, 2022
Adam Nagy May 10, 2022
AJ Douglas May 10, 2022
Annie LaRussa May 10, 2022
Ashlee Gibson May 10, 2022
Barbara Yates May 10, 2022
Ben Phillips May 10, 2022
Brent Phillips May 10, 2022
Cameron Knoblock May 10, 2022
Casey Bolin May 10, 2022
Chuck Reed May 10, 2022
David Katz May 10, 2022
Gavin Graham May 10, 2022
Georgia Stern May 10, 2022
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Helen Kim May 10, 2022
Jack Cowan May 10, 2022
Jayson Allen May 10, 2022
Jeannine Pignotti May 10, 2022
Jenny An May 10, 2022
Jerome Bernier May 10, 2022
Joanie Clement May 10, 2022
John Lewinski May 10, 2022
Jordan Hayman May 10, 2022
Jordan Stone May 10, 2022
Judy Goldzweig May 10, 2022
Julie Pyken May 10, 2022
Kaleb Gingerich May 10, 2022
Kevin Blatt May 10, 2022
Kira Rombeau May 10, 2022
Kristin Bauer May 10, 2022
Kristoffer Marc May 10, 2022
Laifun Chung May 10, 2022
Lauren Pudwill May 10, 2022
Luke Stanley McGarry May 10, 2022
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Mason Yanez May 10, 2022
Matt Walsh May 10, 2022
Michael Mezzatesta May 10, 2022
Miles Wood May 10, 2022
Morgan Walsh May 10, 2022
Patricia Ades May 10, 2022
Priscilla Ahn May 10, 2022
Quincy Gibson May 10, 2022
Renira Morris May 10, 2022
Robin Meyer May 10, 2022
Ryan & Allison Mickler May 10, 2022
Samantha Powell May 10, 2022
Samuel Houser May 10, 2022
Shane Abad May 10, 2022
Stephanie Mighdoll May 10, 2022
Stephen Kulczycki May 10, 2022
Tejashrii Shankar Raman May 10, 2022
Tom Imai May 10, 2022
Trever Hopper May 10, 2022
Adriana Serrano May 10, 2022
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Ana Paeper May 10, 2022
Ashley DelLucca May 10, 2022
Bill Rotko May 10, 2022
Brenda Spezialy May 10, 2022
Carley Croom May 10, 2022
Casie Kesterson May 10, 2022
Chrisssss89@yahoo.com May 10, 2022
Cristina Squyres May 10, 2022
Cynthia Casey May 10, 2022
Dani Biasini May 10, 2022
Danny Mui May 10, 2022
Dennis Kao May 10, 2022
Diana Miao May 10, 2022
Elena Meller May 10, 2022
Elizabeth O’Brien May 10, 2022
Emily Ovaert May 10, 2022
Emily Rath May 10, 2022
Eugenie Gulian May 10, 2022
Evan Michael May 10, 2022
Gabriela Bitton May 10, 2022
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Garrett Coleman May 10, 2022
GNG Design May 10, 2022
Heeyeon Chang May 10, 2022
Hilary Hearty May 10, 2022
llona Majer May 10, 2022
Jonathan Gordin May 10, 2022
Jeffrey Steinberg May 10, 2022
Jim Dubensky May 10, 2022
Jon Dominguez May 10, 2022
Justin Abe May 10, 2022
Justin Todd Myers May 10, 2022
Kalia Lyman May 10, 2022
Kamil Majer May 10, 2022
Katie O’Brien May 10, 2022
Katina Dunn May 10, 2022
Kelly Judd May 10, 2022
Kelly Kirkpatrick May 10, 2022
Ken Jacobs May 10, 2022
Kevin Blum May 10, 2022
Kristin Anger May 10, 2022
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Kristina Jacob May 10, 2022
Leslie Gache May 10, 2022
Linor Altit May 10, 2022
Lisa Kazanjian May 10, 2022
Maria Cina Harrison May 10, 2022
Mark Dinets May 10, 2022
Meg DelLoatch May 10, 2022
Michael Burton May 10, 2022
Mitch Martin May 10, 2022
Nate Schlimme May 10, 2022
Nicholas Tatone May 10, 2022
Nicole Jones May 10, 2022
Niki Rezzadeh May 10, 2022
ojaiquickstart@gmail.com May 10, 2022
Paula Chambers May 10, 2022
Peter Chen May 10, 2022
Rachel Bernstein May 10, 2022
Rama Stagner May 10, 2022
Robby DeVillez May 10, 2022
Ryan O’'Nan May 10, 2022
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Sabine Combrie May 10, 2022
Sergio Velez May 10, 2022
Shain Ashley May 10, 2022
Sherina Garlick May 10, 2022
Stephanie Licea May 10, 2022
Steven lyama May 10, 2022
Susan Schalbe May 10, 2022
Talia Diner May 10, 2022
Victoria Blacher May 10, 2022
Zack Klein May 10, 2022
Zachary Forbes May 10, 2022
Alessandra Figueroa May 11, 2022
Amy Madden May 11, 2022
Bertrand Mennesson May 10, 2022
Catherine Edwards May 11, 2022
Deborah Brown May 11, 2022
Gary Phillips May 11, 2022
Heather Bell May 11, 2022
Joe Ballarini May 11, 2022
Keelia Flinn May 11, 2022
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Lesa Miller May 11, 2022
Levi Fiehler May 11, 2022
Linda Leonard May 11, 2022
Marilyn Howard May 11, 2022
Michael Gosselaar May 11, 2022
Tiffany Wu May 11, 2022
Beth Grant Chieffo May 11, 2022
Francis Lam Dowell May 11, 2022
Roman Verba May 16, 2022
Tiger Curran May 16, 2022
Bea Santos May 17, 2022
Mari Feldmeier May 17, 2022
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Alex Wrenn May 10, 2022
Amanda Garrett May 10, 2022
Bonnie Kurnick May 10, 2022
Norman Kurnick May 10, 2022
Talia Weintraub May 10, 2022
Eli Weintraub May 10, 2022
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Brianna Stimpson May 10, 2022
Erica Santoyo May 10, 2022
Francie Kaplan May 10, 2022
Howard Ekerling May 10, 2022
lo Bottoms May 10, 2022
Marian Yamashita May 10, 2022
Matt Shuman May 10, 2022
Maureen Cairns May 10, 2022
Michael Polis May 10, 2022
Mona Molayem May 10, 2022
Nicole West May 10, 2022
Rob Feinstein May 10, 2022
Robert Perez May 10, 2022
Robert Sherman May 10, 2022
Sandra Lucchesi May 10, 2022
Tracy St. Martin May 10, 2022
William & Gianina May 10, 2022
Aga Mazur May 10, 2022
Alex Satnick May 10, 2022
Alex Tonisson May 10, 2022

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-59

City of Los Angeles
May 2023




2. Responses to Comments

") - 2
g A T E s 8
8| &3 | = |82 8css S| §| | 2|8 |x¢
Comment g § .:;"’w % %%%Sgg @ 2 g % g g ""_.J.é §.
Letter From Date Received § = gé g SE %g §§ § E S E % § ‘gﬁ “g,'
Alexander Slanger May 10, 2022
Amy Galaudet & Thomas Challener May 10, 2022
Amy Levine Clayton May 10, 2022
Ann Harris May 10, 2022
Annie Goodman May 10, 2022
Anthony Braunagel May 10, 2022
Ashley Davis May 10, 2022
Barbara Goodhill May 10, 2022
Ben de Ayora May 10, 2022
Beth Einhorn May 10, 2022
Bill Madden May 10, 2022
Bob Kaufman May 10, 2022
Bob McKenney May 10, 2022
Brett Schneider May 10, 2022
Brittany Belt May 10, 2022
Camilla Bravo May 10, 2022
Cara Maiman Hilfer May 10, 2022
Cara Rule May 10, 2022
Carl Ceder May 10, 2022
Carolyn Crotty May 10, 2022

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

2-60

City of Los Angeles
May 2023




2. Responses to Comments

") - 2
g A T E s 8
8| &3 | = |82 8css S| §| | 2|8 |x¢
Comment g § .:;"’w % %%%Sgg @ 2 g % g g ""_.J.é §.
Letter From Date Received § = gé g SE %g §§ § E S E % § ‘gﬁ “g,'
Cheyanne Gustason May 10, 2022
Clara Bottoms May 10, 2022
Dale K. Rose May 10, 2022
Dan Grodnik May 10, 2022
Daphneleah Schneider May 10, 2022
Darren Richardson May 10, 2022
David Kellen May 10, 2022
Dorothy Apple May 10, 2022
Eva Charney May 10, 2022
Folmer Wiesinger May 10, 2022
Frieda Maiman May 10, 2022
Gabe Hilfer May 10, 2022
Gail & Paul Wunsch May 10, 2022
Garrett Schiff May 10, 2022
Grace K May 10, 2022
Gregg Sulkin May 10, 2022
Guido Muzzarelli May 10, 2022
Hannah Jones May 10, 2022
James Hoff May 10, 2022
James Krug May 10, 2022
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Jane Mangan May 10, 2022
Janine Milne May 10, 2022
JB Hunter May 10, 2022
Jentle “Red” Phoenix May 10, 2022
Jim Bissell May 10, 2022
Jim Davis May 10, 2022
John Postava May 10, 2022
Jonny Bowden May 10, 2022
Joshua Kelfer May 10, 2022
Julie Alpert May 10, 2022
Karen Romano May 10, 2022
Karma McCain May 10, 2022
Kyle Caldwell May 10, 2022
Lisa Bourne May 10, 2022
Lora Witty May 10, 2022
Luscious Lucas May 10, 2022
Mark Glassock May 10, 2022
Marsella Allen May 10, 2022
Marsha Clark May 10, 2022
Marshall Mcgehee May 10, 2022
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Michael & Emily Laskin May 10, 2022
Michael Barzman May 10, 2022
Mike Pryor May 10, 2022
Michael Maiman May 10, 2022
Nancy B May 10, 2022
Natalie Cadoch May 10, 2022
Nathaniel Bryan May 10, 2022
Naveed Irfani May 10, 2022
Nick Benseman May 10, 2022
Nick Paonessa May 10, 2022
Patrick Skelton May 10, 2022
Paula Goodman May 10, 2022
Renne & Bruce Bilson May 10, 2022
Shelley Zimmerman May 10, 2022
Roe Astuto May 10, 2022
Russel Sher May 10, 2022
Sandy Fox & Lex Lang May 10, 2022
Scott Sorrentino May 10, 2022
Seraphine Geismar Segal May 10, 2022
Sheri Hooper Gross May 10, 2022

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
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Sheri Herman May 10, 2022
Staci Foster May 10, 2022
Stacy Milne May 10, 2022
Stephanie Noel May 10, 2022
Steve and Ashley Jenner May 10, 2022
Steve Freedman May 10, 2022
Steven Moloney May 10, 2022
Sue Forthal May 10, 2022
Suzanne Rush May 10, 2022
Suzie Hunter May 10, 2022
Theodore Peszynski May 10, 2022
Thomas McLemore May 10, 2022
Tony Lin May 10, 2022
Yvonne Wilder May 10, 2022
Timothy Marx May 10, 2022
Vicki Haller May 10, 2022
Victoria Goodman May 10, 2022
Wendy Schwartz May 10, 2022
Zach Kleiman May 10, 2022
Alison Sieh May 10, 2022
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Anthony Rodol May 10, 2022
Arcy Perez May 10, 2022
Ben Waller May 10, 2022
Carolyn Uhri May 10, 2022
Carrie Sanford May 10, 2022
Casey Kasemeier May 10, 2022
Chris Marble May 10, 2022
Claudia Del Viscovo May 10, 2022
Daniel Slucki May 10, 2022
David Belzer May 10, 2022
Dennis McFadden May 10, 2022
Don Spielvogel May 10, 2022
Dustin Louie May 10, 2022
Ellen Taylor May 10, 2022
Erica Roberts May 10, 2022
Esther Feldman May 10, 2022
Estrella Montreros May 10, 2022
Evan Biren May 10, 2022
Evan Sanford May 10, 2022
Francesca L. Fartai May 10, 2022
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Fred Cavali May 10, 2022
Gaetane Cohen May 10, 2022
Geraldine Farrell May 10, 2022
Harvey L. Myman May 10, 2022
Helen R. Giroux May 10, 2022
Jacki Graham May 10, 2022
Jane Hunt May 10, 2022
Janet Bray May 10, 2022
Jason Blount May 10, 2022
Jesse Sanford May 10, 2022
Joan Giammarco May 10, 2022
Joanne & Joseph Gallagher May 10, 2022
John Crane May 10, 2022
John O’Connell May 10, 2022
Joy Williams Cotton May 10, 2022
Karen Andrews May 10, 2022
Karen Taylor May 10, 2022
Katherine Tolford May 10, 2022
Kim Shlesinger May 10, 2022
Kyle Rheaume May 10, 2022
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Larry Wasserman May 10, 2022
Laura Smith May 10, 2022
Linda Roletti May 10, 2022
Lisa Hoffman May 10, 2022
Madeline Smith May 10, 2022
Marina Marchisi May 10, 2022
Marnie Messler May 10, 2022
Matt Pyken May 10, 2022
Maureen Toth May 10, 2022
Max Eisenberg May 10, 2022
Meg LeFauye May 10, 2022
Melanie Holland Greco May 10, 2022
MG May 10, 2022
Michael Zimbrich May 10, 2022
Mildred Gomez May 10, 2022
Mitchell Kenney May 10, 2022
ynotcookit@aol.com May 10, 2022
Orson Rhienfurth May 10, 2022
Steve & Pat Fenton May 10, 2022
Robert Magee May 10, 2022
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Patrick Kearney May 10, 2022
Paul Hartel May 10, 2022
Priscilla Rosado May 10, 2022
Rachel Milne May 10, 2022
Rick Roberts May 10, 2022
Rosa Ferrera May 10, 2022
Roshanak Ghannadan May 10, 2022
Rudy Gonzalez May 10, 2022
Samantha Powell May 10, 2022
Sandy Carlson May 10, 2022
Sark Antaramian May 10, 2022
Scot M Levitt May 10, 2022
Serge Genitempo May 10, 2022
Shan Hinton May 10, 2022
Sharon Braufman May 10, 2022
Shelly Frautschi May 10, 2022
Steve Hirsh May 10, 2022
Suzanne Roberts May 10, 2022
Thelma Mericle May 10, 2022
Tom Holland May 10, 2022
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Tom Maltese May 10, 2022
TZ IMAP May 10, 2022
Tracy Nini May 10, 2022
Tricia Kiley May 10, 2022
Valerie Berwanger May 10, 2022
Valerie Eads May 10, 2022
Victoria Miller May 10, 2022
Mike P. and Victoria Shulem May 10, 2022
Virginia Alexander May 10, 2022
Walker John Moses May 10, 2022
Mike Matousek May 10, 2022
Zane Moses May 10, 2022
Adam Libarkin May 10, 2022
Arstar May 10, 2022
Catherine Hayes May 10, 2022
Celeste Nameth May 10, 2022
Chris Specht May 10, 2022
Danny Toback May 10, 2022
Florencia Reyna May 10, 2022
Fred Selden May 10, 2022
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Gwen Gary May 10, 2022
Jennifer Lin May 10, 2022
Jessica Wi May 10, 2022
Joe Forte May 10, 2022
Josie Rosen May 10, 2022
Karen Kardan May 10, 2022
Kevin West May 10, 2022
Los Angeles Beach Weddings May 10, 2022
Linda Silverman May 10, 2022
Lindsay Ravage May 10, 2022
Luke McNulty May 10, 2022
Mason Newton May 10, 2022
movementbymegan@gmail.com May 10, 2022
Melinda Carrigan May 10, 2022
Mike Barzman May 10, 2022
Michelle Colbert May 10, 2022
Mike and Darcie Renault May 10, 2022
Mike Baranick May 10, 2022
Patricia Ritter May 10, 2022
Paul Mayersohn May 10, 2022
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Richard Rabins May 10, 2022
Roger Johnson May 10, 2022
Shan Albert May 10, 2022
Sheldon Steier May 10, 2022
Susan Rosen May 10, 2022
AnnMarie Hudson May 11, 2022
Brad Smith May 11, 2022
Corey Steele May 11, 2022
georgnbay@aol.com May 11, 2022
Jeffrey L. Ross May 11, 2022
Judy Kahn May 11, 2022
Lisa Battista May 11, 2022
Maria Olimpia Feig May 11, 2022
Maria Speidel May 11, 2022
Marna Shulberg May 11, 2022
Mitchell Kenney May 11, 2022
Pamela Kalmus May 11, 2022
Roxana Benseman May 11, 2022
Sheila O’'Connell May 11, 2022
George W. Borthwick May 11, 2022
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Todd Nagler May 11, 2022
x| %

Andy Knuth May 7, 2022

Brett Leonard May 7, 2022

John Bowditch May 7, 2022

Paul Wong May 7, 2022

Ralph Gorgoglione May 7, 2022

Adam Dworkin May 8, 2022

Dalibor Banovi¢ May 8, 2022

Daniel Feder May 8, 2022

Eldred Nichols May 8, 2022

Glenn Wagner May 8, 2022

Jessie C. Lance May 8, 2022

John Moreno May 8, 2022

Larry Lawrence May 8, 2022

Nick Ellis May 8, 2022

Scott Gregory May 8, 2022

Ignacio Plascencia May 8, 2022

Tu Nguyen May 8, 2022
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Chris Ota May 9, 2022
George Benitez May 9, 2022
Khoi Pham May 9, 2022
Steven Fisher May 9, 2022
Thomas Wong May 9, 2022
Travis Siems May 9, 2022
Chris D. Olsen May 10, 2022
Navan Nguyen May 10, 2022
Brent Hall May 10, 2022
Kwock Koe May 12, 2022
Peter Jacobson May 16, 2022
Fernando Bonilla May 16, 2022
Individuals
IND 1 Arthur Salter March 10, 2022 X
IND 2 Ashley Perry March 10, 2022
IND 3 Brooke Sloane March 10, 2022
IND 4 Celeste Namath March 10, 2022 X
IND 5 Dan Rothblatt March 10, 2022 X
IND 6 Heather LeaGerdes March 10, 2022 X X
IND 7 Karan Kaplan March 10, 2022 X X

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
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IND 8 Karen Solokoff March 10, 2022 X X | X
IND 9 Louis Sanford March 10, 2022 X
IND 10 Matthew Levy March 10, 2022
IND 11 Robin Small March 10, 2022 X
IND 12 Scott Sloane March 10, 2022 X
IND 13 Mindy Tennen March 12, 2022 X X X X X
IND 14 Laura Glass March 13, 2022 X X X X
IND 15 Adam Howard March 14, 2022 X
IND 16 Hong Zhou March 14, 2022 X
IND 17 Jodi Plageman March 14, 2022 X X
IND 18 Marika Tsircou March 14, 2022 X
IND 19 Nancy & Mosa Kaleel March 14, 2022 X
IND 20 Phillip Small March 14, 2022 X
IND 21 Tim Smith & Chris Baker March 14, 2022 X
IND 22 Casey Kim March 15, 2022 X
IND 23 Julie Giehl March 15, 2022 X
IND 24 Rosita & Salvador Jimenez March 15, 2022 X
IND 25 Alexis Arinsburg March 16, 2022 X
IND 26 Elizabeth Hurchalla March 16, 2022 X
IND 27 Evan Lovett March 16, 2022 X
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IND 28 Lesa Miller March 16, 2022 X
IND 29 Shana Glassman March 16, 2022 X X
IND 30 Jeanne Johnson March 17, 2022 X
IND 31 Brad Goldberg March 18, 2022 X
IND 32 Donna & Fred Mendes March 18, 2022 X
IND 33 Emma Woodhouse Graber March 18, 2022 X
IND 34 Jen Azimzdeh March 18, 2022 X X
March 20,
IND 35A-D | Andre Karchemsky March 21, April 23 X X
& April 28, 2022
IND 36 Charles Cox March 20, 2022 X
IND 37 David Hilton March 21, 2022
IND 38 John Ruffner March 21, 2022 X X
IND 39 Kelly DeMarco March 21, 2022 X
IND 40 Marnie Messler March 21, 2022 X X
IND 41 Tanya Kinoshita March 21, 2022
March 21 & 24,
IND 42A-E | Teri Austin 2022 May 9, 2022, X X X X
May 10, 2022
. - March 21 &
IND 43 Tiff Williams April 8, 2022, X
IND 44 Tony Knight March 21, 2022 X X

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
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IND 45 Zach Schwartz March 21, 2022 X
IND 46 Molly Lorenz March 22, 2022 X
IND 47 Cristina M. Molina March 23, 2022 X X X X
IND 48 Kim Turner ;el\t/)l';zurigy;;,’22002222 X | x
IND 49 Li Fan Gad March 25, 2022
IND 50 Karen Swift March 26, 2022
IND 51A-B | Barbara Garner Xlsrr”cgg’ 123‘22 X
IND 52 Camilla Bravo March 31, 2022 X X
IND 53 Diane Hart March 31, 2022 X X
IND 54 Joseph Tourouk March 31, 2022 X
IND 55 Josh Rodine March 31, 2022 X
IND 56 Joshua Campbell March 31, 2022 X X
IND 57 Karen Kaplan March 31, 2022 X
IND 58 Laurie Cohn March 31, 2022 X
IND 59 Lisa Battista March 31, 2022 X
IND 60 Maria Olympia Feig March 31, 2022 X X
IND 61 Natalie Adomian March 31, 2022 X
IND 62 Paul Kradin March 31, 2022 X X
IND 63 Ellen Little April 1, 2022 X | X
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IND 64A-B | Jentle “Red” Phoenix ﬁg;;: ;’4,2%22& X X
IND 65 Julien Bassan April 1, 2022 X X
IND 66 Linda Roletti April 1, 2022 X X X
IND 67 Rob Langer April 1, 2022 X X X X
IND 68 Susan Pratt April 1, 2022 X
IND 69 Tom Imai April 1, 2022 X X
IND 70 Nicolette Del Barrio April 3, 2022 X X
IND 71 Dan Rothblatt April 4, 2022 X | X X
IND 72 Zach Felber April 5, 2022 X
IND 73 Erin Boorstin April 7, 2022 X
IND 74 Linda Roletti April 8, 2022 X
IND 75 Matthew Flynn & Dr. Pedro Ontiveros | April 8, 2022 X X X X X X X X
IND 76 Tiff Williams (2nd Letter) April 8, 2022 X X X
IND 77 Jayne Campbell April 9, 2022 X
IND 78 Mike Jeon April 9, 2022 X
IND 79 Dana Howbert April 10, 2022 X X
IND 80 Deborah Novak April 11, 2022 X X
IND 81 Sophie Colette April 11, 2022 X
IND 82 Periel Kaczamarek April 11, 2022 X X X X X X X X
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IND 83 Dale Fernandez April 13, 2022 X X X X X
IND 84 Martha Bissell April 13, 2022 X X X XX
April 14, 2022,
IND 85 Rachel Tonisson May 2, 2022 & X X X X
May 10, 2022
IND 86 Scott Dragicevich April 14, 2022 X
April 14, 2022,
IND 87A-C | Suellen Wagner April 26-27, 2022 X X X X X X X X X
IND 88 Beth Dymond April 15, 2022 X
IND 89 James H. Korris April 16, 2022 X
April 16, April 18,
IND 90 Kathy Anaya April 27, 2022 X X X | X | X X | X X
IND 91 Margot Riemer April 17, 2022 X
IND 92 Beverly Wilkerson April 18, 2022 X X X X
IND 93 David Nelson April 18, 2022 X X
IND 94 Louis Sanford April 20, 2022 X X X | X X X X
IND 95 Teri Austin April 22, 2022 X
IND 96 Zach Kleiman April 22, 2022 X X
April 23, 2022,
IND 97A-C | Mary Riley May 5, 2022, X X | X X X
May 10, 2022
IND 98 Rich Neher April 25, 2022 X X X

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
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IND 99 Patty & Terry Kirby April 27, 2022 X X
IND 100 Michael Konopisus April 28, 2022 X
IND 101 Jamie Ferreira April 28, 2022 X X X
IND 102 Jonathan Kern April 28, 2022 X X X X
IND 103 Allison Lane April 29, 2022 X X X
IND 104 Daphne Brogdon April 29, 2022 X
IND 105 Kevin Keegan April 29, 2022 X X X X
IND 106 Annie Wiebe April 29, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 107 Elizabeth Wiehe April 29, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 108 John McKenzie April 29, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 109 Laurie Rittenberg April 29, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 110 Celeste Namath April 29, 2022 X
IND 111 Carolyne Aycaguer April 30, 2022 X X X X X X X X X
IND 112 Christian Shirm April 30, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 113 David and Libby Goldstein April 30, 2022 X X X | X
IND 114 David Edelstein April 30, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 115 Eyal Podell April 30, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 116 Greg Siegel April 30, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 117 Howard Ekerling April 30, 2022 X X
IND 118 Jennifer Manley April 30, 2022 X X
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IND 119 Jodie Stern April 30, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 120 Joe Dungan April 30, 2022 X X
IND 121 Kathryn Savage April 30, 2022 X X X X
IND 122 Katya Volpi April 30, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 123 Toni Williamson and Larry Splichal April 30, 2022 X X X
IND 124 Lynne Moses April 30, 2022 X X
IND 125 Nigel Daly April 30, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 126 Paul Grein April 30, 2022 X X X X | X | X | X
IND 127 Periel Stanfield April 30, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 128 Sharon Roset April 30, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 129 Sheila Hall April 30, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 130 Victoria Maguire April 30, 2022 X[ X | X | X | X X X | X | X | X
IND 131 Cindy Kimbrell Poling May 1, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 132 David Gaines May 1, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 133 Dr. and Mrs. Joseph Church May 1, 2022 X
IND 134 Liz Mullen May 1, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 135 Jackelyn Puignau May 1, 2022 X X X X X X X X X
IND 136A-B | Neal Vitale mg ; 3853 & X X X X
IND 137 Renault Family May 1, 2022 X X X X X
Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
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IND 138 Seth Canterbury May 1, 2022 X

IND 139 Bill Nye May 2, 2022 X X X | X | X | X

IND 140 Chris Hazzard May 2, 2022 X X X X

IND 141 Chris Marble May 2, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X

IND 142 Liz Siegel Mullen May 2, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X

IND 143 Katalina Anaya May 2, 2022 X X X X X X X X

IND 144 Laurie Cohn mgi g 3833 & X | X X X X | X | X | X

IND 145 Lorenzo Family May 2, 2022 X X X X X X X X

IND 146 Michael Hooks May 2, 2022

IND 147 Michael O’Connell May 2, 2022

IND 148 Stuart Lichtman May 2, 2022 X

IND 149 Victoria Miller May 2, 2022 X

IND 150 Alan Penchansky May 3, 2022 X

IND 151 Barbra Hobbs May 3, 2022 X X

IND 152 Deborah and Christopher Nibley May 3, 2022 X X X

IND 153 Larry Rogers May 3, 2022 X X

IND 154 Sheri Herman May 3, 2022 X X

IND 155 James Krug May 3, 2022 X

IND 156 Katya Volpi May 4, 2022 X

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
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IND 157 Sue Taylor May 4, 2022 X X X X X
IND 158 John Mullins May 5, 2022 X X
IND 159 Kevin Haibach May 5, 2022 X X X X | X X
IND 160 Lesa Miller May 5, 2022 X X X
IND 161 Tracey Hughes May 5, 2022 X X X X X X X X X X
IND 162 Ed Cunningham May 6, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 163 John Moorhead May 6, 2022 X X
IND 164 Judy Millar May 6, 2022 X
IND 165 Suzanne Kiechle May 6, 2022 X
IND 166 Robin and Randy Stranger May 7, 2022 X X X X X X X X
IND 167 Suzanne Hunt Jenner May 7, 2022 X X X X X X X
IND 168 Chris Norlin May 8, 2022 X X
IND 169 Christine Bilson May 8, 2022 X X
IND 170 Maxx Walske May 8, 2022 X
IND 171 Michellene DeBonis May 8, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 172 Nolan Heath May 8, 2022 X X
IND 173 Norman Tucker May 8, 2022 X X
IND 174 Cathy Frank May 8, 2022 X X
IND 175 Olivia DeBonis May 8, 2022 X X X | X
IND 176 Art Manask May 9, 2022 X | X X X | X | X | X | X | X
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IND 177 Ashley Hunt May 9, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X

IND 178 Rebecca Baughman May 9, 2022 X

IND 179 Caren Lieberman May 9, 2022 X X

IND 180 Charlotte Glover May 9, 2022 X X X X

IND 181 Cindy Abrams May 9, 2022 X X

IND 182 Janine Milne May 9, 2022 X X | X | X

IND 183 S. Gregory May 10, 2022 X X X X

IND 184 Josh Silver May 9, 2022 X X X

IND 185 Keith Blaney May 9, 2022 X X X

IND 186 Kim Tashman May 9, 2022

IND 187 Kimberly Turner May 9, 2022 X X X

IND 188 Kyle Biren May 9, 2022 X

IND 189 Lee Haxall May 9, 2022 X X

IND 190 Lisa Fimiani May 9, 2022 X | X | X

IND 191 Michael Levy May 9, 2022 X

IND 192 Patrice Berlin May 9, 2022 X X

IND 193 Peter Cole May 9, 2022 X X X

IND 194 Rita Levy May 9, 2022 X | X | X

IND 195 Ryan Carl O'Meara May 9, 2022 X X

IND 196 Sarah Haskins May 9, 2022 X

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
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IND 197 Steve Caplan May 9, 2022 X X X X X X
IND 198 Susan Gleason May 9, 2022 X X X X X
IND 199 Joseph & Joanne Gallagher May 8, 2022 X | X X X
IND 200 Teryne Dorret May 9, 2022 X X X
IND 201 Andrew Johnson May 10, 2022 X X X
IND 202 Eric Preven May 10, 2022 X X X X X X
IND 203 Mark Cohen May 10, 2022 X X
IND 204 Riley McCluskey May 10, 2022 X X X
IND 205 Robert Baer May 10, 2022 X X X X X
IND 206 Tal Meirson May 10, 2022 X | X X X | X X
IND 207 Tama Winograd May 10, 2022 X
IND 208 Thomas Perry May 10, 2022 X X X
IND 209 Adele Slaughter & Jeff Kober May 10, 2022 X[ X[ X[ X | X | X | X[ X | X ]| X | X ]| X]|X
IND 210 Anthony Allen May 10, 2022 X
IND 211 Beth Miller May 10, 2022 X X X X
IND 212 Carey Smith May 10, 2022 X | X X X X
IND 213 Chris Trent May 10, 2022 X X X | X X X X
IND 214 Connie Acos May 10, 2022 X
IND 215 David Campanelli May 10, 2022 X X X
IND 216 David Kellen May 10, 2022 X X
Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
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IND 217 Diana Nicole May 10, 2022 X X X
IND 218 Donald McLeod Keefer May 10, 2022 X X X X X
IND 219 Ingred Mellman May 10, 2022 X
IND 220 Janice Jordan May 10, 2022 X X
IND 221 Jeffery Hartwick May 10, 2022 X | X | X X X X | X
IND 222 Kaitlin Gleason May 10, 2022 X X X X
IND 223 Krysia Plonka May 10, 2022 X X
IND 224 Laurissa James Gold May 10, 2022 X X
IND 225 Lee Rosenberg May 10, 2022 X
IND 226 Patty Kirby May 10, 2022 X
IND 227 Paul Ketrick May 10, 2022 X X X | X X | X
IND 228 Scott Mandell May 10, 2022 X
IND 229 Suellen Wagner May 10, 2022 X X
IND 230 Tim McGeary May 10, 2022 X X
IND 231 Tracy Bodis May 10, 2022 X X X
IND 232 Adam Grealish May 10, 2022 X X
IND 233 Angela Martinez May 10, 2022 X X
IND 234 Betsy Thomas May 10, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 235 Carolyn LoBuglio May 10, 2022 X X X X X X X X
IND 236 Carrie Henderson May 10, 2022 X X X X
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IND 237 Cory Blothenburg May 10, 2022 X
IND 238 Elizabeth Feuille May 10, 2022 X X
IND 239 Eric & Caren Lieberman May 10, 2022 X X X X
IND 240 Esra Hudson May 10, 2022 X | X X | X X X | X | X | X
IND 241 Heidi MacKay May 10, 2022 X | X | X X | X X X X
IND 242 Jason Martinez May 10, 2022 X X X X X X
IND 243 Judith Wiggins May 10, 2022 X | X | X | X | X X X | X | X | X
IND 244 Justine Lieberman May 10, 2022 X X X X X
IND 245 Katherine Kato May 10, 2022 X X X X X
IND 246 Kurt Gulsvig May 10, 2022 X X
IND 247 Michaela O’'Toole May 10, 2022 X | X X X X | X | X | X
IND 248 Carl May 11, 2022 X X | X X X | X | X | X
IND 249 Carolyn Seeman May 11, 2022 X X X
IND 250 Erna Toback May 11, 2022 X X X
IND 251 Marty Fortney May 11, 2022 X X
IND 252 Roman Verba May 11, 2022 X
IND 253 Craig Stevens May 16, 2022 X
IND 254 Harold Brody May 16, 2022 X
IND 255 John and Michelle Hales May 9, 2022 X
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2. Topical Responses to Comments

a) Topical Response No. 1 — Public Participation and
Review

(1) Introduction

This topical response is provided in response to comments received regarding the City’s
public review period. Numerous comments were received requesting that the public
review period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be extended beyond 45
days to 90 days. Reasons for the public’'s requested extension included, but were not
limited to, the fact that the public review period occurred during the COVID-19 pandemic,
that the public review period coincided with the “tax” season, and the “large” volume of
documentation associated with the Draft EIR, including its appendices.

(2) Discussion

With regard to public review of the Draft EIR, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines Section 15105(a) specifies that the public review period for a Draft EIR should
not be less than 30 days nor longer than 60 days except in unusual circumstances. When
a draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, such as
the Project’s Draft EIR, the public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.

The Department of City Planning determined that there were no unusual circumstances
with respect to the Harvard-Westlake River Park Project Draft EIR that would warrant a
comment period beyond the upper limit of 60 days, as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.

Regarding release of the Draft EIR during “tax” season, the time of year including “tax”
season does not constitute an unusual circumstance because it is an annual event that
is not included in the Guidelines as cause for an extension. Additionally, the size of the
Project’s EIR does not constitute an unusual circumstance and the public circulation of
the Draft EIR was consistent with the City’s standard practice.

As stated in the Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability (NOC/NOA), the City’s
Department of City Planning recognized the unprecedented nature of COVID-19 and the
restrictions it was causing. Having been identified as an essential City service, the
Department of City Planning continued to work and respond to all inquiries pertaining to
its ongoing efforts to process entitlement applications. As a result of the Mayor’s “Safer
at Home” Order issued on March 19, 2020, the Department of City Planning
acknowledged that the usual methods for accessing project-related materials in-person
might be limited. Nonetheless, the Department of City Planning was committed to
ensuring that interested parties seeking information about the Project could retain access
to the Draft EIR and the documents referenced in the Draft EIR. The Department of City
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Planning was responsive and responded to public requests for Draft EIR information
throughout the public review circulation period.

As the NOC/NOA clearly stated, the Draft EIR, the documents referenced in the Draft
EIR, and the whole of the case file were available for public review online at the
Department of City Planning’s website and in-person at three City libraries and at
Department of City Planning offices, and provided contact information for City staff should
an interested party wish to purchase a copy of the Draft EIR and referenced documents,
or to arrange additional accommodations. The City met all legal requirements for
document access and availability. In addition, the City has released tens of Draft EIRs
over the course of the COVID-19 pandemic with 45-day public review periods, therefore
this instance does not present an unusual circumstance.

The original review period was increased to 47 days because the end of the 45-day public
review fell on the weekend. While the City met all applicable CEQA requirements during
the initial 47-day public review period, the City, in response to strong public interest in
extending the Draft EIR’s review and comment period, extended the public review period
for an additional 15 days. Thus, the public review period occurred over a total of 62
calendar days from March 10, 2022 to May 10, 2022.

The California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.)
(CEQA) and the Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (14 Cal. Code
Regs. Section 15000 et seq.) (CEQA Guidelines) provide specific requirements with
regard to the distribution and review of documents prepared as part of the EIR process,
all of which the City has met or exceeded. An overview of these requirements and a
discussion of how the City, in its role as Lead Agency for the Project, has met these
requirements are provided below.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15085(a) requires that, upon completion of the Draft EIR, a
Notice of Completion (NOC) be filed with the Office of Planning and Research (OPR).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 requires that a Notice of Completion and Availability
(NOC/NOA) of the Draft EIR be mailed to organizations and individuals that have
requested such notice in writing, and that notice shall also be given by at least one of the
following additional methods: (1) publication at least one time in the newspaper of general
circulation in the area; (2) posting of notice by the public agency in the area where the
project is to be located; or (3) direct mailing to owners and occupants contiguous to the
parcel on which the project is located. CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(d) requires that
the NOA shall also be posted in the Office of the County Clerk. CEQA Guidelines Section
15087(g) provides that lead agencies should furnish copies of the Draft EIR to the public
library systems in the area of the project, and also provide a copy in the office of the lead
agency, to make the Draft EIR available to the public. The City’s compliance with these
requirements is discussed in detail, below.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 includes the consultation requirements that the lead
agency must fulfill during the comment period on the Draft EIR, such as consultation with
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responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and any other agency that has jurisdiction by law
over the Project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15086 also provides that the lead agency may
consult with any person with expertise regarding any environmental impact involved, any
member of the public who has filed a written request for notice; and any person identified
by the applicant whom the applicant believes will be concerned about the project.

Consultation with the public was part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), which included
notification that a public scoping meeting would be held to further inform public agencies
and other interested parties of the Project and to solicit input regarding the Draft EIR. The
public scoping meeting was held on October 19, 2020, at 5:30 p.m., in an online format
using the GoToWebinar platform. The meeting provided public agencies and interested
parties the opportunity to view materials, ask questions, and provide written comments to
the City regarding the scope and focus of the Draft EIR as described in the NOP and
Initial Study. The presentation materials and other documentation from the scoping
meeting were provided in Appendix A-3, Scoping Meeting Materials, of the Draft EIR.

When a Draft EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state agencies,
the public review period shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less
than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.

In accordance with the requirements discussed above, once the Draft EIR was
completed, the City, as the Lead Agency, filed a NOC with OPR, and copies of the Draft
EIR were provided for distribution by the State Clearinghouse commencing the public
review period on March 10, 2022, and ending on April 25, 2022, a period of 47 days (later
extended by 15 days to 62 days). The City prepared and mailed the NOC/NOA requesting
comments on the Draft EIR to responsible agencies, those agencies and individuals that
commented on the NOP for the Initial Study, all property owners and tenants (including
businesses) within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site, and any person or organization
who had requested to be included on an interested parties list for the Project. The
NOC/NOA included information on how to access the Draft EIR, including accessing the
City’s website.

An electronic copy on CD of the Draft EIR was also mailed to numerous appropriate
agencies identified by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning. To further ensure
that agencies received notice of the Draft EIR, the City e-mailed copies of the NOC/NOA
to known agency contacts and/or general agency e-mail addresses, which also included
a link to the Draft EIR on the City’s website. A notice was also printed in the Los Angeles
Times and posted at the County Clerk Office. With the newspaper notice, direct mailings
to owners and occupants within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site, all parties who
responded to the NOP, and to all persons and organizations on the Project’s interested
parties list including those who requested to receive notice, the City exceeded the noticing
requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.

Concerning the length of the public review of the Draft EIR, the initial public review period
of 47 days, beginning on March 10, 2022, and ending on April 25, 2022, met CEQA’s
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requirement of 45 days pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) for Draft EIRs
submitted to the State Clearinghouse for public review by state agencies. Nonetheless,
a Notice of Extension extending the public review period to May 10, 2022 was prepared
by the City and distributed in a similar manner and to the same parties as completed for
the NOC/NOA.

As explained in detail above, the City exceeded CEQA’s requirements with regard to the
distribution of documents for public review of documents in order to ensure that all
interested agencies, organizations, and individuals were informed of and had the
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Project. Regarding the Final EIR,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the City, as the Lead Agency, will provide
a written response to all public agency comments presented in this chapter of the Final
EIR at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. In addition, the City will provide
responses to comments submitted by organizations and individuals as included in this
chapter in this Final EIR.
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b) Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the
Project Design

(1)  Introduction

Modifications were made to the Project design in response to public and agency
comments received on the Draft EIR. These include comments received from agencies
such as the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as well as individuals and community
organizations. Many of the comments submitted in response to the City’s circulation of
the Draft EIR raised concerns regarding air quality, noise, and traffic impacts during
construction activities. Also, numerous comments raised concerns about lighting, noise,
and traffic during operation of the Project. With these concerns in mind, the Project
Applicant, Harvard-Westlake School, has incorporated modifications to the Project design
which have been formulated to accommodate these concerns, as discussed below.
Table 2-2, Summary of Project Design Modifications, includes the design modifications
that the School will implement as part of the Project. Generally, the Project design
modifications include: a reduction in total seating, reduced number of light poles, building
design (swimming pool area and gymnasium) changes, reduced number of parking
spaces, reduced grading/excavation, changes to the stormwater capture and reuse
system, and removal of water features. In addition, revisions to the Draft EIR with the
Project design modifications are included in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. Within Chapter 3, relevant figures from the
Draft EIR have also been revised to illustrate the Project design modifications.

TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESIGN MODIFICATIONS

Category Draft EIR Project Description Project Design Modification
Lights
Field A 6 poles at 70’ 4 poles (2 poles on the East and
2 poles on the West) at 80’
Field B 3 poles (N) at 80’, 3 poles (S) at 4 poles (2 poles on the South and
60/70/60° and 1 pole (E) at 60’ 2 poles on the North) at 80’
Pool 2 poles (SW/SE) at 60’, 5 poles (W) at 4 poles (2 poles on the East and

28’, 4 poles (N) at 25, 3 poles (E) at 21’ | 2 poles on the West) at 55’

Tennis Courts 12 poles at 40’ 10 poles at 40’ (excludes 1 light
mounted at 40’ on pool pole)

Swimming Pool
Bleacher Seats 348 214

Diving Boards One 1-meter board, one 3-meter board | Diving boards and diving
competitions removed from
School activities
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TABLE 2-2

SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESIGN MODIFICATIONS

Category

Draft EIR Project Description

Project Design Modification

Noise Reduction Canopy

Located along the north, west, and
south sides of the pool, maximum
height of 30-feet.

Located on west side of pool
above bleachers, maximum
height, 14 feet, 6 inches

Field A

Visitor Bleacher Seats 170 180°
Home Bleacher Seats 318 3622
Field B

Bleacher Seats 255 109
Tennis Courts

Bleacher Seats 100 84

Gymnasium

Glass Curtain Wall

Facing north on 2™ floor, and south on
the 2" floor

Removed from 2™ floor south
elevation (now solid wall);
Reduced window size on north
elevation on the 2™ floor

Bleacher Seats

1,026

1,056

Solar Panels

426 total: 338,000 kWh

379 total: 281,000 kWh

Total Seating

Outdoor Bleacher 1,191 949
Seating

Total Outdoor Bleacher | 2,217 2,005

and Gymnasium Seating

Parking

Subterranean Garage 503 spaces 386 spaces
Surface Parking Lot 29 spaces 17 spaces
Total Parking 532 spaces 403 spaces
Grading

Grading Cubic Yards 250,000 197,000
Grading Duration 7 months 5.5 months
Grading Truck trips 35,714 28,142
(including both inbound

and outbound trips)

Overall Construction 30 months 30 months

Duration
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT DESIGN MODIFICATIONS

Category Draft EIR Project Description Project Design Modification
Water
Water Features Three features west of gymnasium Removed from Project

building
Stormwater Capture and | 1-million gallon stormwater capture Approximate 350,000 gallons
Reuse System and reuse system for water from the stormwater capture and reuse

Project Site and a 39-acre residential system for water from the Project

neighborhood north of the Project Site | Site only

NOTES:

@ Seating Increase due to bleachers being converted from poured-in place concrete to a standard, prefabricated
design.

SOURCE: ESA, 2023.

(2) Discussion

(a)  Lighting

With regard to lighting, the Project design modifications would reduce the overall number
of light poles on the Project Site within the two athletic fields, swimming pool, and tennis
courts from 39 to 22 poles as follows:

e Field A, a reduction from six, 70-foot poles to four, 80-foot poles

e Field B, a reduction from seven poles that varied in height from 60 to 80 feet to
four, 80-foot poles

e Swimming pool, a reduction from fourteen poles that varied in height from 21 to 60
feet to four, 55-foot poles’

e At the tennis courts, a reduction from twelve, 40-foot poles to ten, 40-foot poles?

A Supplemental Lighting Report Memorandum, included as Appendix B.1 of this Final
EIR, provides the lighting levels around the Project Site with the Project design
modifications. As analyzed therein, the footcandles of illumination produced by the sports
lighting modification show a reduction from the original design, except at Receptor No.9
(4110 Whitsett Avenue) for which illumination was calculated to increase negligibly by a
few hundredths of a footcandle (an amount that is not detectable by the human eye). All
measurements remain far below the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) and River

T Two of the four poles in the pool area (i.e., the two poles on the eastern side of the pool) will have
luminaires mounted such that they serve both the pool area and the adjacent tennis courts.

2 The reduction of two poles at the tennis courts was accomplished by relocating those luminaires to
nearby poles at the eastern side of the swimming pool.
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Improvement Overlay (RIO) District3 thresholds for illumination. Further, the modified
sports lighting system continues to be an improvement over existing conditions which
produce higher levels of off-site glare at adjacent residences and along the Zev Greenway
given the imprecise optics and shallow orientation of the existing driving range and tennis
court lights. Please refer to Topical Response No. 4 — Aesthetics, of this Final EIR, for a
more detailed discussion of the modified lighting system. Also, refer to Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, which includes updates to the
lighting analysis in the Draft EIR to reflect the modified lighting system.

(b) Swimming Pool Area

With regard to noise and visual massing from the swimming pool area, the number of
bleacher seats have been reduced from 348 to 214 seats, the noise reduction canopy
has been reduced in size, and the diving boards and associated diving competitions have
been eliminated (which standardizes the pool depth at eight feet rather than the eleven
foot diving well that was originally required to support those activities). The reduction of
the canopy would reduce the massing as viewed from off-site locations. However, since
the redesigned canopy would be smaller than the previous design, it would not provide
as much noise reduction as the prior, larger canopy. A Supplemental Noise Analysis,
included as Appendix F of this Final EIR, provides the noise levels from the Project with
the design modifications around the swimming pool area and composite noise levels
(encompassing all activities and operation of the Project Site) at the adjacent off-site noise
sensitive receptors. As analyzed therein, noise levels with the Project design
modifications from the swimming pool area would be up to 3.5 dBA higher than analyzed
in the Draft EIR (at one receptor location — R34). As indicated in the Draft EIR, outside of
a laboratory, a change of 3 dBA in ambient noise levels is considered to be a barely
perceivable difference.® At 3.5 dBA, this increase would not be a substantial increase in
the severity of impacts from the swimming pool area as analyzed in the Draft EIR.
Moreover, composite noise levels that account for all Project Site activities with all the
Project design modifications would be the same or lower at all of-site locations with the
Project design modifications. Neither the Project with or without the design modifications
would result in a significant noise impact based on the City’s thresholds utilized in the
Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 — Noise: Construction and Operation
Impacts, of this Final EIR, for a more detailed discussion of the noise levels associated
with the Project design modifications in the swimming pool area. Also, refer to Chapter
3, Reuvisions, Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, which includes updates to
the noise analysis in the Draft EIR to reflect the swimming pool area with the Project’s
design modifications.

In addition, concerns regarding avian collisions were raised in public comments regarding
the swimming pool buildings. Although the Project as evaluated in the Draft EIR would

Zoning Information (Z1 2358), RIO Improvement Overlay District
4 R3= Single-family residential uses at the corner of Teesdale Avenue and Valley Spring Lane.
5 Harvard-Westlake River Park Project Draft EIR, page IV.K-5, March 2022.
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not result in any significant impacts to the movement of migratory birds or have a
substantial adverse effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species, the Project design modifications could potentially serve to further reduce
potential avian collisions concerns. As shown on Figure [I-13, Swimming Pool Elevations
— East and West Views, as revised in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the glass within the pool
area buildings would be limited to small glass areas with anodized aluminum metal and
glass garage door.

(c)  Athletic Fields, Pool, and Tennis Court Bleacher Seating

With regard to noise, the number of outdoor bleacher seats associated with the athletic
fields, pool, and tennis courts would be revised as follows: Field A: 488 to 542 seats (10
additional seats on the east sideline and 44 additional seats on the west sideline); Field
B: 255 to 109 seats; Pool: 348 seats to 214 seats; and tennis courts: 100 to 84. The total
outdoor bleacher seating with the Project design modifications, including the swimming
pool, athletic fields, and tennis courts, would be reduced from 1,191 to 949 seats, for a
reduction of 242 outdoor seats. Because athletic activities could occur simultaneously on
the Project Site, the noise analysis in the Draft EIR and Supplemental Noise Analysis
conservatively analyzed noise from all Project Site athletic activities to determine whether
noise impacts would occur. Furthermore, the Supplemental Noise Analysis reflects the
Project with design modifications updated site plan (Figure [I-6 in Chapter 3 of this Final
EIR). For example, the modeled noise levels at the off-site receptor locations account for
the modified pool area, which includes a reduced canopy that formerly provided additional
noise attenuation across the Project Site. As analyzed in the Supplemental Noise
Analysis, noise levels from the collective athletic activities under the Project with design
modifications scenario would result in a maximum noise level increase of 1.1 dBA (Leq) at
one off-site receptor (R3) compared to the Project without design modifications, which
would not be a perceptible difference.6 At well below 3 dBA, this increase would not be
a perceptible change from the noise levels as analyzed in the Draft EIR. Moreover, as
stated above, composite noise levels that account for all Project Site activities with all the
Project design modifications would be the same or lower at all of-site locations with the
Project design modifications. Again, neither the Project with or without the design
modifications would result in a significant noise impact based on the thresholds utilized in
the Draft EIR. Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 — Noise: Construction and
Operation Impacts, of this Final EIR, for a more detailed discussion of the noise levels
associated with the athletic activities under the Project with design modifications scenario.
Also, refer to Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, which
includes updates to the noise analysis in the Draft EIR to reflect the modified bleacher
seats.

6 Based on a comparison of ambient plus Project noise levels in Table IV.K-12 and Table IV.K-13 in the
Draft EIR to Table 2 and Table 3 in the Supplemental Noise Analysis, respectively.
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(d) Gymnasium

The Project design modifications to the gymnasium would include increasing the indoor
bleacher seating from 1,026 seats to 1,056 seats. As these seats are indoor and noise
would be substantially contained to within the building, there would be no change to off-
site noise levels from the small change in seating. Also, as discussed below, since the
number of parking spaces has been reduced by 129 spaces and no off-site parking would
be permitted for any event or use of the Project Site, the minor change in indoor seating
with the reduced number of parking spaces would not result in increased traffic to/from
the Project Site. That is, the Draft EIR analyzed noise levels with 532 spaces, and now
with 403 spaces, visitors that could have parked at the Project Site with the additional 129
spaces, would now be required to shuttle to the Project Site. Thus, individual vehicle trips
to/from the Project Site during events when the gymnasium may be at or near full capacity
would be reduced. The Transportation Assessment (TA) prepared for the Project
analyzed the circulation of thee (3) shuttles during the periods of School use. Under the
Project with design modifications, assuming that most of the event attendees would arrive
at the Upper School campus around the same time, shuttles would be operated at the
maximum capacity of 24 passengers at a time, resulting in 6 additional shuttle round trips
(129 passengers divided by 24 passengers per shuttle trip) between the Project Site and
the Upper School campus.

In addition, concerns regarding avian collisions were raised in public comments regarding
the gymnasium. Although the Project as evaluated in the Draft EIR would not result in
any significant impacts to the movement of migratory birds or have a substantial adverse
effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species, the
Project design modifications could potentially serve to further reduce potential avian
collisions concerns. The gymnasium will continue to rely in part on natural lighting, as
part of the Project design modifications, and the majority of the building will continue to
be covered by various metal louvers, porcelain tile and slate stone cladding. However,
the window area of the south side (second floor) of the gymnasium (previously covered
with metal louvers) has been removed from the Project design and will be converted to
solid walls, and the window area of the north side of the gymnasium has been reduced in
size. Note that on the inside of the gymnasium, a shade curtain would be installed and
would typically be placed in its down position during athletic uses, which would also
reduce light visible from the outside. The glass on the north side of gymnasium would be
substantially obscured by a terrace area and HVAC systems, and the curtain on the inside
of the gymnasium (when down). See updated Figure 1I-8, Gymnasium Elevations — North
and South Views, and Figure 11-25, Rendering of the Southwestern Corner of the
Gymnasium and Community Room, as revised in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications,
and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, for illustration of the modified
gymnasium design.

Also, the number of solar panels on the gymnasium would be reduced from 426 to 379
panels. The reduction in solar panels was a design correction that still allows the Project
to meet LAMC requirements, which were previously exceeded under the Project analyzed
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in the Draft EIR. The reduction in the number of panels, made in order to provide
serviceable pathways between banks of panels, would have no new or substantial
increase in the severity of environmental effects under CEQA thresholds. Corrections
have been made in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR to reflect the corrected number of solar
panels and change in corresponding operational and energy and greenhouse gas (GHG)
calculations. Corresponding modeling runs are included in Appendix K, Supplemental
Greenhouse Gas and Energy Modeling Data, to this Final EIR.

(e)  Parking

With regard to traffic and construction related air quality and noise, the Project design
modifications would reduce the number of subterranean parking from 503 spaces to 386
spaces, and reduce the number of surface lot spaces from 29 to 17 spaces. Overall, the
number of parking spaces would be reduced from 532 to 403, for a total reduction of 129
spaces. The reduced number of parking spaces would have the effect of reducing traffic
along Moorpark Avenue, Whitsett Avenue, and Ventura Boulevard, to/from the Project
Site since no off-site parking would be permitted by the Project. That is, visitors that could
have parked at the Project Site with the additional 129 spaces, would now be required to
shuttle to the Project Site during those occasions when the lot could reach capacity.
Additionally, the reduced size of the subterranean parking structure would require less
excavation as discussed below, which would result in a shorter duration of the
construction excavation phase and a reduction in construction-related GHG emissions.
Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 — Noise: Construction and Operation Impacts, of
this Final EIR, for a more detailed discussion of the noise levels associated with the
Project design modifications. Refer to Topical Response No. 9 - Transportation and
Parking During Construction and Operations, for a discussion of the Project’s proposed
parking program with the Project design modifications. Also, refer to Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR, which includes updates to the
Draft EIR to reflect the updated parking space numbers with the Project design
modifications.

(f) Grading

With regard to traffic and construction related air quality and noise, as stated above,
because of the reduced number of spaces, the footprint of the one level subterranean
parking garage would be smaller. The modified subterranean parking structure would
result in 53,000 cubic yards less of excavation compared to that analyzed as part of the
Draft EIR. Thus, the overall amount of excavation would be reduced from 250,000 cubic
yards to 197,000 cubic yards. This reduction in grading would reduce the number of haul
truck trips from 35,714 trips to 28,142, a reduction of 7,572 truck trips’. This would reduce
the excavation phase (with dirt hauling) from seven months to 5.5 months, although the
overall construction schedule would still remain at approximately 30 months given

7 The Project design modifications would result in a reduction in grading of 53,000 cubic yards. As
each haul truck carries 14 cubic yards, that equates to a reduction of 3,786 trucks, or 7,572 truck
trips.
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overlapping construction phases. With the reduced grading, the duration of the Project’s
on-site and off-site significant and unavoidable construction noise impacts would be
reduced as would construction-related GHG emissions. Please refer to Topical Response
No. 8 — Noise: Construction and Operation Impacts, of this Final EIR, for a more detailed
discussion of the noise levels associated with the Project design modifications. Refer to
Topical Response No. 9 - Transportation and Parking During Construction and
Operations, for a discussion of the Project’s construction-related traffic impacts with the
Project design modifications. Also, refer to Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, which includes updates to the Draft EIR to reflect the reduced
grading with the Project design modifications.

(9) Water

With regard to water supply, in consultation with the City and in accordance with Los
Angeles City Charter Sections 671, 672, and 673, the Project’s one-million-gallon
stormwater capture and reuse system was reduced in size (down to approximately
350,000 gallons pending final design) and scale so as to capture and treat stormwater
only from the Project Site, and not from the 39-acre residential neighborhood to the north.
While the Draft EIR did acknowledge the benefits of capturing and treating runoff from the
off-site area, this benefit was not quantified as part of the Draft EIR’s analysis of the
Project’s hydrology, water quality, or water supply impacts. The Project would still
similarly comply with all applicable water quality regulations as analyzed in the Draft EIR.
All hydrology and water quality impacts from the Project would continue to be less than
significant without the need for mitigation. Also, the Draft EIR’s analysis of water supply
did not take credit for water captured and reused by the on-site system, including captured
water from off-site areas, so the analysis of water supply impacts does not change with
the reduced capacity of the stormwater capture and reuse system. Moreover, although
the Project’s water demand would result in a less-than-significant impact on water supply,
in an effort to support water conservation, all previously contemplated water features
(such as recirculating streams and ponds west of the gymnasium building) within the
Project Site have been removed. Refer to Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, which includes updates to the Draft EIR to reflect the removal
of the off-site water collection from the Project’s capture and reuse system with the Project
design modifications.

(h)  CEQA Implications

CEQA anticipates circumstances where new information can be included in a Final EIR
without recirculation of the Draft EIR if the new information is intended to clarify or amplify
information in the Draft EIR and does not result in significant new or substantially
increased environmental impacts. The proposed Project design modifications are
intended to address public comments and generally have the effect of reducing
environmental less-than-significant and significant and unavoidable impacts as analyzed
in the Draft EIR and would not result in higher activity, new impacts, or substantial
increases in the severity of impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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Overall, the Project modifications would reduce the duration of the Draft EIR’s significant
and unavoidable construction noise impacts, and less-than-significant impacts related to
light and glare, air emissions (with mitigation), GHGs, traffic, and water demand, while
overall composite operational noise impacts would be similar to those identified in the
Draft EIR. None of the modifications would result in an increase in any CEQA impacts
identified in the Draft EIR. Because the Project modifications do not result in new or
substantially increased severity of environmental effects over those identified in the Draft
EIR, the Project’s design modifications would not require recirculation of the Draft EIR
(refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, of this Final EIR, for additional details regarding
recirculation criteria).
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c) Topical Response No. 3 — Enforcement of Public
Access

(1)  Introduction

This topical response is provided in response to comments received on the Draft EIR
regarding Harvard-Westlake’s (School’s) commitment to provide public access to the
community of the Project Site, including whether the School will be required to provide
public access and how the School or City will guarantee the public access.

(2) Discussion

(a) The Project was Specifically Designed to Incorporate Public
Access

The Draft EIR is clear that public access to the Project Site is an integral part of the
Project. As described in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on pages II-2
and 11-33 through 11-35, the Project has been designed to provide daily, 7:00 a.m. to 9:00
p.m., public access to an approximately 0.75-mile landscaped pathway and other
landscaped areas totaling 5.4 acres, and continued all day public use of the putting green
and clubhouse/café. In addition, as shown in Table II-3, Public Use Days and Hours, on
page 11-34 of the Draft EIR, the public would have use of the tennis courts when courts
are available, even if some of the courts are in use by the School. Public use of the tennis
courts could be through walk-on play or through advanced reservations. With the tennis
courts, the Project would provide a total of seven (7) acres of publicly accessible open
space and recreation area. The gymnasium community room, gymnasium courts, and
athletic fields would be available to preapproved groups when not in use by the School
(preapproved groups are further described below). The swimming pool would be available
for public use under approved swim programs because of certified lifeguarding
requirements.

The public pedestrian pathway circumnavigating the Project Site would be available daily
from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and would be accessed via gateways off Valley Spring Lane,
Bellaire Avenue, and immediately north of LAFD Fire Station No. 78 along Whitsett
Avenue. The public pedestrian pathway would be separated from School field activities
by landscaped berms and fencing within the interior of the Site, to avoid conflation of
public use of the athletic facilities when in use by the School. The public pathway would
be extensively planted with native vegetation and trees and would comply with the
Americans with Disability Act (ADA). The pathway would provide seating and would be
available for any member of the public free of charge and without reservation, for dog
walking, general exercise, and observation of the natural setting and biodiversity around
the Project Site. The pathway would connect to an ADA-compliant pedestrian ramp that
would provide access to the Zev Greenway.

With the exception of the tennis courts, other recreational facilities including the
gymnasium, sports fields, and swimming pool would only be available during those

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
2-100



2. Responses to Comments

periods of the day when not in use by the School. The School’s use would comprise a
minor part of the day on weekdays, as discussed below. School use on Saturdays could
take place intermittently, between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and are anticipated to be less
frequent than weekday use. Concurrent public use of the Project Site on Saturdays would
still be supported in the same manner as during school days. On Sundays, no School
athletics uses would be permitted and the entire Project Site would be wholly available
for public use. The tennis courts would be available to the public, even at times when
some of the courts are in use by the School. In addition, the walking pathway and putting
green are active uses that would be available to the public 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., seven
days a week.

Harvard-Westlake students would primarily attend classes on the Upper School campus
during the academic day and would generally not arrive at the Project Site until 3:00 p.m.
The athletic fields, gymnasium, and tennis courts would therefore be fully available for
public use from 7:00 a.m. until 2:30 p.m., equal to 7.5 hours each weekday (the half-hour
differential between the cessation of public uses and the arrival of Harvard-Westlake
students being necessary to provide sufficient time for the return of equipment, clean-up,
and visitor egress). Based on the School's 2018-19 athletics calendar and the most
conservative assumption that all School athletics activities would be scheduled at the
Project Site (except for football games), approximately 50 percent of school days would
not include outdoor athletic activities after 5:30 p.m. On such days, and providing the
aforementioned 30 minutes of clean-up and egress time, public use could resume at 6:00
p.m. and continue until 8:00 p.m. when all outdoor activities would be required to cease
(except for the tennis courts, which could be used until 9:00 p.m.). Reserved accordingly,
public use on 50 percent of school days could total 9.5 hours out of the 14 hours that the
Project Site’s two multi-purpose fields and tennis courts would be open and operational.
The Project’s pool would be subject to more limited hours given the necessity of providing
certified lifeguard supervision. The gymnasium basketball courts would be available to
preapproved public groups by reservation (refer to discussion of preapproved public
groups below). As described in Table 11-3 of the Draft EIR, the pool would be available for
members of approved swim programs daily from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m., or for periods of
time after weekdays at 9:00 a.m., or on weekends, if the approved swim program provides
dedicated, certified lifeguard supervision at the program’s own expense (and assuming
the pool is not in use by the School or other swim program).

The requirement for reservations would be a necessary component of coordinated public
use in order to ensure that all participants are able to fully access the desired facility(ies)
without unintended, simultaneous use by other individuals or groups. Given the layout of
the athletic facilities and ability to move freely between the pool, athletic fields, and
gymnasium, public use of those facilities would not be supported when they are in use by
the School. As a result of public feedback and interest, however, public use of the tennis
courts would be possible even if School tennis uses were underway on one or more of
the eight courts (if the School were not using all of the courts).
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In addition, in order to provide easier public access into the Project Site, the Project would
provide off-site improvements to the segment of Valleyheart Drive, south of LAFD Fire
Station 78, and portions of the Zev Greenway adjacent to the Project Site would have
direct access to the walking pathway circumnavigating the Project Site. Furthermore, as
described on page 11-20 of the Draft EIR, the Project's gymnasium would include a
ground-level community room available for public use by organizations through a
reservation system. The community-accessible meeting space would be located along
the southeastern corner of the building with the main entrance facing the Los Angeles
River and be located adjacent to newly-landscaped areas, benches, other seating, and
walking pathways. In addition to the community room, the Project’s “River Room” would
be located along the southwestern corner of the gymnasium building. While not directly
reservable for general public use, the River Room would be used by Harvard-Westlake
and preapproved environmental organizations to offer publicly-accessible classes,
educational programming, nature walks, lectures, and cultural experiences relating to the
role of the Los Angeles River in the City’s evolution and those who have inhabited the
area over time.

By providing a variety of accessible recreational opportunities, the Project would support
the following: field, pool, and gym-based sports by pre-approved community groups or
swim program members when not in use by the School; continued playing of tennis on
eight courts; and regular access to approximately 5.4 acres (235,224 square feet) of
passive open space, including the three-quarter mile long pedestrian pathway system
described above. Several comments were received requesting clarity on what types of
groups would be permitted to use the Project Site, and what the process for receiving pre-
approval might entail. Based on information received from Harvard-Westlake, the pre-
approval requirement for groups ensures that: a) the group is familiar with and abides by
the conditions of Project Site usage (including, but not limited to, preferred driving routes,
allowable hours of operation, and prohibition on parking in the neighborhood); b) the
group or organization is able to provide appropriate supervision of its intended activities
and participants; and c) the use of facilities can be managed in a way that best supports
the aggregate, desired activity or program schedules of public groups across the Project
Site. A group would consist of any organization or league that has a registration process
for its own participants, provides trained staffing and/or coaching, provides supervision
commensurate with its activities and number of participants, maintains liability insurance
covering its participants, and has an executed/up-to-date agreement in place with the
School. Group use of the tennis courts, such as for a tournament or tennis club, would
be permissible as is individual use. With the exception of the walking pathway, putting
green, café, and clubhouse, use of recreational facilities by entities other than the School
would require a fee to help offset the cost of basic maintenance and security functions.

The Draft EIR lists among the Project Objectives that the Project would provide academic
opportunities for science labs, outdoor classes, bird-watching, and other non-athletic
school activities. Harvard-Westlake classes would be primarily held on the Upper School
campus, and no classroom buildings are proposed as part of the Project. Since academic
use of the Project Site is an important Project Objective, the Project Site would be used
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for academic purposes. Academic use would be primarily conducted after regular school
hours since students and teachers would need to travel from the Upper School campus
to the Project Site. Because travel to the Project Site would reduce or interrupt the amount
of regular school-hour instructional time (given the Upper School’s fixed class periods),
use of the Project Site for academic purposes prior to 3:00 p.m. on school days would be
relatively infrequent. The academic use of the Project Site would not occupy any of the
athletic recreational facilities and would not impede or conflict with any public use of the
Project Site.

To facilitate public use of the Project Site, the Project would preserve the existing
clubhouse structure and café to function as a visitor center, and the putting green would
be preserved for public use. At the visitor center, members of the public would check in
for tennis court reservations, use of the putting green, and for other information. The
visitor center would be available for all reservation activities although an on-line
reservation system would also be available to expedite visitor check-in and reservations.
The clubhouse would also include an interpretive exhibit displaying the history of the
property and its use as the Weddington Golf & Tennis facility. Additionally, the public
would have access to Field A or the gymnasium for such activities as lectures, or
community meetings, with outdoor events on Field A including such activities as “Movies
in the Park,” local concerts, or other performances (referred to in the Draft EIR as public
special events). Public events would be scheduled so they do not occur concurrently with
school events.

It should also be noted that under existing conditions the Project Site is composed of a
private fee-only recreational golf and tennis facility, contains non-native and invasive
species and large expanses of water-intensive grass, and has no connection to the Zev
Greenway. In contrast, the Project would provide 5.4 acres of publicly-accessible open
space that would be available without charge. The proposed landscape plan is consistent
with the RIO District Ordinance guidelines and would replace many of the non-native and
invasive species that had been previously introduced to the Project Site. As described
on pages |I-51 through [1-52 of the Draft EIR, the primary goals of the Project’s landscape
design are to (i) create a dense tree canopy for natural habitat and learning opportunities,
(i) provide a high level of visual quality with respect to adjacent residential neighborhoods
and public enjoyment, and (iii) create a diverse and pleasant outdoor setting for public
use and relaxation. The landscaping would also enhance the connection between the
Project Site and the adjacent Zev Greenway where currently no connection exists. In
aggregate, the 240 trees to be removed would be replaced by 393 California native trees
in addition to three understory planting zones throughout the Project Site, resulting in
approximately 28,800 new shrubs and perennials located on the Project Site (refer to
Figure IV.C-6, Planting Zone Plan, of the Draft EIR). All of these landscape features
would enhance public enjoyment of the Project Site. (See also Topical Response No. 5 -
Biological Resources, in this Final EIR, and Sections IV.C, Biological Resources, and
IV.L.3, Parks and Recreation, pages IV.L.3-22 through 1V.L.3-27, of the Draft EIR.)
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Furthermore, the Project’'s commitment to public access is reflected in the Project
Objectives set forth in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. Per Section
15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, “... The statement of objectives should include the
underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project benefits.” Of the nine
Project Objectives, three are solely dedicated to promoting public access:

e Project Objective 2: “Provide opportunities for shared use of a variety of types of
recreational facilities and activities for the community.”

e Project Objective 4: “Create new publicly-accessible open space with a broad array
of recreational facilities in a safe and secure environment for the surrounding
community and the public to use similar to a City-owned park, while also providing
a community room, café, and indoor and outdoor areas for public gatherings,
performances, and occasional special events.

e Project Objective 5: “Increase public access to and enhance the adjacent Los
Angeles River and Zev Greenway through a network of publicly-accessible
pathways, a new direct connection to the Zev Greenway, and a landscape plan
that would restore native plant communities, create habitat for various species, and
support the goals of the Los Angeles River Improvement Overlay District
Ordinance, the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan, and the Los Angeles
River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes.”

(Page 11-13 of the Draft EIR)

(b) The Public Access and Shared Facilities Components of the
Project Will be Secured Through the Project's Conditional
Use Permit.

As summarized above, the Project was clearly designed to permit and encourage public
use of the open space and recreational facilities on the Project Site and to enhance the
public’'s ability to access the Zev Greenway. Nonetheless, some commenters have
expressed concern that once the Project is approved, the School will not maintain the
Project’s public access component, and that the City would have no enforcement
mechanism to ensure that the open space and recreational facilities are accessible during
the hours set forth in the Draft EIR.

However, these concerns are misplaced. As described on page 11-8 of the Draft EIR, the
Project Site is zoned A1, which is defined as an agricultural zone in the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC), and a school use is permitted in the A1 zone with a conditional
use permit (CUP) pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24. Accordingly, pursuant to LAMC
Section 12.24 T, the School has requested a Vesting Conditional Use Permit to allow the
operation of a private-school athletic and recreational campus in the A1 zone. (Page II-
62, Requested Permits and Approvals, of the Draft EIR.) In general, if the City approves
a CUP, it may impose conditions on a project. In the City of Los Angeles, the LAMC
specifically allows the imposition of conditions that further the findings required for
approval of a CUP (LAMC Section 12.24 F). The LAMC also requires that specific
findings be made to support approval of the CUP, including a finding that “the project will
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enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will perform a function
or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, city, or region” (LAMC
Section 12.24 E). In addition to providing school facilities, the Project would provide
publicly accessible open space and shared use recreational facilities, features that
substantially advance environmental sustainability as compared to existing conditions
(such as a photovoltaic array to reduce energy demand, a landscape plan consisting
entirely of native species, and a stormwater capture and reuse system). Although not a
publicly owned park/recreational facility, the Project's open space areas would
nonetheless support many of the identified priorities and needs, including the need for
walking pathways in the Project Site vicinity as identified by the Los Angeles Department
of Recreation and Parks 2009 Citywide Community Needs Assessment. The Needs
Assessment prioritizes recreation needs for the South San Fernando Valley as following:
No. 1 - walking and biking trails, No. 2 - small neighborhood parks, No. 4 - nature trails,
No. 8 - indoor gyms, No. 9 - outdoor tennis courts, No 12 - outdoor swimming pools, No.
13 - nature/environment centers, No. 19 - golf courses/driving ranges, No. 21 - youth
soccer fields, and No. 25 - adult soccer fields.8 Furthermore, the City may impose
conditions that ensure the public access and shared use elements of the Project,
including the hours that open space areas and pathways must be accessible to the public
and the requirements for shared use of the recreational facilities. LAMC Section 12.24 F
provides a mechanism for enforcement of such condition. Pursuant to LAMC Section
12.24 F:

F. Conditions of Approval. In approving a project, the decision-maker
may impose conditions related to the interests addressed in the findings set
forth in Subsection E. ...

The [Planning] Department shall have the authority to conduct inspections
to verify compliance with any and all conditions imposed on any conditional
use or other similar quasi-judicial approval granted pursuant to this
section. Clearance, monitoring and inspection fees shall be paid by the
business operator or property owner to the Department in accordance with
the fee schedule in Section 19.01 of this Code. ...

If, upon inspection, the Department finds that the applicant has failed to
comply with conditions of any conditional use or other similar quasi-judicial
approval granted pursuant to this section, the Department shall give notice
to the business operator or property owner to correct the specific
deficiencies and the time in which to complete the correction. Evidence of
compliance shall be submitted to the Department within the specified
correction period. If the deficiencies are not corrected within the time

8  City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, 2009 Citywide Community Needs
Assessment, Final Report, Figure 1.8.1a, Prioritized Facility and Program Needs by Geographic Area,
page 54.
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prescribed by the Department, revocation proceedings pursuant to
Subsection Z. of this section may commence.

Furthermore, pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.24 Z and 12.24 AA, if the School fails to
comply with the conditions of the CUP, the City can revoke, temporarily suspend, or
impose further restrictions on the conditional use. In the event of a revocation, the Project
would be subject to all the regulations of the A1 zone. Since the A1 zone does not permit
a school use without a CUP, the School would not be able to continue operating the
School facilities until, and unless, it receives a new CUP. Thus, at the City’s discretion,
potential conditions of approval could be imposed and the enforcement mechanism would
ensure that the public access and shared use of recreational facilities would continue.

(c) Project Design Modifications

As discussed in Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, design
modifications relating to seating, lighting, building design (swimming pool area and
gymnasium), parking, grading, storm water capture and reuse system, and water features
were made to the Project in response to public and agency comments received on the
Draft EIR. However, none of the design modifications affect public access to the Project
Site and as such, the impact analysis and conclusions included in the Draft EIR are not
affected by the Project design modifications.

(3) Conclusion

The above discusses the Project’s (with or without design modifications) public access
and shared facilities components that would be secured through the Project's conditional
use permit. The discussion is provided for informational purposes. The Project’s public
access features were appropriately described in the Draft EIR. No new or additional
analysis is required for this issue since the Project would not result in significant new or
substantially increased environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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d) Topical Response No. 4 — Aesthetics

(1) Introduction

This topical response is provided in response to comments received on the Draft EIR
regarding the Project’s aesthetics impacts. Commenters were primarily concerned that
the heights of the field lights would impact views across the Project Site; the removal of
trees would result in adverse scenic resources impacts; the scale of the gymnasium and
overall Project would not be suitable for the Agricultural zoning of the Project Site or the
scale of the neighborhood; and lighting for the Project’s multipurpose athletic fields, tennis
courts, and swimming pool would result in light and glare impacts. Based on the
questions provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Initial Study, included in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR, determined that environmental issues related to views,
scenic resources, and visual character would be less than significant and did not warrant
further analysis in the Draft EIR. The Initial Study further determined that light and glare
impacts would be potentially significant and would be further evaluated in the Draft EIR.

(2) Discussion

As discussed above, the Initial Study determined that the Project would not result in
potentially significant impacts regarding scenic vistas, scenic resources within a state
scenic highway, or conflict with applicable zoning or other regulations governing scenic
quality. Analyses of these issues are provided in the Initial Study, Section 4,
Environmental Impact Analysis, ltem |, Aesthetics. The Initial Study, which invited public
comments, was circulated to the public for 30 days beginning September 30, 2020, and
is included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR. The Initial Study findings are summarized
below.

(a) Views

Under CEQA, impacts to views refer to blocked scenic vistas from public locations such
as streets and parks. As evaluated in the Initial Study (see pages 57 and 58 of the Initial
Study, contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR), the proposed field light poles, ranging
in height from 40 feet to 80 feet, would be partially visible from adjacent public streets.
However, the field light poles would be broadly set back from each other and, due to their
narrow structure, would not substantially block views of scenic vistas across the Project
Site. Because of intervening trees, scenic vistas or long-range views of the background
mountains are minimally visible in views across the Project Site, with some limited distant
views present between trees, such as between the Mexican Fan palms on Valley Spring
Lane. Moreover, the Project would not encroach into the public right-of-way and would
not block public scenic vistas of the Hollywood Hills through south-facing street corridors.
In addition, the Project’s field lighting poles, at a maximum height of 80 feet, would be
lower than many of the wooden poles that support the existing golf driving range netting
and reach a height of approximately 90 feet. The Project’s sports lighting poles would
also have a diameter similar to the driving range netting poles. No community concerns
were expressed regarding the existing 90-foot-high poles as being highly visible and
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blocking existing views across the Project Site. Impacts related to views across the
Project Site were determined to be less than significant. As such, the Project would not
result in an environmental effect that would exceed CEQA threshold standards. This topic
was recommended for no further evaluation in the Draft EIR.

(i) Project Design Modifications

With regard to scenic vistas, the Project design modifications include a reduced overall
scale/massing of the swimming pool area due to the reduced size and height of the pool
canopy. Because of this reduction at the swimming pool area, the Project’s already less
than significant impact regarding views to and across the Project Site from off-site
vantages would be incrementally reduced, with impacts remaining less than significant,
similar to that evaluated in the Initial Study.

Also, with regard to the field lights, the Project design modifications would reduce the
overall number of light poles on the Project Site from within the two athletic fields,
swimming pool and tennis courts from 39 to 22 poles, as described in Topical Response
No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design and as shown in the updated Figure 11-27,
Light and Signage Plan for the Project, in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and
Corrections, of this Final EIR. The height of the four light poles on each of Field A and
Field B would all be 80 feet. The six light poles on Field A analyzed in the Draft EIR were
up to 70 feet tall, and the seven light poles on Field B analyzed in the Draft EIR ranged
from 60 to 80 feet tall. The Initial Study impact analysis and conclusions of views would
remain unchanged with the Project design modifications since the Initial Study evaluated
light poles up to 80 feet in height, and those poles that have increased in height would
still be set away from each other and, due to their narrow structure, would not substantially
block views of scenic vistas across the Project Site, similar to the Project without the
design modifications. Also, the light poles with the Project design modifications would
continue to be shorter than the existing 90-foot-high poles on the Project Site, and the
total number of light poles under the Project with the design Modifications would be less
than analyzed in the Draft EIR. For these reasons, the Initial Study’s less than significant
impacts regarding views would not change under the Project with design modifications.

(b) Scenic Resources

Significant impacts on scenic resources under CEQA refer to significant damage to
natural resources such as trees and historic resources within a state scenic highway. As
discussed in the Initial Study (see page 59 of the Initial Study, contained in Appendix A
of the Draft EIR), the Project Site does not contain natural scenic resources, such as rock
outcroppings or sizeable areas of native vegetation, nor is the Project Site within the view
field of a state or local scenic highway.9 The nearest eligible state scenic highway is along

9  State of California, Department of Transportation, Officially Designated State Scenic Highways,
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-
scenic-highways, accessed September 1, 2020.
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California State Route 1, approximately 10.44 miles west of the Project Site.™ As such,
development of the Project would not substantially damage scenic resources as the
Project Site is not within a State Scenic Highway.

Nonetheless, commenters raised concerns about the removal and replacement of
existing trees and the effects on the Project Site’s scenic visual quality. It should be
noted, however, that as discussed in the Initial Study, the Project would be designed to
comply with the requirements of the City’s Department of Public Works, Urban Forestry
Division, which requires the replacement of street trees (trees within the street public
right-of-way) on a 2:1 basis and approval by the Board of Public Works. Thus, the Project
would not conflict with the tree replacement regulations. The Project has also been
designed so that mature street trees would be retained along Bellaire Avenue, Whitsett
Avenue, and the Zev Greenway. In addition, the Project would retain the majority of
mature street trees along Valley Spring Lane with the exception of two smaller sections
of trees along Valley Spring Lane. The areas of mature tree retention on Valley Spring
Lane, Bellaire Avenue, Whitsett Avenue, and the Zev Greenway and tree removal along
Valley Spring Lane, as well as the sections of tree removal on Valley Spring Lane, are
illustrated in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, Figure IV.C-4, Tree Removal Plan, and
Figure IV.C-5, Tree Planting Plan, on pages IV.C-36 and IV.C-37, respectively, of the
Draft EIR. The removed trees on Valley Spring Lane would be replaced with fast growing
Velvet Ash in 48-inch boxes to contribute to the screening of the Project Site from the
public street. The Project’s tree planting program would also comply with the Los Angeles
River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines with respect to recommended tree and shrub
species within the River Implementation Overlay (RIO) District. Because the majority of
street trees would remain, the few removed street trees would be replaced at a 2:1 ratio,
and the Project’s tree planting program over the entire Project Site would result in an
overall increase of 153 trees beyond existing conditions (or a 36 percent increase), the
Project’s tree canopy would not result in a diminishment of tree resources. Refer to
Topical Response No. 5 — Biological Resources/Trees, for additional discussion of the
Project’s tree replacement program and long-term effects to the tree canopy.

In addition, although the Project Site is not located within a state scenic highway,
comments were received regarding the Project’s effects on historical resources which
contribute to the Project Site’s scenic visual quality. As reflected in Chapter I, Project
Description, of the Draft EIR, and in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources, page IV.D-30 and
IV.D-31, Project Design Feature CUL-PDF-1: Rehabilitation Plan, the distinctive
character-defining features of the Project Site as identified in the Historic-Cultural
Monument (HCM) designation would be retained. Specifically, the Project Site would
remain a private recreational facility open for public use in Studio City, and the character
defining features of the HCM, specifically the clubhouse, putting green, golf ball-shaped
light standards, and brick wall with weeping mortar, would all be retained such that the

10 state of California, Department of Transportation, Officially Designated State Scenic Highways,
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-
scenic-highways, accessed September 1, 2020.
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Project Site would retain its historic integrity and continue to convey its significance as a
1950s community recreational facility. The Project would maintain significant open space
and mature landscaping and would not alter the Project Site in a manner that would
significantly impact its historic character. See Topical Response No. 6 - Historic
Resources, of this Final EIR for additional discussion of the Project’s impacts to historical
resources, including the Project’s preservation of the historic-related character defining
features.

(i) Project Design Modifications

With regard to scenic resources, the Project design modifications would not affect the
Project tree removal and replacement program. Also, none of the design modifications
directly or indirectly affect any of the Project Site’s character-defining features. As the
Project Site is not within a state scenic highway, the analysis of scenic resources impacts
in the Initial Study would not change under the Project with design modifications.

(c) Visual Quality

As identified in the Initial Study, the Project is located within an urbanized area. As such,
based on the CEQA Guidelines question, the Project does not require the evaluation of
existing visual character or quality of public views of the Project Site and its surroundings.
The CEQA threshold, however, requires that a Draft EIR evaluate a project’s potential
conflict with regulations that govern scenic quality (see page 57 of the Initial Study
contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR). As discussed on pages 59 through 60 of the
Initial Study, the Project would not conflict with regulations that govern scenic quality
including the requirements of the City’s Department of Public Works, Urban Forestry
Division, the RIO landscaping regulations, including the implementation of the Los
Angeles River Master Plan Design Guidelines and Plant Palettes, and the individual
design and community design and landscaping policies of the Sherman Oaks-Studio City-
Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Community Plan (Community Plan) Design and Landscaping
policies. This is further shown in the evaluations provided in Tables LU-1 through LU-6 in
Appendix J of the Draft EIR regarding conflicts with land use plans, policies and
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact.

As discussed in the Initial Study, page 59, the Project would also not conflict with the
individual design and community design and landscaping policies of the Community Plan.
In accordance with Community Plan design policies, the vast majority of onsite parking
would be located below grade to blend with the character of the Project Site. A smaller
29-space surface parking lot would be located in the southern sector of the Project Site,
which would not be adjacent to or directly visible from the surrounding public streets.
Decorative walls and landscaping would be used to screen the Project’s uses from off-
site residential uses. No building within the Project Site would exceed 30 feet in height.
In accordance with the Community Plan Community Design and Landscaping policies,
open space available to the public would maximize pedestrian accessibility, and
circulation, open walkways, benches, and trees would maximize solar exposure and
protection, and the Project would feature plant, tree, and shrub species consistent with
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the Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines consistent with RIO District
regulations.

Although visual character is not evaluated in an urban area under CEQA thresholds,
comments were received regarding the size of the gymnasium within the Project Site and
neighborhood setting. The gymnasium would have a maximum height of 30 feet,
consistent with the Property’s A1-1XL-RIO zoning designation and, thus, is considered to
be at a compatible scale given allowable heights and adjacent neighborhood structures.
The gymnasium building would have a total floor area of 80,249 square feet in two above-
grade and one below-grade level. The total floor area of the two levels above grade would
be approximately 53,499 square feet and the building footprint would be approximately
26,750 square feet. The above-grade floor area and building footprint would not conflict
with applicable and/or allowable City building requirements within the 17.2-acre Project
Site. The gymnasium’s proposed location, with its northwest corner (the nearest point to
Valley Spring Lane) and 646 feet south of the curb line along Valley Spring Lane, would
be set back far enough so as not to substantially disrupt southward views.

Comments were also received regarding the 30-foot height limitation on the Project Site
under the existing zoning, and whether the limitation was adopted to regulate scenic
quality. Because the gymnasium building and swimming pool canopy would not exceed
30 feet in height, the Initial Study determined that the Project would be in compliance with
this height requirement. Although the Project is seeking the applicable entitlements for
the field lights to allow heights in excess of 30 feet, these would not differ substantially in
appearance from the existing 90-foot-high wooden poles supporting the netting for the
golf driving range or existing utility poles in the area. Light poles in themselves would not
be highly visually intrusive as shown in the elevations provided in Figure 11-15, Valley
Spring Lane Elevations; Figure II-16, Valley Spring Lane and Whitsett Avenue Elevations;
Figure 11-17, Whitsett Avenue Elevations; and Figure 1I-18, Bellaire Avenue and Zev
Yaroslavsky Greenway Elevations. These figures illustrate the visible field light poles and
show that the views are softened by the intervening rows of mature trees between the
street and the on-site facilities. As such, the poles, in themselves, would not substantially
contrast with the existing setting.

The Initial Study did, however, determine that the field lights had the potential for light and
glare impacts and recommended further evaluation of light and glare in the Draft EIR (see
below). While the City’s intent in adopting the 30 foot height limitation in the early 1970’s
is not clear, it is not a CEQA issue. The agricultural A1 zone allows for buildings up to 45
feet in height, while the 1XL height district further restricts buildings to not more than 30
feet in height. The Project conforms to the total allowable building height as determined
by the A1-1XL-RIO zone, and is requesting the applicable entitlements to address the
heights requested for light poles and fences/walls on the Project Site.

For all the foregoing reasons, the Initial Study determined that the Project would not
conflict with applicable zoning and other requirements governing scenic quality and, thus,
recommended for no further evaluation of this topic in the Draft EIR.
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(i) Project Design Modifications

With regard to visual quality, the Initial Study evaluated the Project’s potential to conflict
with existing zoning or other regulations that govern scenic quality. The Project design
modifications would comply with applicable zoning and other regulations in a similar
manner as the Project without design modifications. No changes to the Initial Study in
this regard would occur with the Project design modifications and impacts would remain
less than significant as evaluated in the Initial Study.

(d)  Light and Glare

The Initial Study determined that the Project’s exterior lighting, specifically field lights,
pool lights, tennis court lights, and illuminated scoreboards, would have the potential to
result in light and glare that could affect nighttime views in the area (see page 60 of the
Initial Study, contained in Appendix A of the Draft EIR). As such, a detailed analysis of
lighting impacts was included in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.

The approach to determining lighting impacts was based, in part, on an assessment of
existing lighting conditions, the identification of light sensitive receptors (land uses such
as residences that are sensitive to nighttime lighting), and a comparison of the future
lighting levels to the existing lighting levels at sensitive receptor locations. As discussed
in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, the lighting analysis was based on a Lighting Technical
Report prepared by StudioK1, lighting specialists who conducted site-specific field testing
to establish existing light levels/conditions and projected future level light/conditions
based on the design of proposed lighting equipment and facilities (contained in Appendix
B of the Draft EIR). The area’s light sensitive receptors include the Zev Greenway and
nearby off-site residential locations. Nearby residences are considered sensitive
receptors in the evaluation of light and glare impacts since exterior light sources have the
potential to disturb indoor residential activities (such as sleep) or outdoor recreation
activities, such as the use of balconies and patios. The Zev Greenway is a sensitive
receptor since it is subject to the RIO District’s lighting limitations, which are intended to
preserve the natural character of the river front. The RIO is a special use district that the
City established in 2014 by Ordinance Nos. 183144 and 183145 to support
implementation of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Plan, a long-term blueprint for a
variety of comprehensive improvements intended to make the Los Angeles River a
landmark and a catalyst for sustainability.

Based on the Lighting Technical Report’s quantitative discussion of illuminance (light
levels seen on an object or ambient, which are expressed in foot candles) and quantitative
analysis of luminance (glare, which is expressed in candela per square meter or cd/m?),
the Draft EIR focuses on whether the Project would cause or substantially increase
adverse nighttime lighting effects on light sensitive receptors.

The existing conditions were surveyed from several locations surrounding the Project Site
(i.e., the receptor locations) to gather a baseline and document any off-site areas currently
affected by light or glare from the existing uses on the Project Site. The study locations
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include 12 residential points along Whitsett Avenue, Valley Spring Lane, and Bellaire
Avenue, as well as a 13th location on the Zev Greenway, which is the nearest point on
the Zev Greenway to the Project Site and light sources. These locations are illustrated in
Table 2, Summary of Calculated Off-Site Lighting, Figure 8, Offsite llluminance (which
pertains to ambient light levels) and Figure 9, Offsite Luminance (which pertains to glare
levels) in Appendix B, Lighting Technical Study, of the Draft EIR. The effects of the Project
on off-site illuminance are summarized in Table IV.A-1, Summary of Calculated Off-Site
llluminance, on page IV.A-17 of the Draft EIR. Table IV.A-1 in the Draft EIR includes
those representative light sensitive receptor locations identified in Table 2 of the Lighting
Technical Study.

The increases in illumination levels are not based on incremental changes to existing
conditions, but on modeled calculations of illuminance levels from Project lighting
(expressed in foot candles unit of measurement) at the sensitive receptor locations
compared to regulatory standards.

Three analyses were prepared by StudioK1 for the Project’s lighting evaluation, the first
two of which are based on the computer calculations that were generated by Musco
Lighting for the proposed sports lighting equipment. The Musco Lighting study utilizes
photometry files, which define the amount of candela (light) emitted at any angle in a
sphere around the fixture.

First among StudioK1’s three analyses, the proposed sports field lighting fixtures were
evaluated for off-site spill lighting illuminance at all surrounding properties to determine if
the Project would produce two or more foot candles of light at any sensitive receptor, as
per LAMC Section 93.0117(b). As per LAMC Section 13.17 F, compliance with the RIO
District Ordinance was also evaluated against thresholds of 0.20 horizontal and vertical
foot candle at the Project Site boundary and no greater than 0.01 horizontal foot candle
15 feet beyond the Project Site boundary.

Second, the proposed sports field lighting fixtures were evaluated for glare impacts (i.e.,
luminance) from the nearest, most impactful light fixture at all surrounding sensitive
receptors outside the property line of the Project Site, per the requirements set forth in
LAMC Section 13.17 F.

Finally, general hardscape lighting, building lighting, and sign lighting were evaluated
using the California Energy Code (Energy Code) and the RIO District Ordinance. The
RIO District Ordinance determines the type of lighting, intensity, and size that may be
used on the Project Site between the athletic facilities and surface parking in order to
avoid impacting neighboring properties and the Zev Greenway. Compliance with the
Energy Code would limit the wattage, spill lighting, and operation of the lighting fixtures
for pedestrian and vehicular circulation at the Project Site. These factors are all designed
to provide neighbor-friendly lighting environments and reduce unnecessary energy use
when sites are unoccupied or nonoperational. By also following the requirements of the
RIO District Ordinance, the Project’s sports lighting designs would eliminate the spill
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lighting that currently crosses the Project Site’s property line into the Zev Greenway and
Los Angeles River areas.

The results of the analyses are provided on pages |IV.A-13 through IV.A-21 in Section
IV.A of the Draft EIR and in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. Figure |I-27, Light and Signage
Plan, for the Project is provided in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.

(i) llluminance (Light Levels)

In Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, pages IV.A-13 to IV.A-15 describe in detail the Project’s
lighting program, including the number of light fixtures and poles, the locations and
heights of poles, and the locations and sizes of illuminated scoreboards. Existing lighting
conditions are described on pages IV.A-7 to IV.A-9 in the Draft EIR.

(a) Existing illuminance

The existing tennis court lighting is provided by eight 500-watt induction floodlights per
court for a total of 128 fixtures. The existing 16 tennis courts are currently the brightest
sources of light within the Project Site. The existing driving range at the Weddington Golf
& Tennis facility is currently illuminated with six golf ball-shaped light standards that have
five 1,000-watt floodlights each integrated into the golf ball-like head. There are four
additional floodlights mounted to the north end of the driving range canopy, bringing the
total number of driving range floodlights to 34. These floodlights are all aimed at 90-
degrees from the ground so that the lighting is cast horizontally down the range at night
toward the west and Bellaire Avenue. The floodlights feature a conical reflector to direct
the light from each lamp onto the range, but no additional control features are used to
reduce the glare or uplight. The underside of the driving range canopy has fluorescent
striplights to provide illumination for golfers at the driving range stalls. Many of the existing
lighting fixtures use legacy lamp sources, induction and metal halide, with internal fixture
optics around the lamp to control the beam pattern. Due to the size of the lamps in the
fixtures, controlling the light is less precise than a small point source, such as LED. In
addition, existing fixtures are tilted upward to cast the lighting across the intended area to
maximize their effectiveness. This further exposes the lights to the surrounding receptors
and was the primary source of glare found during the field survey.

(b) Future llluminance

The Project’s lighting fixtures that would be utilized by the Project would be specifically
designed with precise optics and integral shields to aid in controlling the light and
preventing unwanted spill light, uplight, or glare. The Light Control Visor (shield) would
be specifically engineered so that light from the fixture can reach the destination surface,
in this case athletic fields, the pool, or tennis courts, while the edges of the visor block
any high angles which would otherwise impact neighboring sites. The Project’s lighting
fixtures would be tilted downward toward the target which further enhances effectiveness
of the shield.
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Although the field lighting would contribute to an increase in ambient light compared to
existing conditions on the Project Site itself (which is the intended result so that nighttime
athletics uses can be conducted safely), these light sources would not be directed
skyward or contribute to sky glow. Light increases (illuminance) from the Project would
not result in a substantial change in the character of the ambient light and would produce
a smaller area of sky glow as compared to existing conditions (refer to Section IV.A,
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, page IV.A-16). This is illustrated in the Lighting Technical
Report (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), by the extent of the contour lines in Figure 5,
Existing Off-Site llluminance, and Figure 8, Off-Site llluminance, of the Lighting Technical
Report. As shown in Figure 5, the existing illuminance extends beyond the Project Site
boundary and to several lots deep within various areas of the adjacent residential uses.
Figure 8 demonstrates illuminance with the development of the Project. When comparing
Figure 8 to Figure 5, there is a discernible decrease in the radius and intensity of
illuminance from the Project Site compared to existing conditions. The Project lighting
shows far more control with only minimal spill beyond the Project Site boundary in a few
areas. This comparison demonstrates the new lighting system would provide less
intrusion into neighboring sites than the existing Project Site lighting. Further, the
Project’s outdoor lighting would be in use from dusk to no later than 8:00 p.m. daily (9:00
p.m. for the tennis courts). Field lights would not be used on a daily basis. Existing tennis
court lights are kept on up to 10:00 p.m. and lighting for the driving range may extend to
11:00 p.m. Because of the lighting technology for the Project’s field and tennis court
lights, as well as the reduced hours in which outdoor lighting would be in use compared
to existing conditions, the Project’s overall off-site light and glare levels and duration
would be less than under existing conditions.

The effects of the Project on off-site illuminance are summarized in Section IV.A, Table
IV.A-1, Summary of Calculated Off-Site llluminance, in the Draft EIR. As shown therein,
light spill at the property line of all the residential properties surrounding the Project Site
would be well within the LAMC Section 13.17 F maximum of 0.20 horizontal and vertical
foot candles of light at the Project Site boundary, and no greater than 0.01 horizontal foot
candle 15 feet beyond the Project Site. Table IV.A-1 shows that the Project’s illuminance
would have a range of 0.00 to 0.06 horizontal foot candles and 0.00 to 0.09 vertical foot
candles. The golf ball-shaped light standards with 1,000 watt bulbs currently used to
illuminate the driving range would be repurposed as area lighting for the courtyard
adjacent to the clubhouse and tennis courts and replaced with bulbs not exceeding 50
watts.

(ii) Luminance (Glare)

Existing lamps on the Project Site are directly visible with no optical control, thus
contributing to existing perceived glare. Glare is the light a user might perceive as the
brightness or point intensity of a lighting fixture when directly viewed from a distance.
Musco Lighting evaluated the glare produced by existing and proposed fixtures at any
given point on and off the Project Site, including at twelve points within the adjacent
residential neighborhood and, as a thirteenth point, the Zev Greenway (sensitive
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receptors). Figure 9 (Off-Site Luminance) in the Lighting Technical Report (Appendix B
of the Draft EIR) illustrates the 13 receptor sites and the calculated values in candela
(directly visible light or glare) across the Project Site and the surrounding area. Each
point on this grid reflects the maximum candela value for the fixture with the highest
potential for glare at any given pole on the Project Site. The effects of the Project on off-
site luminance are summarized in Table IV.A-2, Summary of Calculated Off-Site
Luminance, on page IV.A-20 of the Draft EIR. As shown therein, the Project would result
in reductions in glare at most of the off-site residences. For example, the values at 4068
Whitsett Avenue would be reduced from 3,500 cd/m? under existing conditions to
approximately 5.8 cd/m? following Project construction. In other words, the new lighting
system would produce substantially less candela, or glare, than the existing on-site
lighting for twelve of the thirteen evaluated receptors. Modeled candela per square meter
calculations (cd/m?) for one receptor (4202 Bellaire Avenue) would increase slightly
compared to existing conditions, however, this minor increase would be 6.4 cd/m?, which
is comparable to the brightness of a single candle flame (7.5 cd/m?). Further, the modeled
measurements do not take into consideration substantial intervening Project landscaping,
which would result in a greater reduction in glare at all receptors. The conclusions for the
receptor at 4202 Bellaire Avenue, for instance, would be reduced, if landscape were taken
into consideration, given the substantial additional landscaping in proximity to Field B
(refer to section IV.C, Biological Resources, Figure IV.C-5 - Tree Planting Plan).

(iii)  Muminated Scoreboards

The Project would include illuminated scoreboards at the two playing fields and within the
pool area. As described in page IV.A-18 and Appendix B of the Draft EIR, the Project
would strategically layout the scoreboards so that no scoreboard directly faces an
adjacent sensitive receptor. This layout of the scoreboards creates long distances to any
directly facing receptor and steep oblique viewing angles to closer receptors adjacent to
the fields. Due to either the long distance or steep viewing angle, the illumination effects
of these signs would be nearly nonexistent at the sensitive receptors resulting in no
exceedance of LAMC Section 14.4.4 E requirement, which limits light intensity from
signage to no more than 3.0 foot candles above ambient lighting at residential property
boundaries. Signs and sign lighting would be restricted by the Energy Code, which limits
the allowable wattage for internally and externally illuminated signs. This applies to
directional signs, message boards, as well as scoreboards, on the Project Site. Per
Energy Code Section 140.8, internally illuminated signs are allowed up to 12 watts per
square foot, while externally illuminated signs can use 2.3 watts per square foot of
illuminated sign area. Signs must also comply with Energy Code Section 130.3, which
requires photosensor controls to switch off signs during daylight conditions or have at
least 65 percent dimming capabilities for signs illuminated both at night and day. In
addition, any Electronic Message Center greater than 15kW would be required to reduce
power by 30 percent in an energy event. These maximum allowable power restrictions
for signs would keep the illumination to a minimum while maintaining functional viewing.
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(e)  Project with Design Modifications

As discussed in Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, design
modifications, including a change in the Project’s field lighting program, would be
implemented for the Project based on public comments. Although light and glare impacts
under the Project would be less than significant, lighting impacts would be further reduced
at some receptor locations with the design modifications and a reduction in the number
of light poles. The modified lighting program and effects of the design modifications are
evaluated in detail in Appendix B.1, Supplemental Lighting Report Memorandum, and in
Appendix B.2, Supplemental Lighting Report Appendix, of this Final EIR. As discussed
therein the lighting program would be modified as follows:

e The Project’s three 70-foot field lights on the west sideline of Field A and three 70-
foot-tall light poles on the east sideline of Field A (a total of six field lights at Field
A) would be changed under the Project with design modifications to a total of four
80-foot-tall light poles on the east and west sidelines of the field (two on each
sideline).

e The Project’s three 80-foot-tall field lights on the north side of Field B, one 60-foot-
tall field light on the east side of Field B, two 60-foot-tall field lights on the south
side of Field B, and one 70-foot-tall field light on the south side of Field B (a total
of seven field lights at Field B) would be changed under the Project design
modifications to two 80-foot-tall field lights on the north side of Field B, and two 80-
foot-tall field lights on the south side of Field B (for a total of four field lights at Field
B). The 60-foot-tall light pole on the east side of Field B and 70-foot-tall field light
on the south side of Field B would be eliminated under the Project with design
modifications.

e The Project’s 14 light poles located at the swimming pool with varying heights
between 21 feet and 60 feet would be changed under the Project’s design
modifications to four 55-foot-tall lights. 11

e The Project’s twelve 40-foot-tall court lights located on all four sides of the tennis
courts would be changed under the Project’s design modifications to a total ten
court light poles at 40-feet-tall. 12

The changes in field lights are illustrated in revised Figure 11-27, Light and Signage Plan
for the Project, in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and Corrections to the Draft EIR,
of this Final EIR. The total change in the number of light poles would be reduced from 39
poles under the Project to 22 poles under the Project with design modifications (a
reduction of 17 poles).

11 Two of the four poles in the pool area (i.e., the two poles on the eastern side of the pool) will have
luminaires mounted such that they serve both the pool area and the adjacent tennis courts.

12 The reduction of two poles at the tennis courts was accomplished by relocating those luminaires to
nearby poles at the eastern side of the swimming pool.
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As shown in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, Table IV.A-1, Summary of Calculated Off-Site
llluminance, the calculated off-site illuminance (horizontal and vertical) would be well
within the applicable LAMC thresholds. As shown therein, the footcandles of illumination
produced by the sports lighting revision under the Project with design modifications show
a reduction from the original design, except at receptor No. 9 (4110 Whitsett Avenue) for
which illumination was calculated to increase negligibly by a few hundredths of a
footcandle. All measurements remain far below the LAMC and RIO thresholds for
illumination. Using the revised candela plot from Musco Lighting, a similar result for offsite
glare, or candela per square meter (cd/m2), was observed.

Table IV.A-2, Summary of Calculated Off-site Luminance, as revised in Chapter 3 of this
Final EIR, under the Project with design modifications, minor fluctuations in glare were
calculated. Additionally, Table IV.A-2 shows that luminance levels would substantially
decrease, except at one receptor location, under the Project with design modifications
compared to existing luminance levels. Under the Project with design modifications,
luminance levels would decrease at eight of the 13 analyzed receptor locations including
luminance levels within the RIO District compared to the Project without the design
modifications. The minor increases at the remaining six sensitive receptors would, as with
the Project without the design modifications, continue to be substantially below existing
luminance levels.

Under the Project with design modifications compared to the Project without design
modifications, decreases in off-site luminance ranged from 0.3 to 9.7 cd/m2 (the largest
decrease being located at the property line adjacent to the Zev Greenway), while
increases ranged from 0.1 to 2.0 cd/m2. All such increases are minor and generally
comparable to the light produced by a single candle flame (7.5 cd/m?). Under existing
conditions, the existing lighting produces off-site glare as high as 3,700 cd/m? at adjacent
residences and 4,375 cd/m? along the Zev Greenway given the imprecise optics and
shallow orientation of the existing driving range and tennis court lights. In comparison,
under the Project with design modifications, the maximum glare intensity would be 7.2
cd/m?, significantly decreasing the overall glare intensity, with the exception of one
receptor location (4202 Bellaire Avenue).

The Project Site lighting conditions can also be viewed graphically via illuminance plots.
As described in the Draft EIR’s Lighting Report (Appendix B of the Draft EIR), existing
lighting extends well beyond the Project Site boundary (Figure 5, Existing Off-Site
llluminance, in the Lighting Report). This simulation, for both existing and post-Project
conditions, does not account for landscaping, changes in elevation, intervening
structures, or geography of the Project Site that might reduce lighting views to some
areas. The blue line (also referred to as isoline) included in the figure represents the
extent of measurable lighting that is produced by sources on the existing Project Site. By
contrast, the Project’s field lighting system for the Project with design modifications is
shown in Figure 8, Off-Site llluminance, of the Supplemental Lighting Report
Memorandum (Appendix B.1 of this Final EIR). Similar to the Project’s original lighting
layout, the revised design reflects tighter control of on-site light sources and yields a
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significant reduction in off-site glare, reducing the lighting levels that the surrounding
neighborhoods would experience. Therefore, similar to the Project without design
modifications, the Project with design modifications would result in less than significant
light and glare impacts.

(3) Conclusion

Because of improvements in lighting technology, precision placement and angulation of
source lights, as well as precise site planning, with the exception of a light level increase
equivalent to one candle at one location (4202 Bellaire Avenue), the Project’s lighting
program, without design modifications, would reduce the Project Site’s existing ambient
light and glare conditions as compared to existing conditions. Note also that the modeled
illuminance and luminance measurements do not take into account landscaping between
the receptors and the Project Site. All light and glare levels under the Project without
design modifications would be below regulatory standards. Therefore, the Project without
design modifications would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Similar to the Project lighting impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR, the Project’s lighting
program with design modifications would also reduce the existing ambient light and glare
conditions with the exception of one receptor location (4202 Bellaire Avenue), similar to
the Project without design modifications. All light and glare levels under the Project with
design modifications would be below regulatory standards. Therefore, the Project with
design modifications would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. As such, the Project with the design
modifications would not result in significant new or substantially increased environmental
impacts as evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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e) Topical Response No. 5 — Biological Resources/
Trees

(1)  Introduction

This topical response addresses comments received on the Draft EIR regarding the
Project’s removal and replacement of trees from a biological resources perspective. The
Draft EIR’s evaluation of tree impacts from a biological resources perspective was
included in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, and specifically assessed under
Threshold (e), which, under Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, evaluates whether the
Project would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. A Tree Report was prepared for the
Project by Carlberg Associates to support preparation of the Draft EIR analysis of impacts
to trees.13 In addition, a number of public comments inquired about how the Project’s
tree removal and replacement program would affect long-term sequestration and the tree
canopy. Thus, based on the Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study, included in
Appendix C of this Final EIR, information on these issues is also included in this topical
response for informational purposes.

Also, with regard to aesthetics impacts related to the Project’'s tree removal and
replacement program, please refer to Topical Response No. 4 - Aesthetics, and the
Project’s Initial Study (included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR). As evaluated on pages
59 and 60 of the Initial Study, because the Project Site is located in an urbanized area,
the analysis of visual character and quality under Threshold (c) evaluated whether the
Project would conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality. As analyzed therein, the Project would not conflict with any of the applicable plan
and policies, including those pertaining to tree removal and replacement.

(2) Discussion

(a) City of Los Angeles Municipal Code — Protected Trees and
Shrubs

Native species of oak (Quercus sp., except scrub oak [Q. dumosa]), Southern California
black walnut (Juglans californica), California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica) and
western sycamore (Platanus racemosa) trees at least four inches in diameter (cumulative
for multi-trunked trees) at 4.5 feet above the ground level at the base of the tree or
diameter-at-breast height are protected in the City under Ordinance No. 177,404, which
became effective April 23, 2006. On December 11, 2020, the City adopted Ordinance No.
186,873, extending protection status to two native shrub species, the Mexican Elderberry
(Sambucus mexicana) and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) shrubs, and amending

13 Carlberg Associates, City of Los Angeles Tree Report Harvard-Westlake River Park Campus,
October 2020. Appendix A of Appendix D, Biological Technical Report, of the Draft EIR.
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provisions of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 12.21, 17.02, 17.05, 17.06,
17.51, 46.00, 46.01, 46.02, 46.03, 46.04, and 46.06.

LAMC Section 17.05 R prohibits, without a permit, the removal of any regulated protected
tree, including “acts which inflict damage upon root systems or other parts of the tree...”
and requires replacement of all regulated protected trees that are removed on at least a
four-to-one basis with trees that are of a protected variety. Replacement trees must be at
least 15 gallons or larger, measure one inch or more in diameter at a foot above the base,
and measure at least seven feet in height from the base. The size and number of
replacement trees shall approximate the value of the tree to be replaced. A protected tree
shall only be replaced by other protected tree varieties and shall not be replaced by
shrubs. Similarly, a protected shrub shall only be replaced by other protected shrub
varieties and shall not be replaced by trees, to the extent feasible as determined by the
Advisory Agency, Board of Public Works, or certified arborist. Further, when replacing
more than two protected trees or shrubs, the permit at issue must be considered at a full
public hearing of the Board of Public Works. The City also requires preparation of a report
by a tree expert identifying protected on-site trees, impacts to trees related to grading and
construction, and mitigation measures for impacts to protected trees. However, native
trees that have been planted as part of a tree planting program are exempt from these
ordinances and are not considered protected.

(b)  Existing Conditions

As discussed on page ll-1, in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the area
proposed for the Project consists of a 16.1-acre (701,428-square-foot) parcel, owned by the
School (Property) located at 4047, 4141, and 4155 N. Whitsett Avenue and 12506, 12600,
and 12630 W. Valley Spring Lane; and a 1.1-acre (47,916-square-foot) parcel the School
leases from the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (Leased Property) (portion of
Assessor Parcel Number [APN] 2375-018-903), which collectively comprise the 17.2-acre
(749,344-square-foot) project site (Project Site). As discussed on page IV.C-13 of the Draft
EIR, the Project Site (Property and Leased Property) and the off-site improvement areas
(approximately 1.7 acres) combined together comprise the Biological Study Area, which
is approximately 18.9 acres (refer to Figure IV.C-1, Plant Communities, on page IV.C-17 of
the Draft EIR for an illustration of the Biological Study Area). The off-site improvement areas
associated with the Project include improvements to the segment of Valleyheart Drive
south of LAFD Fire Station 78, portions of the Zev Greenway adjacent to the Project Site,
and an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant accessible pedestrian ramp
leading to the Zev Greenway at Coldwater Canyon Avenue (Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp). The Biological Study Area is located in a developed urban area
in the community of Studio City within the City of Los Angeles.

Although habitat within the Project Site is primarily non-native ornamental landscaping, it
does support a large number of trees and some shrubs, though shrubs are minimal since
the Project Site is predominantly comprised of maintained turf for the golf course and
driving range. The Tree Report prepared for the Project evaluated a total of 421 trees,
located both on the Project Site and off-site surrounding areas. Of the 421 trees
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inventoried and evaluated, 258 trees are located on-site, and 163 trees are located off-
site. The off-site trees include 87 trees surrounding the Project Site located in the public
right-of-way and 76 trees located off-site within the Zev Greenway area. 4 The inventoried
trees are generally concentrated along the western and northern boundaries of the
Project Site and along the Los Angeles River, as well as scattered throughout the golf
course. Non-native (and non-protected) tree species vary and include cedar, olive, palm,
pine, and gum trees, among others. Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia robusta) (174),
Aleppo pine (Pinus halepensis) (56), and blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus globulus) (42)
make up more than half of all the inventories trees. > Mexican fan palms are considered
invasive species by the California Invasive Plant Council and are listed in the Los Angeles
River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes as “plants that should
never be planted along the river.”16:17

Land uses immediately surrounding the Project Site include residential neighborhoods to
the north, west, and east and the Zev Greenway and the Los Angeles River to the south
and southwest. This portion of the Los Angeles River is entirely channelized and does not
support any vegetation within the channel. Some native vegetation is planted along the
southwestern-facing slope north of the channel, which is part of a half-mile stretch of
native habitat restored along the Zev Greenway.18 There is also a row of mature western
sycamore (Platanus racemosa) and ornamental African sumac (Searsia lancea) trees
planted along the top of the southern bank of the Los Angeles River. The adjoining
property to the southeast is LAFD Fire Station 78.

(i) City-Protected and Non-Protected Significant Trees

The City’s Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance protects native tree and shrub species
(i.e., western sycamores, indigenous oak species, California bay laurels, southern
California black walnuts, Mexican elderberry, and toyon). None of the on-site private property
trees are protected by the Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance, and all trees planted on-site
are ornamental, non-native trees. Trees located in public rights-of-way are generally protected
regardless of species or size, and these total 87 off-site trees. As discussed on page IV.C-28,
in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, there are 30 young oak and
sycamore trees and a number of native shrubs, including Mexican elderberry and toyon,
in the off-site Zev Greenway area; however, these were planted (not naturally occurring)
and are, therefore, not considered a protected tree or shrub since any tree planted or

14 Carlberg Associates. City of Los Angeles Tree Report Harvard-Westlake River Park Campus, October
2020. Appendix A of Appendix D, Biological Resources Technical Report, of the Draft EIR.

15 For plant and wildlife species, scientific names are only included with common names upon first
mention. They are only referred to by common names thereafter.

16 California Invasive Plant Council, The Cal-IPC Inventory, https://www.cal-
ipc.org/plants/inventory/.2020, accessed December 10, 2020.

17 Los Angeles County Public Works, Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant
Palettes, January 2004, page 38.

18 Community Conservation Solutions. The Zev Yaroslavsky L.A. River Greenway Trail,
https://www.conservationsolutions.org/la-river, accessed November 18, 2020.
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grown as part of a tree planting program is not protected under the City’s Protected Tree
and Shrub Ordinance.® As discussed in the Biological Resources Technical Report
(Appendix D of the Draft EIR), there were no Mexican elderberry or toyon found within
the Project Site. One significant, protected, off-site tree, a coast live oak, was identified,
is located in the Zev Greenway and would be preserved by the Project.

All trees over eight inches in diameter-at-breast height, or located within the public right-
of-way are “significant trees” according to the direction of the Department of City Planning.
Based on their measured trunk diameters, 304 on- and off-site trees are considered
significant, non-protected trees.

(c) Project Improvements

One of the Project Objectives is to “Implement a tree planting program that substantially
increases the number of trees on the Project Site with native and River Improvement
Overlay (RIO) compliant tree species, while removing invasive exotic and non-RIO
compliant tree species.”20 In line with this objective, the Project’s landscape design
includes the planting of healthy trees that are consistent with the Los Angeles RIO District
Ordinance?! and the Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant
Palettes22 (Landscaping Guidelines).

The Project’s tree removal and tree replacement program is outlined in Table 2-3, Tree
Removal and Replacement Program, which is the same as Table |I-2, Tree Removal and
Replacement Program, in Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. As shown
therein and discussed on page IV.C-29, in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft
EIR, 240 trees would be removed by the Project. The majority of the trees to be removed,
75 percent (179 trees), are non-RIO compliant (including 121 Mexican fan palms). Of the
240 trees to be removed, 209 are located on-site (Project Site), 31 trees (including 26
Mexican fan palms) are located off-site in the public right-of-way, and no trees would be
removed within the Zev Greenway Area (off-site). The Project would increase the number
of trees on-site from 258 to 383, a 49-percent increase. The Project would increase the
number of off-site trees from 163 to 191, a 17-percent increase. Overall, the Project would
plant 393 new trees, resulting in an overall net increase of 153 trees as compared to
existing conditions (i.e., a 36 percent increase).

19 LAMC Section 17.02, which states: “The definition [of protected species] shall not include any tree or
shrub grown or held for sale by a licensed nursery, or trees planted or grown as part of a tree planting
program.”

20 The “RIO” designation indicates a River Improvement Overlay (RIO) District related to the Project’s
location in proximity to the Los Angeles River. Zoning Information (ZI 2358), RIO Improvement
Overlay District.

21 City of Los Angeles, Zoning Information (Z.I) No. 2358 River Improvement Overlay District Ordinance
Nos. 183144 and 183145, effective August 20, 2014, revised January 12, 2015.

22 Los Angeles County Public Works, Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant
Palettes, January 2004.
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TABLE 2-3
TREE REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT PROGRAM
No. of Trees under
Existing Existing Trees | New Trees to Project Net
Area Trees to be Removed | be Planted | Conditions | Change
Property (On-Site) 227 198 299 328 +101
Leased Property (On-Site) 31 11 35 55 +24
Zev Greenway (Off-Site) 76 0 38 114 +38
Right-Of Way (Off-site) 87 31 21 77 -10
Totals 421 240 393 574 +153
SOURCE: ESA, 2021.
(d)  Project Impacts

As discussed on pages IV.C-49 to IV.C-56 of Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the
Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources in the City’s General Plan Framework Element, Conservation
Element, Open Space Element, the Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga
Pass Community Plan, or tree preservation ordinance.

(i) RIO District Ordinance and the Los Angeles River
Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant
Palettes

In addition to being consistent with the above plans, as discussed on pages IV.C-52 to
IV.C-54, in Section IV.C, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project is designed
to be consistent with the RIO District Ordinance and the Los Angeles River Master Plan
Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes. Plant materials would consist entirely of
native plants that have low to medium water demand. The Project’s landscape design
includes the maintenance and planting of healthy trees that are consistent with the RIO
District Ordinance and Landscaping Guidelines; maintenance and enhancement of native
habitat for wildlife; contribution to the environmental and ecological health of the City’s
watershed system; and increased public access to the Los Angeles River. The Project
would remove invasive Mexican fan palms, which are not RIO District-compliant species.
Section F.1, Development Guidelines, of the RIO District Ordinance (adopted August
2014 and codified in LAMC Section 13.17) requires 75 percent of a project's newly
landscaped area to be planted with any combination of the following: native trees, plants
and shrubs, or species defined as WatershedWise, or species listed in the Los Angeles
County River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes.. The Landscaping
Guidelines, Design Guideline 7 (Plants That Should Never Be Planted along the River)
states: “Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia robusta), may be attractive to the uneducated
eye, but their aggressive domination of riverside landscapes displaces opportunities for
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native plant species and the habitats they shape.” The Landscape Guidelines state that
aggressive plant species shall not be allowed in new plantings and “only plant species
included in the Landscape Guideline’s “Short List” or “Plant Community Lists” shall be
allowed in plantings along the river.” The Mexican fan palm is not listed on the Landscape
Guidelines’ lists of approved species.23

The Project’s landscape plan consists entirely of native trees, the vast majority of which
would also be species sourced from the Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping
Guidelines and Plant Palettes that would be planted in locations that promote the
restoration of native plant communities along the Los Angeles River. As previously
described, the Project would also result in a 36-percent net increase in trees for a total of
574 trees within the on-and off-site Project areas. Furthermore, the Project’s native
landscaping would enhance the existing off-site native habitat along the Zev Greenway.
The replacement trees would have a minimum 24-inch box size, though many would be
sourced at larger sizes. Native species would include California sycamore, coast live oak,
Engelmann oak (Quercus engelmannii), valley oak, velvet ash (Fraxinus velutina), toyon,
and big berry manzanita (Arctostaphylos glauca) in the Project Site and white alder (Alnus
rhombifolia), velvet ash, California sycamore, Mexican elderberry, California bay laurel,
and toyon in the off-site improvement areas. The new RIO District-compliant trees would
be planted in locations that promote the restoration of native plant communities along the
Los Angeles River and create habitat and canopy cover for various species. Introduction
of climate-appropriate planting in these areas would also provide shelter and food sources
for bird and animal species around the Biological Study Area and the Los Angeles River.
For these reasons, the Project would be consistent with the RIO District Ordinance and
the Los Angeles River Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes.

(ii) City-Protected and Non-Protected Significant Trees

As stated above and on pages IV.C-54 to IV.C-56 in Section IV.C, Biological Resources,
of the Draft EIR, of the 421 trees inventoried by Carlberg Associates, a total of 240 trees
would be removed and replaced under the Project (except for four trees that would be
removed that are deemed dead, and are, therefore, not subject to replacement
requirements). Figure 1V.C-4, Tree Removal Program, on page IV.C-36 of the Draft EIR
illustrates the Project’s tree removal plan, and Figure IV.C-5, Tree Planting Plan, on page
IV.C-37 illustrates the Project’s tree planting plan. No trees would be removed within the
off-site Zev Greenway area. The Project would retain the eucalyptus trees along Valley
Spring lane, the Aleppo and Canary Island pines along Bellaire Avenue, and the mature
trees within the vicinity of the existing clubhouse, which would be retained. Approximately
50 percent (121 trees) of the 240 trees to be removed are Mexican fan palms and, in total,
75 percent (179 trees) are not RIO District-compliant and are considered invasive
species. Other non-native (and non-protected) tree species that would be removed
include cedar, olive, palm, pine, and gum trees, among others.

23 County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles River Master Plan District Landscaping Guidelines and Plant
Palettes, January 2004, page 38.
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Existing Mexican fan palms removed as part of the Project’s tree removal program would
be replaced by other non-Mexican fan palm tree species, in compliance with the RIO
District requirements that excludes this tree species from 75% of new tree plantings. As
discussed on page IV.C-55 of the Draft EIR, the other 119 trees of the 240 trees to be
removed are scattered throughout the Biological Study Area, mostly within the on-site
area. Of the 119 trees, four trees (2 blue gum eucalyptus and 2 olives) are standing dead,
and one native coast live oak,24 a City-ordinance protected tree, is located off-site in the
southeastern corner of the Zev Greenway area. This oak tree would likely require some
measure of canopy pruning and root pruning to accommodate updates to the existing
asphalt driveway that is located under the northern canopy of the tree.2> Although the
tree would be preserved, since the updates to the asphalt driveway could inflict damage
to the root system, the Project’s actions would be considered an encroachment and would
still require a permit per the City’s Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance.26 In the unlikely
circumstance the coast live oak requires replacement, the Project would adhere to
applicable replacement requirements in the City’s Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance.
In addition to possible encroachment on this single native coast live oak tree, seven coast
redwood trees within the Project Site on the golf course would be removed. Although
coast redwood trees are native to California, they are not locally indigenous to Southern
California and not City-protected trees and, therefore, are analyzed only as significant
trees. As previously described, the City defines “significant trees” as trees with a trunk
diameter of eight inches or greater at breast height or trees that are located within the
public right-of-way. No other native trees would be removed or encroached upon. A
detailed discussion of the tree assessment and arborist recommendations are contained
in Appendix D of the Draft EIR.

Removed non-protected “significant” trees, including Mexican fan palm species, would be
replaced at a 1:1 ratio, and removed street trees from the public right-of-way would be
replaced at a 2:1 ratio, as required by the City’s Department of Public Works, Urban
Forestry Division. All replacement trees would be RIO-compliant. In aggregate, the
Project would remove 240 trees and provide 393 California native replacement trees,
which would exceed the minimum trees replacement requirement.

The removal of 209 significant on-site trees and 31 public street trees would result in
potentially significant impacts. As such, the Project would implement Mitigation Measure
BIO-MM-3, which has been updated in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications, and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, requiring that Harvard-Westlake School submit to the
Department of City Planning and/or the City’s Urban Forestry Division a landscape plan

24 Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) is also referred to as California live oak in the City of Los Angeles
Protected Tree and Shrub Ordinance; however, for purposes of this document, it is referred to as
coast live oak.

25 A protected tree permit under LAMC Section 17.05 would be required for any damage to the root
system of this protected tree.

26 |f plans change and trees protected by the City’s Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance are
proposed for removal, the City of Los Angeles will require mitigation tree plantings at a ratio of 4:1
and a Protected Tree Removal Permit will be required.
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or tree plan depicting replacement of each “non-protected” significant tree removed at a
minimum 1:1 ratio prior to issuance of a building permit. The actual mitigation requirement
may be modified by the Department of City Planning dependent on their view of dead tree
removals and removal of Mexican fan palms. As set forth in Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-
3, the replacement tree locations and species shall be to the satisfaction of the
Department of City Planning and/or the City’s Urban Forestry Division and in conformance
with the landscape and planting guidelines in the Los Angeles River Master Plan
Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes. Furthermore, pursuant to this mitigation
measure, replacement trees shall be planted in the Biological Study Area as shown on
the Project’s landscape plan, as represented in Figure IV.5, Tree Planting Plan, and
Figure IV.6, Planting Zone Plan, on pages IV.C-37 and 1V.C-38, respectively, of the Draft
EIR , and the removal of 31 public street trees shall require a tree removal permit
approved by the Board of Public Works and mitigation plantings, which is typically a ratio
of 2:1, to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services.
Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-3 also requires that if any of the on-site, off-site, or public
street trees die within three years, as a consequence of construction, they will be
replaced. With incorporation of Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-3, the Project would mitigate
impacts to City-protected and non-protected significant trees to a less-than-significant
level.

(e) Tree Canopy and Carbon Sequestration

(i) Tree Canopy

A supplemental analysis of the Project’s tree canopy is provided within Appendix C,
Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study, of this Final EIR. All existing trees were
included in the calculation of canopy coverage in order to appropriately characterize
current conditions on the Project Site. Similarly, existing trees that would be preserved by
the Project were included in the calculation of the Project's canopy coverage. As
discussed in detail in Appendix C, pages 3 through 5 of the study, approximately 20
percent of the Project Site is currently covered by tree canopy. Absent development of
the Project, that level will not significantly increase further given the relative maturity of
existing trees. The Project’s canopy coverage will reach a similar level between Years
five and 10 of operation (Year 5 the canopy coverage would be approximately 15 percent,
Year 10 the canopy cover would be approximately 28 percent) (see Figure 10, Year 5
Canopy Coverage of Project Trees, and Figure 11, Year 10 Canopy Coverage of Project
Trees, in the Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study).

Given the diverse range of species in the Project’s tree replacement program and their
respective growth rates, tree maturation points vary from 10 to 50 years, with a weighted
average of 25 years. At Year 25 of Project operation (following construction), 53 percent
of the Project Site would be under canopy coverage, or approximately 2.5 times more
coverage than existing conditions (see Figure 12, Year 25 Canopy Coverage of Project
Trees, of the Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study). The Project’s favorable
points of comparison are largely the result of the biological characteristics of the existing
tree mix. Notably, the prevalence of Mexican fan palms on the Project Site, which are

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
2-127



2. Responses to Comments

comprised of fibrous strands, lack branches and extensive leaf systems, and provide
nominal canopy coverage. Refer to the Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study in
Appendix C of this Final EIR for additional details on the methodologies and modeling
conducted to determine the Project’s projected future tree canopy coverage on the Project
Site.

(ii) Carbon Sequestration

The City received numerous public comments related to the Project’s effects on carbon
sequestration due to the removal of existing trees on-site. While there is not a Threshold
of Significance in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to carbon sequestration,
nonetheless, a supplemental analysis of the Project’s carbon sequestration from trees is
provided within Appendix C, Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study, of this Final
EIR for informational purposes. Rates of carbon sequestration (measured as pounds of
carbon dioxide [CO2]) were calculated by comparing the existing trees on the Project Site
that are to be removed with the replacement trees that would be planted as part of the
Project. Existing trees to remain under the Project were not included in the carbon
sequestration analysis, as the carbon sequestration benefits from such trees would be
included equally in the analysis of existing and Project conditions. As summarized on PDF
pages three through five in the Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study, during
Year 2 of Project operation, the annual CO2 sequestration rate of the Project’s
replacement trees would be approximately equivalent to existing sequestration rates.
Existing carbon sequestration for the trees to be removed by the Project is 44,633 pounds
as shown in Figure 1, Annual Sequestration of Existing Trees and Palms, of the Carbon
Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study (see PDF page 7 of 39 in Appendix C of this Final
EIR).

Year 2 carbon sequestration rates for the Project’s replacement trees would be 43,160
pounds, as shown in Figure 4, Year 2 Sequestration of Project Trees, of the Carbon
Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study (PDF page 9 of 39 of Appendix C). After Year 2 of
Project operation, the replacement trees would sequester COz at increasingly greater
rates than existing trees. Specifically, during Year 5 of Project operation, the replacement
trees would sequester more than 73,000 pounds of CO2 as shown in Figure 5, Year 5
Sequestration of Project Trees (see PDF page 10 of 39 of Appendix C). Sequestration
would increase to 131,000 pounds in Year 10, as shown in Figure 6, Year 10
Sequestration of Project Trees, (see PDF page 10 of 39 of Appendix C). Over the lifetime
of the Project’s replacement trees, approximately 8.7 million pounds of CO2 would be
sequestered. In comparison, the existing trees to be removed would sequester 2.6 million
pounds over their lifetime, if left in place.

As with the tree canopy, the Project’s higher amount of carbon sequestration is the result
of the biological characteristics of the existing tree mix, particularly the prevalence of
Mexican fan palms. Mexican fan palms are comprised of fibrous strands and lack
branches and extensive leaf systems that would, otherwise, support carbon
sequestration. For example, a single mature Mexican fan palm (60-80° in height) is
estimated to sequester 34 pounds of COz2 per year. By contrast, a single Engelmann Oak

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
2-128



2. Responses to Comments

or Valley Oak in a 48” box size would sequester 100 pounds of COz2 in the first year
following planting, more than three times that of a mature Mexican fan palm. Refer to the
Carbon Sequestration and Tree Canopy Study in Appendix C of this Final EIR for
additional details on the methodologies, data sources, and modeling conducted to
determine the Project’'s projected future carbon sequestration of the Project’s
replacement trees on the Project Site.

(f) Project Design Modifications

As discussed in Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, design
modifications relating to seating, lighting, building design (swimming pool area and
gymnasium), parking, grading, storm water capture and reuse system, and water features
were made to the Project in response to public and agency comments received on the
Draft EIR. However, none of the design modifications directly or indirectly affect the
Project’s tree removal and replanting program. The overall number of trees being
removed under the Project with design modifications will remain as analyzed in the Draft
EIR. As such, the biological resources impact analysis and conclusions applicable to tree
removal and replacement included in the Draft EIR is not affected by the Project design
modifications.

(3) Conclusion

As discussed above, the Project would increase the number of trees on-site from 258 to
383 (a 49-percent increase). The number of off-site trees would increase from 163 to 191
(a 17-percent increase). In total, the Project would plant 393 new trees, resulting in an
overall net increase of 153 trees beyond the 421 trees under existing conditions (or a 36
percent increase). The Project’s tree removal and planting program would not conflict
with applicable biological resources policies in the City’s General Plan Framework
Element, Conservation Element, Open Space Element, and the Sherman Oaks-Studio
City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass Community Plan. The tree removal and replacement
program would be consistent with the RIO District Ordinance and the Los Angeles River
Master Plan Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes, as well as the LAMC tree
protection requirements. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-MM-3,
potentially significant direct impacts to City-protected and non-protected significant trees
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Thus, as discussed in Section IV.C,
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project with mitigation would not conflict with
any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance, and impacts would be less than significant.

The Project’s tree replacement program would result in a greater canopy cover by Year
10 compared to existing conditions. The existing Project Site has a canopy cover of 20
percent. Existing trees are primarily mature and would not increase in canopy size. Under
the Project’s tree removal and replacement program, the canopy cover would be 15
percent by Year 5 and would increase to 28 percent by Year 10.
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Existing carbon sequestration from the trees to be removed by the Project is 44,633
pounds. Year 2 carbon sequestration rates for the Project’s replacement trees would be
43,160 pounds. After Year 2 of Project operation, the replacement trees would sequester
CO: at increasingly greater rates than existing trees. Over the lifetime of the Project’s
replacement trees, approximately 8.7 million pounds of CO2 would be sequestered. In
comparison, the existing trees to be removed would sequester 2.6 million pounds over
their lifetime, if left in place.

As discussed above, the biological resource impacts pertaining to the Project’s tree
removal and replacement program are appropriately addressed in the Draft EIR. Further,
the Project with design modifications would not directly or indirectly affect the Project’s
tree removal and replanting program and as such, the impact analysis and conclusions
included in the Draft EIR are not affected by the Project design modifications. As such,
the Project with the design modifications would not result in significant new or
substantially increased environmental impacts as evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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f) Topical Response No. 6 — Historic Resources

(1) Introduction

This topical response addresses comments received on the Draft EIR concerning impacts
to historical resources. Additionally, this topical response provides background
information regarding the City’s designation in 2021 of the Project Site as a Historic-
Cultural Monument (HCM), which identified the character-defining features of the Project
Site that contribute to the HCM designation.

(2) Discussion

(a) City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument Designation

In 2021, based on the findings of the Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission, the City
Council designated the Project Site an HCM under the name “Studio City Golf and Tennis
Club.” In the determination that the Project Site qualified as an HCM, the findings from
the City Council noted:

Studio City Golf and Tennis Club “exemplifies significant contributions to the
broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or
community” as an excellent example of a 1950s private recreational facility
open for public use in Studio City (HCM Criterion 1).

Studio City Golf and Tennis Club “embodies the distinctive characteristics
of a style, type, period, or method of construction,” including the clubhouse,
golf ball light standards, putting green, and brick wall with weeping mortar
surrounding the front lawn at the northeast edge of the property, as an
excellent example of a 1950s community recreational facility (HCM
Criterion 3).27

(b) Identification of Character-Defining Features

Character-defining features for the Project Site were formally determined by the City as
part of the designation of the property as an HCM. The identification of character-defining
features in the Draft EIR was based on substantial evidence, which included a detailed
review of the development history of the Project Site, consideration of the National Park
Service guidance for the evaluation of the significance of the golf course design, and
evaluation of the association of the Project Site with post-World War |l recreational uses
in the San Fernando Valley.

27 studio City Golf and Tennis Club Historic-Cultural Monument Application, Council File: 21-0470,
Revised Findings, as modified by PLUM Committee, September 14, 2021, adopted by City Council,
September 29, 2021.
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Page IV.D-33 of the Draft EIR specifically concluded the following:

“The overall effect of the Project is consistent with the historic character of the
Project Site, and therefore complies with the Standards for Rehabilitation. As
further described in the Historical Report, provided in Appendix E-1, of this Draft
EIR, use of the Project Site for athletic and recreational purposes is consistent with
its historic use; the historic character of the Project Site overall would be retained;
the identified character-defining features would be retained and rehabilitated; and
the proposed new construction would not destroy historic materials, features, and
spatial relationships that characterize the Project Site. Accordingly, the Project
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource, the Project Site would retain all of the identified character features and
will retain sufficient historic integrity to remain eligible as an HCM, and the Project
would not have a significant impact on the environment as defined by CEQA.”

This conclusion was based on the substantial evidence presented in the Historic
Resources Technical Report (Historical Report) included as Appendix E-1 to the Draft
EIR, which discusses all features of the Project Site, including those that were not
designated by the City as character-defining features. For example, the Historical Report
discusses on pages 46 through 48 the progression of alterations on the Project Site from
1955 through 2018. These alternations include a 1957 redesign; the realignment and
shortening of some holes in 1973 and 2018; the reduction in width of the driving range in
1976 and 1980 to accommodate additional tennis courts, and the removal of four tennis
courts in 2006 to accommodate the construction of the adjacent fire station. Because of
these changes, the golf course was not included in the City’s HCM designation of the
Project Site. (See photographs on page 48 of the Historical Report showing the difference
in the golf course from its 1956 design to its 2019 layout, including additions of the tennis
courts which started in 1973.)

Therefore, the analysis in the Draft EIR and the formal designation of the former Studio
City Golf and Tennis Club, as adopted by the City Council, correctly identify the historical
significance and character-defining features of the Project Site. The character-defining
features are:

e Private recreational facility open for public use
e Clubhouse

e Golf ball [-shaped] light standards

e Putting green

e Brick wall with weeping mortar surrounding the front lawn at the northeast edge of
the property28

28 studio City Golf and Tennis Club Historic-Cultural Monument Application, Council File: 21-0470,
Revised Findings, as modified by the PLUM Committee, September 14, 2021, adopted by City
Council, September 29, 2021.
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As noted in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and the Historical Report,
several historic resource evaluations of the Project Site were prepared prior to the
environmental review for the Project. These include the 2012 Historic Resources Report2°
prepared by Architectural Resources Group for an earlier project proposed by Planning
Associates Inc., and a recommendation of potential historic significance by SurveyLA in
2013. In addition, there were further opinions presented as part of the public hearing
process for the 2021 HCM nomination. While these previous evaluations and opinions
identify potential historic significance for the Project Site and the associated features,
none of the prior analyses or professional opinions represent an official determination or
designation of the Project Site as a historical resource. The features and use of the Project
Site as a golf course are not considered character-defining features of the Project Site as
determined by the City and it is the City’s identification of the character-defining features
of the Project Site, as well as the HCM designation, that appropriately provide the basis
for the analysis in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the City appropriately reviewed all of the
evidence, and determined the historical significance and character-defining features of
the Project Site as identified in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR and the
Historical Report included as Appendix E-1 to the Draft EIR.

Furthermore, the Supplemental Historic Memorandum, prepared by Historic Resources
Group in November 2022 (included in Appendix F of this Final EIR), further supports the
cultural and historic resources impact analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR.
Specifically, with regard to the golf course, the golf course does not represent an
important example of golf course design; it does not rise to the level of significance of
other important examples of the type in California; and it has been extensively altered
which has compromised its integrity of design. Therefore, the character defining features
have been appropriately identified to recognize the use of the property as a publicly-
accessible recreational facility, with the associated features of the clubhouse, golf ball-
shaped light standards, putting green, and brick wall with weeping mortar.

(c) Evaluation of Impacts and Project Design Features

As noted in the Draft EIR and on pages 66-74 of the Historical Report included as
Appendix E-1 to the Draft EIR, the Project has been evaluated for potential impacts to the
City-identified character-defining features of the Project Site. As stated on pages |V.D-32
and IV.D-33 in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in significant adverse impacts to historical resources on the Project Site. The
Project would retain those features as identified by the City as character-defining,
including maintaining the historic use of the Project Site as a recreational facility that is
open for public use; the clubhouse; golf ball-shaped light standards; putting green; and
brick wall with weeping mortar. Further, the Project has been designed to comply with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards) as required for a
designated HCM.

29 Architectural Resources Group, Weddington Golf & Tennis Club: Historic Resources Assessment
Report, January 30, 2012.

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
2-133



2. Responses to Comments

According to guidance from the National Park Service, “a project meets the Standards
when the overall effect of all work is consistent with the property’s historic character.”30
Following implementation of the Project, the Studio City Golf and Tennis Club (now
Weddington Golf & Tennis) would maintain its historic use and overall character as a
recreational site. All of the character-defining features of the Project Site would be
retained. The clubhouse would be rehabilitated and would retain its historic function as
the primary entrance to the Project Site as the visitors’ center. New construction proposed
for the Project Site would be low-scale and sited to be minimally visible from the
surrounding neighborhood. The Project would maintain significant open space and
mature landscaping and would not significantly increase the density on the Project Site in
a manner that would impact its historic character. Overall, the Project is consistent with
the Standards based on an evaluation of the overall effect of the proposed work in the
context of the specific features that contribute to the Project Site’s significance as a 1950s
recreational facility. Therefore, the Draft EIR correctly concludes that the Project would
not result in a substantial adverse change to the significance of a historical resource on
the Project Site.

Moreover, the Historical Report considered the golf course, and other non-designated
features that the Project would replace, in analyzing whether the Project would potentially
impact the character of the Project Site such that it would no longer be able to convey its
significance. (See pages 67 through 74 of the Historical Report, which discusses
compliance with Standards 1 through 10 and concludes, among other things, that removal
of the golf course would not impact the historical association, character, materials, or
spatial relationships that characterize the HCM). For example, in regard to Standard 1,
the Historical Report concluded on page 68 that the Project would repurpose the existing
private golf course for use as an athletic and recreational facility for Harvard-Westlake
School and the public. Therefore, the Project proposes a compatible new use for the
Project Site that is consistent with the historic character of the Studio City Golf and Tennis
Club (now Weddington Golf & Tennis) as a post-World War |l recreational facility. With
the implementation of the Project, the Project Site would continue to be used for
recreational purposes and would maintain its historic association as a recreational
amenity for the community. Similarly, with regard to Standard 3, the Historical Report
states on page 70that the Project Site would remain a private recreational facility open
for public use in Studio City and specifically discusses the features which would be
demolished, concluding that the features that are proposed for removal, including the
nine-hole golf course, would be replaced with compatible new recreational facilities.
Therefore, the historic character of the Project Site would be retained and preserved
following completion of the Project. The Historical Report reiterated on page 77 that the
Project would retain all the character-defining features and replace the non-character-
defining features with new recreational facilities that are consistent with the historic use.
Therefore, the Historical Report concluded that the Project Site would retain all of the

30 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, “Technical Preservation Services: Cumulative
Effect and Historic Character,” https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/applying-rehabilitation/cumulative-
effect.htm (accessed February 2022).
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identified character-defining features in the HCM designation as adopted by City Council
in 2021 and would retain sufficient historic integrity to convey its significance as a post-
World War Il recreational facility.

As demonstrated above, the Historical Report did not just dismiss the golf course in its
current altered state as unimportant to the determination of the Project’s impact on the
HCM. The Historical Report evaluated all aspects of the Project for the potential to impact
the Project Site such that it would no longer convey its significance as a post-World War
Il recreational facility. This included discussion of the treatment of those features identified
as character-defining, other extant site features and their relationship with the historic
features on the Project Site, and the compatibility of the proposed new construction with
the historic recreational use of the Project Site. For example, the Historical Report
discussed on pages 68 through 69 the open space and mature trees on the Project Site
and concluded that the Project would maintain significant open space on the Project Site,
including ample greenspace and mature landscaping and trees. The Project would
remove 240 of the 421 inventoried trees and add 393 new California native trees, resulting
in a net increase of 153 trees beyond existing conditions. The Project would also maintain
the existing eucalyptus along Valley Spring Lane, the Aleppo and Canary Island pines
along Bellaire Avenue, and the mature trees within the vicinity of the existing clubhouse.
While no specific trees were identified by the City as character-defining, the Historical
Report determined that maintaining a large number of mature trees is consistent with the
historic character and use of the Project Site; maintaining mature trees along the
periphery of the Project Site would help to maintain the existing relationship between the
Project Site and the surrounding neighborhood; and the tree planting program and
retained trees in proximity to the clubhouse would be compatible with and support the
historic character of the clubhouse. Thus, the Historical Report considered potential
impacts to the Project Site overall, and the ability of the features to collectively convey the
significance of the designated HCM following implementation of the Project.

Accordingly, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the impacts of the Project on the HCM,
including the impact of features that were not specifically delineated as character-defining
features, and provided substantial evidence to support the analysis.

The conclusions in the Draft EIR are based on the Project as designed, and the
conclusion of no significant adverse impacts to historical resources is not contingent on
the implementation of the Project Design Features (PDF) to reduce or minimize potential
impacts. Because the Draft EIR evaluates the overall plan for the Project Site, the PDFs
related to the treatment of historical resources on the Project Site are included to reflect
the Applicant’s commitment to recognizing the history of the Project Site. Further, they
reflect standard measures undertaken during design development and permitting to
ensure the appropriate treatment of designated HCMs as details are further refined.
Therefore, the PDFs, including the retention of a historic preservation professional as part
of the design team, the approval of specific details related to the relocation of the golf
ball-shaped light standards, and the rehabilitation of the clubhouse, are part of the normal
approval and implementation process for projects involving designated HCMs in the City.
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The Draft EIR correctly states that the Project, as designed, would not result in significant
adverse impacts to historical resources on the Project Site. Therefore, no mitigation
measures or further action on the Draft EIR would be required.

(d)  Project Design Modifications

As discussed in Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, design
modifications relating to seating, lighting, building design (swimming pool area and
gymnasium), parking, grading, storm water capture and reuse system, and water features
were made to the Project in response to public and agency comments received on the
Draft EIR. However, none of the design modifications directly or indirectly affect any of
the Project Site’s character-defining features and as such, the cultural resources/historic
resources impact analysis and conclusions included in the Draft EIR are not affected by
the Project design modifications.

(3) Conclusion

As discussed above, the historical resources impacts of the Project are appropriately
addressed in the Draft EIR and Historical Report included as Appendix E-1 to the Draft
EIR. Further, the Project with design modifications would not directly or indirectly affect
any of the Project Site’s character-defining features and as such, the -cultural
resources/historic resources impact analysis and conclusions included in the Draft EIR
are not affected by the Project design modifications. As such, the Project with the design
modifications would not result in significant new or substantially increased environmental
impacts as evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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g) Topical Response No. 7 — Artificial Turf and Effects
on Localized Heat and Health

(1)  Introduction

This topical response addresses comments received on the Draft EIR concerning
potential Project impacts, specifically those related to the use of artificial turf and
associated impacts on localized heat effects and health. The information presented below
is based on content provided in Section |IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the
Draft EIR, and the Summary of Artificial Turf Studies on Human Health Technical
Memorandum, prepared by Environmental Science Associates (ESA) dated October 6,
2021, included as Appendix H-2, PDF pages 1671 to 1691 of Appendix H, to the Draft
EIR. Additionally, Appendix E.1, Supplemental Artificial Turf Field Materials Analysis by
Exponent (Exponent 2022) dated December 21, 2022, Appendix E.2, Supplemental
Analysis of Artificial Turf Fields by Gradient (Gradient) dated December 18, 2022,
Appendix E.3, Field Turf Testing Report by David Teter Consulting dated November 22,
2022, and Appendix E.4, Supplemental Artificial Turf Field Materials Analysis by
Exponent (Exponent 2023) dated February 16, 2023, have been added to the Final EIR
as additional studies in support of the analysis contained in the Draft EIR and were also
used to present the information below. These four appendices provide analysis results
for the turf materials that are proposed for use in the Project and an analysis of artificial
turf topics such as per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS), standards related to
PFAS, metals, and studies performed on the safety of artificial turf.

(2) Discussion
(a)  Health Effects from the Use of Atrtificial Turf

(i) Components of Artificial Turf and Potential Health
Hazards

As discussed in Section Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR the Project would include
two athletic fields that feature porous synthetic grass that would substantially reduce
water consumption for irrigation compared to the current golf course while providing a
year-round playing surface for both Harvard-Westlake and the community’s year-round
athletic and recreational uses. Additionally, it would avoid the use of pesticides associated
with the current golf course, and avoid the emission of greenhouse gases associated with
regular mowing, maintenance, and disposal of the existing natural turf grass.
Furthermore, artificial turf is a consumer product that is approved for public use by all
applicable regulatory bodies in the United States and in California. The Project’s
incorporation of artificial turf fields, as a sustainable alternative to natural turf fields, is
consistent with the manner and circumstances for which turf fields are regularly put to use
in the City.

Studies of health effects from artificial turf are discussed on pages 1V.H-33 through IV.H-
44 in Section IV.H, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, with a more
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detailed discussion in Appendix H-2, PDF pages 1676 through 1688 in Appendix H, to
the Draft EIR. As discussed on pages IV.H-31 through IV.H-33 of the Draft EIR, the
artificial turf to be installed for the Project would consist of four components: fiber, infill,
backing, and underlayment. Artificial turf-related concerns include exposure to metals,
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), PFAS,
and methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA).

(ii) Concepts of Human Health Risk Evaluation

A human health risk assessment (HHRA) is the process used to estimate the nature and
probability of adverse effects in humans who may be exposed to chemicals (in this case,
the chemicals in or on the artificial turf) which could pose a health risk. As discussed on
page 1V.H-29 of the Draft EIR, an HHRA provides a risk characterization, which includes
the assessment of non-carcinogenic (non-cancer) and carcinogenic (cancer) risks to
potential on-site receptors on the artificial turf fields. Potential exposure pathways for
chemicals that are present on or in the artificial turf materials include breathing (i.e.,
inhalation exposure), skin contact with the material (i.e., dermal exposure), and/or
ingestion of the material (i.e., ingestion exposure). According to the California Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and United States Food and Drug Administration, a
compound is considered carcinogenic if it is above a dose level in which there are no
measurable carcinogenic risks. Cancer risk is deemed negligible (“de minimis”) when the
excess lifetime cancer risk is at or below 1 x 10 (1 additional case of cancer per
1,000,000 exposed persons).31:32Risk reduction is generally recommended when
estimates exceed the maximum acceptable risk of 1 x 10 (1 additional case per 10,000
exposed persons or 100 additional cases per 1,000,000 exposed persons). To address
potential additive non-cancer effects, the Hazard Index (HI) is used. An HI of less than
1.0 means that the maximum impacted sensitive receptor would be exposed to
concentrations at a level in which adverse non-cancer health effects would not be known
or expected to occur. A HI of greater than 1.0 indicates that adverse effects are possible,
but it is not a measure of the probability of adverse effects.

(i) Artificial Turf HHRA Studies

A new HHRA was not prepared for the Project because numerous HHRAs have been
conducted on the potential toxicological effects of exposure to artificial turf. Available
scientific studies describing the effects of artificial turf on human health include
independent studies conducted by, or reviewed and approved by, government agencies
as well as studies that utilize government agency analysis methodologies.33 These

31 DTSC, 2023. DTSC Toxicity Criteria Rule for Human Health Risk Assessments, Responses to
Frequently Asked Questions, What does the Toxicity Rule do?. Available: DTSC Toxicity Criteria Rule
for Human Health Risk Assessments | Department of Toxic Substances Control (ca.gov). Accessed
January 2023.

32 California Code of Federal Regulations Title 21, Chapter |, Subchapter E, Part 500, Section 200.82

33 These studies all provide a more rigorous analysis using standard methods and practices including
being peer reviewed.
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studies assess inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact exposure pathways and provide
a risk characterization. A summary of these studies is included in Section IV.H.3.d) for
Threshold (a) in Subsection (1)(c)(iii), Artificial Turf Studies, of the Draft EIR and are
discussed in more depth in Appendix H-2, PDF pages 1676 through 1689 in Appendix H,
to the Draft EIR. The potential for the Project’s artificial turf to create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials was analyzed based on the findings of these independent studies
and assessments.

(a) Inhalation Exposure Pathway HHRAs

The inhalation of vapors and particulates was discussed in several HHRAs, including for
VOCs, SVOCs, and particulate matter (PM). These studies are summarized on pages
IV.H-33 through 1V.H-42 of the Draft EIR and PDF pages 1676 through 1687 of Appendix
H to the Draft EIR, their results are presented in Table 2-4, Summary of HHRA Findings
from Studies of the Inhalation of Vapors and Particulate Matter Above Artificial Turf,
below.

Overall, the studies (as cited in Table 2-4) conclude that human health risks from playing
on synthetic turf fields are minimal, even though low concentrations of some chemicals
have been demonstrated to leach from the tire crumb or volatilize as vapor. The key
findings of Table 2-4 indicate that cancer risks are below the de minimis level in all the
studies, except for a few results which were only slightly above the de minimis level but
were on the lower end of the acceptable risk range34. Chronic non-cancer risks were not
elevated above an HI of 1, for acute or chronic risks in any of the studies3®. As
summarized in Table 2-4, outdoor synthetic turf fields would not result in vapors or
particulate matter that would cause an exceedance of health-based risk threshold levels.
Therefore, Project impacts related to health risks from vapor and particulate matter in the
air space above an artificial turf field or in the spectator seating areas would be less than
significant.

(b) Ingestion Exposure Pathway

Health effects related to the ingestion of crumb rubber material by users of artificial turf
fields were discussed in several of the HHRAs. These studies are summarized on pages
IV.H-33 through IV.H-41 and pages IV.H-42 through IV.H-43 of the Draft EIR and
Appendix H-2, PDF pages 1676 through 1687 in Appendix H, to the Draft EIR, their results
are presented in Table 2-5, Summary of HHRA Findings from Studies of the Ingestion of
Crumb Rubber Material in Artificial Turf, below.

Overall, the studies (as cited in Table 2-5) conclude that human health risks from playing
on synthetic turf fields are minimal, even though ingestion of artificial turf products can

34 See Table 2-4: 2009 OEHHA Study, 2017 Gradient Study, 2009 New York State Study, 2010
Connecticut Study, and 2008 Bainbridge Island Evaluation.

35 See Table 2-4: 2010 CalRecycle Study, 2017 Gradient Study, 2009 New York State Study, 2010
Connecticut Study, 2008 Bainbridge Island Evaluation.
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occur. Cancer risks were below the de minimis level in all the studies, except one result
that was only slightly above the de minimis level and was on the lower end of the
acceptable risk range36. Chronic non-cancer risks were not elevated above a HI of 1, for
acute or chronic risks in all studies3’. Based on the results of the studies outlined in
Table 2-5, Project health risk impacts related to ingestion of artificial turf products would
be less than significant.

(c) Dermal Contact Exposure Pathway

Health effects related to dermal (i.e., skin) contact with crumb rubber material by users of
artificial turf fields were analyzed in several of the HHRAs. These studies are summarized
on pages IV.H-33 through 1V.H-41 and page IV.H-44 of the Draft EIR and Appendix H-2,
PDF pages 1676 through 1687 of Appendix H, to the Draft EIR. The results of these
studies are presented in Table 2-6, Summary of HHRA Findings from Studies of Dermal
Contact with Crumb Rubber Material in Artificial Turf, below.

Overall, the studies (as cited in Table 2-6) indicate that human health risks from playing
on synthetic turf fields are minimal, even though dermal contact with artificial turf products
can occur. Cancer risks were below the de minimis level in all the studies38. Chronic non-
cancer risks were not elevated above an HI of 1, for acute or chronic risks in all studies3°.
The HHRAs found that dermal contact with surfaces comprised of recycled tires or crumb
rubber would not cause skin sensitization in children, nor would contact with these
surfaces be expected to elicit skin reactions in children already sensitized to latex. The
studies concluded that none of the estimated cancer risks for dermal contact would cause
an exceedance of health-based risk levels. Additionally, the 2017 Gradient study
concluded that the multi-pathway risk assessment (child spectator/youth soccer player
inhalation, ingestion, and dermal) for recycled rubber in synthetic turf fields indicated
cancer risks and non-cancer hazards below de minimis limits. Therefore, Project health
risk impacts related to dermal contact would be less than significant.

36 See Table 2-5: 2007 Integrated Waste Management Board, 2017 Gradient Study, and 2008
Bainbridge Island Evaluation.

37 See Table 2-5: 2017 Gradient Study and 2008 Bainbridge Island Evaluation.
38 See Table 2-6: 2017 Gradient Study and 2008 Bainbridge Island Evaluation.
39 See Table 2-6: 2007 Integrated Waste Management Board and 2017 Gradient Study.
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TABLE 2-4
SUMMARY OF HHRA FINDINGS FROM STUDIES OF THE INHALATION OF VAPORS AND PARTICULATE MATTER ABOVE ARTIFICIAL TURF
Study Material Studied Contaminants Users Supporting Data Findings
2009 OEHHA Study Indoor artificial turf (3 69 VOCs Soccer players ages 5 to 55 Highest concentrations detected were used | Cancer Risk
stadiums, 10-18°C, 45- 22 polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons by OEHHA to calculate the increased lifetime | Benzene, formaldehyde, naphthalene, nitromethane, and styrene
53% humidity) and crumb | (PAHs) cancer risk from the 8 PAHs are above the de minimis level of 1 in 1,000,000, but they are on
rubber 3 phthalates Indoor fields were used, which have a higher | the low end of the acceptable range of 1 in 1,000,000 to 100 in
PM10 concentration of VOCs than outdoor fields. 1,000,000
PM2.5
2010 CalRecycle Study | 4 artificial turf athletic fields | VOCs and 15 to 18 year old youth soccer |8 air samples collected over each artificial Acute exposures to persons using these fields were below the
containing recycled crumb | PM2.5 players turf fields and natural turf. health-based screening levels for those chemicals.

rubber (aged 8 months, 1
year, 2 years, and 5
years).

Natural turf field analyzed
for comparison

Detected VOC concentrations over artificial
turf did not increase as the surface
temperature increased (as much as 55°F
over the course of the day).

Chronic exposures were all below health-based screening levels.

For both the acute and chronic exposure scenarios, adverse health
effects are unlikely to occur in persons using these fields.

Sampling data of three artificial turf fields found similar
concentrations of PM2.5 upwind of the fields as directly on the
fields. Therefore, there is no public health concern related to PM or
heavy metals associated with PM at artificial fields.

2017 Gradient Study

Recycled crumb rubber
and indoor and outdoor
artificial turf fields

Number of Chemicals Evaluated: 139
from the recycled rubber composition
studies; 213 from the outdoor air

studies; 172 from the indoor air studies.

Youth Outdoor Soccer Player
(YOSP) 6-18 years

Youth Indoor Soccer Player
(YISP) 6-18 years

Youth Composite Soccer
Player (YCSP) 6-18 years

Adult Spectator (AS)
Child Spectator (CS)

Conducted a comprehensive literature
review to identify studies containing
information about the concentrations of
chemicals in recycled rubber or air sampling
data to be used in a risk assessment.

Number of Studies with Data: 37 recycled
rubber composition studies; 7 outdoor air
studies; 2 indoor air studies.

Number of Samples: 130 from the recycled
rubber composition studies; 76 from the
outdoor air studies; 17 from the indoor air
studies.

Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard by Pathway for Recycled
Rubber Fields

All receptor cancer risks were below de minimis risk and all non-
cancer risk had a HI < 1. The HI 1 for the CS was related to
potential ingestion of cobalt in recycled rubber, but since it is below
the acceptable hazard limit, it is unlikely to result in non-cancer
effects.

Cancer Risk and non-cancer hazard by pathway for natural
soil fields

Some of the cancer risks were above the de minimis risk but were
within the USEPA’s target risk range of 1 x 10® to 1 x 10 and alll
non-cancer risk had a HI < 1, which is below the de minimis risk
level.

The cancer risk results for the natural soil field analysis indicate
that cancer risks were consistent with (but slightly higher than)
those from exposure to recycled rubber fields. Similarly, the non-
cancer hazard index was consistent with (but generally lower than)
those from exposure to natural soil fields.

2009 New York State
Study

Laboratory analysis of
crumb rubber material and
air sampling at two artificial
turf fields.

VOCs and SVOCs from off-gassing of
crumb rubber samples and 23 metals.

VOCs, SVOCs, PM from air sampling
at artificial turf fields

VOCs, SVOCs, and metals for water
sampling.

SVOCs for downgradient groundwater
samples.

Users of the artificial turf fields.

Study focused on surface water and
groundwater, air sampling at the surface of
the fields, and elevated surface
temperatures as indicators of the potential
for heat-related illness at synthetic turf fields.

Potential non-cancer risks from target chemicals had a HI < 1.

Potential cancer risks exceeded the target of 1 in 1,000,000 for four
chemicals: benzene and three forms of pentadiene. All other
chemicals were well below the target. However, the estimated risks
of the on-field samples were similar to those for the upwind,
background samples and could not be attributed to turf emissions.
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TABLE 2-4

SUMMARY OF HHRA FINDINGS FROM STUDIES OF THE INHALATION OF VAPORS AND PARTICULATE MATTER ABOVE ARTIFICIAL TURF

Study

Material Studied

Contaminants

Users

Supporting Data

Findings

2010 Connecticut
Study

Off-gassing and leaching
of chemicals in crumb
rubber.

Stormwater sampling of
artificial turf fields and
upwind background
sampling.

Air sampling at 5 fields
during active play.

200 chemicals analyzed including
VOCs, SVOCs, rubber related
chemicals and PM10.

4 VOCs identified as associated with
turf emissions: methyl isobutyl ketone,
acetone, toluene, and ethylbenzene.
2 SVOCs were identified as above

background levels: benzothiazole and
butylated hydroxytoluene

Youth ages 6 — 18 and adults
for indoor and outdoor field
types

Exposures 3 hrs/day, 4
days/wk, for 8 months/year

The Connecticut Department of Public
Health analyzed a total of 27 chemicals.

The study concluded that the cancer risks were only slightly above
de minimis levels of 1 in 1,000,000 for all scenarios evaluated,
including children playing at the indoor facility, the scenario with the
highest exposure. The calculated risks were reported to be within
typical risk levels from ambient pollution sources and below target
risks associated with many air toxics regulatory programs.

Chronic non-cancer risks had an HI < 1; for acute risk, the hazard
index was close to 1 for children playing at the indoor field.

2008 Bainbridge Island
Evaluation

Review of Scientific
Literature on crumb rubber
materials

Acetaldehyde, arsenic, benzene,
benzo(a)pyrene, bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, methyl isobutyl
ketone, carcinogenic PAHSs, total PCBs,
toluene, xylene, zinc

Youth ages 8-10
Teenagers 11-18

The youth (8 -10) scenario assumes 3
hours/day for 261 days/year, for 3 years.

The teenage scenario assumes 3 hours/day

for 261 days/year, for 7 years.

For both age groups, the assessment addressed health risks via
dermal contact with tire crumb leachate, inhalation of VOCs, and
ingestion of whole tire particles.

None of the estimated cancer risks exceeded de minimis excess
cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000, and the non-cancer HI for each
chemical was a maximum of 0.05, far below an HI of 1.

SOURCES:

OEHHA, Chemicals and particulates in the air above the new generation of artificial turf playing fields, and artificial turf as a risk factor for infection by methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA), Literature review and data gap identification, July 2009.
CalRecycle/OEHHA, Safety Study of Artificial Turf Containing Crumb Rubber Infill Made from Recycled Tires: Measurements of Chemicals and Particulates in the Air, Bacteria in the Turf, and Skin Abrasions Caused by Contact with the Surface, October 2010.
Michael K. Peterson, Julie C. Lemay, Sara Pacheco Shubin, Robyn L. Prueitt, Comprehensive multipathway risk assessment of chemicals associated with recycled (“crumb”) rubber in synthetic turf fields, Environmental Research, Volume 160, 2018, Pages 256-268,

ISSN 0013-9351.

Lim, Ly, & Walker, Randi, An assessment of chemical leaching, releases to air and temperature at crumb-rubber infilled synthetic turf fields. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYDEC), 2009.

University of Connecticut Health Center, Artificial Turf Field Investigation in Connecticut, Final Report, July 27, 2010; Connecticut Department of Public Health, Human Health Risk Assessment of Artificial Turf Fields Based Upon Results from Five Fields in Connecticut,
July 28, 2010; Connecticut Agricultural Experimental Station, 2009 Study of Crumb Rubber Derived From Recycled Tires, Final Report, revised May 4, 2010; Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, Artificial Turf Study, Leachate and Stormwater
Characteristics Final Report, July 2010; Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering, Committee Report: Peer Review of an Evaluation of the Health and Environmental Impacts Associated with Synthetic Turf Playing Fields, June 15, 2010.

Winward Environmental LLC, Initial Evaluation of Potential Human Health Risks Associated with Playing on Synthetic Turf Fields on Bainbridge Island, 2008.
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TABLE 2-5

SUMMARY OF HHRA FINDINGS FROM STUDIES OF THE INGESTION OF CRUMB RUBBER MATERIAL IN ARTIFICIAL TURF

Study

Material Studied

Contaminants

Users

Supporting Data

Findings

2007 Integrated Waste
Management Board
(CalRecycle) Study

Outdoor playground and
track surfaces
constructed from
recycled waste tires

One time ingestion of 10 grams
of tire shreds

212 chemicals released by tire
shreds in gastric digestion
experiment

3-year old child — ingestion
of tire shreds

1-12 years for playground
use

Evaluation of toxicity due to ingestion of tire
shreds based on existing literature (46
studies)

Released chemicals from the gastric digestion
simulation were compared to their health-
based screening values.

Hand-to-surface-to-mouth activity was tested
by wipe sampling of playground surfaces.
Zinc and four PAHs were measured at levels
that were three times background.

Only zinc exceeded its health-based screening value. It is unlikely that a
onetime ingestion of tire shreds would produce adverse health effects. Seven
of the chemicals leaching in very small amounts from tire shreds in published
studies were carcinogens, yielding a 1.2 x 107 cancer risk for the one-time
ingestion. This risk is well below the de minimis level of 1 x 10,

Gastric digestion simulation suggested a low risk of noncancer acute health
effects. Five chemicals were carcinogens. If the released chemicals were
ingested as a onetime event and averaged over a lifetime, the cancer risk
would be 3.7 x 10 (3.7 in one hundred million), well below the de minimis
risk level.

One carcinogen, PAH chrysene, was found in the wipe sampling. Chrysene
gave an increased cancer risk of 2.9 in one million, slightly above the de
minimis risk level, but within the acceptable cancer risk range of 1 in one
million to 100 in one million.

2017 Gradient Study

Recycled crumb rubber
and indoor and outdoor
artificial turf fields

For adults and youth older than
6 years of age an ingestion rate
of 50 mg/day of recycled rubber
particles was used.

For children spectating a soccer
game, an ingestion rate of 100
mg/day was used.

It was assumed adult spectators
would not ingest recycled rubber
particles.

Youth Outdoor Soccer
Player (YOSP) 6-18 years

Youth Indoor Soccer Player
(YISP) 6-18 years

Youth Composite Soccer
Player (YCSP) 6-18 years

Adult Spectator (AS)
Child Spectator (CS)

The ingestion rates used represent one-half
of the upper-bound value for daily soil and
dust ingestion and would likely overestimate
the consumption of recycled rubber, because
recycled rubber particles are generally larger
than soil particles and only a limited amount
of time each day is spent playing on these
surfaces. Using one-half metals and PAHs
contributed the most to the incidental
ingestion and dermal contact risks and
hazards.

Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard by Pathway for Recycled Rubber
Fields

All receptor cancer risks were below de minimis risk and all non-cancer risk
had a HI < 1. The HI of 1 for the CS was related to potential ingestion of
cobalt in recycled rubber, but since it is below the acceptable hazard limit, it is
unlikely to result in non-cancer effects.

Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard by Pathway for Natural Soil Fields

Some of the cancer risks were above the de minimis risk but were within the
USEPA’s target risk range of 1 x 10 to 1 x 10* and all non-cancer risk had
an HI < 1.

The cancer risk results for the natural soil field analysis were consistent with
(but higher than) those from exposure to recycled rubber fields. Similarly, the
non-cancer hazard results were consistent with (but generally lower than)
those from exposure to natural soil fields.

2008 Bainbridge Island
Evaluation

Review of Scientific
Literature on crumb
rubber materials

Incidental ingestion rate:
Child 0.2 g/day
Teenager 0.1 g/day

Child
Teenager

Assumes the consumption of 0.2 g/day of the
rubber granules by children (USEPA default
value for soil ingestion). Because the
consumption of the rubber granules is unlikely
for all groups except very young children, the
value used for teenagers is 0.1 g/day. These
values are conservative and assume the
consumption of 73 g/year of rubber by
children, and 36.5 g/year are by teenagers.

For both age groups, the assessment addressed health risks via dermal
contact with tire crumb leachate, inhalation of VOCs, and ingestion of whole
tire particles.

Despite the use of a highly conservative exposure model (assuming that
children and teenagers playing on a sport team will use the turf fields 5 times
a week for either 3 or 7 years), cancer risks resulting from incidental ingestion
of tire crumb were all several orders of magnitudes below the USEPA risk
threshold level of 1 in 1,000,000 and non-cancer risks were all less than 1.0.

SOURCES:

OEHHA, Chemicals and particulates in the air above the new generation of artificial turf playing fields, and artificial turf as a risk factor for infection by methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA), Literature review and data gap identification, July 2009.
Michael K. Peterson, Julie C. Lemay, Sara Pacheco Shubin, Robyn L. Prueitt, Comprehensive multipathway risk assessment of chemicals associated with recycled (“crumb”) rubber in synthetic turf fields, Environmental Research, Volume 160, 2018, Pages 256-268,

ISSN 0013-9351.

Winward Environmental LLC, Initial Evaluation of Potential Human Health Risks Associated with Playing on Synthetic Turf Fields on Bainbridge Island, 2008.
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TABLE 2-6

SUMMARY OF HHRA FINDINGS FROM STUDIES OF DERMAL CONTACT WITH CRUMB RUBBER MATERIAL IN ARTIFICIAL TURF

Study

Material Studied

Contaminants

Users

Supporting Data

Findings

2007 Integrated Waste
Management Board
(CalRecycle) Study

Laboratory study where
guinea pigs were exposed
to pieces of playground
surfaces made from
recycled tires.

Styrene-butadiene rubber
(SBR)

Ethylene propylene diene
monomer (EPDM) rubber

Crumb rubber

3-year-old child — ingestion
of tire shreds

1-12 years for playground
use

Skin sensitization testing consisted of three 6-
hour induction exposures; each exposure
separated by one week from the preceding
exposure. All test samples were applied to the
animals’ skin. Then, after an additional two
weeks, the animals were challenged with the
test sample for 6 hours and examined after 24
and 48 hours for signs of erythema (skin
reddening).

85 guinea pigs were used for the testing. No animal showed a positive skin
reaction following any of the three doses. A follow up study was done since
the animals did not show a reaction. No animals showed a positive reaction
in the follow up study either. Thus, the SBR tiles, SBR crumb and EPDM
tiles were considered not to be contact skin sensitizers.

These results suggest that recycled tires (SBR) used in playground surfaces
do not cause skin sensitization in children.

2017 Gradient Study

Recycled crumb rubber and
indoor and outdoor artificial
turf fields

Contact with recycled crumb
rubber material

Youth Outdoor Soccer
Player (YOSP) 6-18 years

Youth Indoor Soccer Player
(YISP) 6-18 years

Youth Composite Soccer
Player (YCSP) 6-18 years

Adult Spectator (AS)
Child Spectator (CS)

Dermal absorption values were obtained from
the United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s (USEPA's) dermal risk assessment
guidance for soil. For PAHs, an absolute value
of 0.002 was used for PAHs in the main
analysis. The dermal absorption fractions used
for other substances in the risk assessment
are 0.03 for arsenic; 0.13 for naphthalene; 0.14
for PCBs; and 0.1 for SVOCs.

Skin adherence factor values are not available
for recycled rubber, so the USEPA’s
recommended activity-specific soil-to-skin
adherence factors for children and adolescents
was used to calculate dermal absorption for
receptors exposed to recycled rubber. To
assess mutagenic compounds, the soil-to-skin
adherence factor of 0.04 mg/cm2 for all age
groups was used.

Metals and PAHs contributed the most to the
incidental ingestion and dermal contact risks
and hazards.

Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard by Pathway for Recycled Rubber
Fields

All receptor cancer risks were below de minimis risk and all non-cancer risk
had an HI < 1. The HI of 1 for the CS was related to potential ingestion of
cobalt in recycled rubber, but since it is below the acceptable hazard limit, it
is unlikely to result in non-cancer effects.

Cancer Risk and Non-Cancer Hazard by Pathway for Natural Soil Fields

Some of the cancer risks were above the de minimis risk but were within the
USEPA’s target risk range of 1 x 10 to 1 x 10 and all non-cancer risk had
an HI < 1.

The cancer risk results for the natural soil field analysis indicate that cancer
risks were consistent with (but higher than) those from exposure to recycled
rubber fields. Similarly, the non-cancer hazard results for the recycled rubber
exposure scenarios were consistent with (but generally lower than) those
from exposure to natural soil fields.

2008 Bainbridge Island
Evaluation

Review of Scientific
Literature on crumb rubber
materials

Dermal adherence factor
Child 1 mg/cm?
Teenager 1 mg/cm?

Child
Teenager

Highly conservative — assumes 100%
adherence and absorption of chemicals
through skin. This value is likely to be much
lower.

For both age groups, the assessment addressed health risks via dermal
contact with tire crumb leachate, inhalation of VOCs, and ingestion of whole
tire particles.

Despite the use of a highly conservative exposure model, cancer risks
resulting from dermal contact of tire crumb were all several orders of
magnitudes below the EPA risk threshold level of 1 in 1,000,000 and non-
cancer risks were all less than 1.0.

SOURCES:

OEHHA, Chemicals and particulates in the air above the new generation of artificial turf playing fields, and artificial turf as a risk factor for infection by methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA), Literature review and data gap identification, July 2009;
Michael K. Peterson, Julie C. Lemay, Sara Pacheco Shubin, Robyn L. Prueitt, Comprehensive multipathway risk assessment of chemicals associated with recycled (“‘crumb”) rubber in synthetic turf fields, Environmental Research, Volume 160, 2018, Pages 256-268,

ISSN 0013-9351;

Winward Environmental LLC, Initial Evaluation of Potential Human Health Risks Associated with Playing on Synthetic Turf Fields on Bainbridge Island, 2008.
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(d) Exposure to Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances (PFAS)

The synthetic turf carpet is made up of artificial grass blades formed through a molding
and extrusion process, which utilizes low levels of a fluoropolymer processing aid that is
considered a PFAS. These fluoropolymer materials are not used as the base material for
the artificial grass blades, but instead, are used as an additive at parts per million (ppm)
levels to prevent clogging of the extruding machines.

PFAS are a family of thousands of chemicals that vary widely in their chemical and
physical properties, as well as their potential risks to human health and the environment.40
PFAS impart oil, water, stain, and soil repellency, chemical and thermal stability, and
friction reduction in a range of products, including consumer products such as carpets,
clothing, furniture, outdoor equipment, cosmetic products, non-stick cookware, and food
packaging. PFAS are regularly detected in drinking water, soil and groundwater, fire
extinguishing foam, food (e.g., seafood), food packaging (e.g., paper food packaging like
wrappers at fast food restaurants, microwave popcorn bags, pizza boxes), household
products (e.g., clothes, carpeting, upholstery, non-stick cookware, paints, lubricants,
boxed cake mixes), dust from household products, and personal care products (e.g.,
lotions, lipsticks, mascara, cleansers, nail polish, shaving cream, foundation, eyeliner,
dental floss), and biosolids (soil amendments), as well as at manufacturing or chemical
production facilities.4! Small-molecule PFAS are of potential concern due to their
widespread production and use, their ability to move and persist in the environment, and
their ability to accumulate in the body over time.42 The primary exposure route identified
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and State regulatory
agencies is through consumption of PFAS in drinking water.

As stated earlier, PFAS refers to a group of thousands of manmade compounds
containing carbon-fluorine bonds, some of which are associated with a risk of cancer or
reproductive toxicity. The term PFAS is frequently used to describe a set of small
perfluorinated alkyl surfactants, including perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and
perfluorooctane sulfonic acid (PFOS), two PFAS that have been the most extensively
produced and used in a wide range of products to reduce surface tension and stabilize
mixtures of insoluble substances, such as in soaps and detergents, paints, shampoos
and conditioners, and adhesives. However, current definitions of the term “PFAS” include
a far larger set of substances and materials and can be so broad as to include

40 |nterstate Technology Regulatory Council, 2020. History and Use of Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances (PFAS) found in the Environment, August. Available: https://pfas-1.itrcweb.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/10/history_and_use_508_2020Aug_Final.pdf. Accessed June 2022.

41 USEPA, 2022. Our Current Understanding of the Human Health and Environmental Risks of PFAS,
March 16. Available: https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-human-health-and-
environmental-risks-pfas. Accessed June 2022.

42 USEPA, 2022. Our Current Understanding of the Human Health and Environmental Risks of PFAS,
March 16. Available: https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-human-health-and-
environmental-risks-pfas. Accessed June 2022.
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fluoropolymers such as polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) and fluorinated ethylene
propylene (FEP), which have significantly different physical and chemical properties
compared to PFOS and PFOA.43 These PFAS substances are all very different from one
another from the perspective of chemistry, structure, and corresponding properties, which
is why they are used for different purposes and in different ways. As a result, any
discussion related to the presence of PFAS in a specific context, whether for
performance, sourcing, environmental persistence, or health risk, must consider the
specific chemistries that are present, not just the presence of “PFAS” generally, or the
total amount of PFAS present.44

Two common and important categories of PFAS are small-molecule4® surfactants (like
PFOA and PFOS) and fluoropolymers (polymers containing a carbon-only polymer
backbone with fluorine atoms directly attached to it).#6 While both of these types of PFAS
contain poly- or perfluorinated carbon chains, their specific molecular characteristics differ
in important ways. One of the features of a small molecule surfactant is its functional
group (often a carboxylate, sulfonate, or similar anionic group), which allows it to interact
with water-based substances and materials at that location and confers surfactant
activity.4” Fluoropolymers, in contrast, have far larger poly- or perfluorinated chain
segments and do not include reactive functional groups. As a result, fluoropolymers do
not act as surfactants, are considered immobile in the environment, and are stable under
many chemical and environmental conditions.48

Certain applications of fluoropolymers that involve direct contact with humans and/or
food are regulated by the FDA. For example, fluoropolymers are used in the development
and production of pharmaceuticals because of several beneficial properties, including

43 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

44 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

45 The term “small molecule” is used to differentiate molecules with low molecular weights (for example,
below 500 daltons) from larger molecules like polymers and proteins that have different properties
and characteristics as a result of their size. The term is often to distinguish molecules of different
sizes in biological contexts because molecular size is one characteristic that influences the ability of a
molecule to enter a cell. See, e.g., Li, Q., & Kang, C. (2020). Mechanisms of action for small
molecules revealed by structural biology in drug discovery. International Journal of Molecular
Sciences, 21(15), 5262.

46 Note that other polymers that include fluorine atoms (such as polyethers and polymers with
fluorinated side chains) are typically referred to as “fluorinated polymers,” and are not included in the
definition of the term “fluoropolymer.” Buck, R. C., Franklin, J., Berger, U., Conder, J. M., Cousins, |.
T., De Voogt, P, ... and van Leeuwen, S. P. (2011). Perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances in
the environment: terminology, classification, and origins. Int. Env. Assess. and Management 7(4),
513-541.

47 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

48 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.
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their chemical inertness, resistance to high temperatures, and ability to be easily
cleaned.49 Fluoropolymers have been approved in various forms for use in food contact
applications and cookware since the 1960s, and have been described by the FDA as
containing “a negligible amount of PFAS capable of migrating to food.”50 Another
important application of fluoropolymers is in medical devices such as permanent medical
implants. At present, there is a 50+ year history of material and product testing (e.g.,
laboratory, animal and human studies of biocompatibility) and real world data associated
with permanent implants and other medical devices that support the use of fluoropolymers
in direct, long term contact with the body.5" This helps illustrate the importance of
separately assessing the benefits and risks associated with different types of PFAS: while
EPA limits certain small-molecule PFAS (small molecule surfactants and, specifically,
PFOA and PFOS) concentrations in drinking water in order to protect human health, FDA-
approved fluoropolymer sutures and implants (among other devices) are intended for use
within the human body to enhance human health.

Fluoropolymers are also used as additives in other materials. One additive application
that is relevant to artificial turf products is the use of certain fluoropolymers, including
polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) and polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF), as processing aids in
the formulation of artificial turf fibers.52 These fluoropolymer processing aids are added
to the polymer formulations at low levels, typically around 100-1000 parts per million
(ppm), to facilitate processing and prevent certain types of processing issues (e.g.,
sharkskin or surface melt fracture) that may be encountered during the fiber-forming
process.®3 The addition of processing aids influences the frictional properties of the
manufactured fibers, which may reduce skin abrasion when a user’s skin slides along the
surface of the turf.54

Like fluoropolymers more generally, the properties of these fluoropolymer processing aids
are significantly different than those of small-molecule fluorosurfactants such as PFOA
and PFOS. These processing aids are inert materials that are known to withstand the
high melting temperatures and extrusion processes for plastic component formation

49 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

50 Certain PFAS have been approved for use in food contact and cookware applications, including
fluoropolymer processing aids. U.S. FDA. Authorized Uses of PFAS in Food Contact Applications.
Available: https://www.fda.gov/food/process-contaminants-food/authorized-uses-pfas-food-contact-
applications, Accessed January 2023.

51 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

52 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

93 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

54 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.
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without deterioration.55 Like fluoropolymers for other food contact applications, specific
examples of fluoropolymer processing aids have been approved for use in food contact
and packaging by the FDA for decades, in part because processing aids are used at such
small amounts that only “a negligible amount of PFAS is capable of migrating” from
materials made with them.56

Because the characteristics of fluoropolymers are measurably different from those of
fluorosurfactants (and other small-molecule PFAS), fluoropolymers are often considered
to be distinct types of PFAS.57 Polymers are generally considered lower risk because of
molecular size, and this is also true for fluoropolymers (often >100,000 daltons®8).5°
Concern is also reduced for inert substances like fluoropolymers, compared to
substances with functional groups that interact with water, such as small molecule
fluorosurfactants. Many studies have assessed fluoropolymers for risk in the context of
medical devices and food contact; the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) designates “polymers of low concern,” as “those deemed to have
insignificant environmental and human health impacts.”60.61 As with any assessment,
molecules are not interchangeable, but generally, studies have found fluoropolymers to
be of low concern for PFAS exposure unless they contain certain amounts of residual
fluorosurfactants(s) from the manufacturing process.%2

In some instances, the detection of fluorine is cited as the sole basis for concluding that
artificial turf fibers and backing materials contain PFAS.63 However, fluorine is an element
that may be present in many chemical forms, and the literature provides examples of
numerous fluorine-containing substances that have been well characterized and
described to offer acceptable and beneficial attributes (for example, fluoride in

95 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

56 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

57 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

58 A Dalton is a unit used to express the molecular weight of proteins, equivalent to atomic mass unit.

59 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

60 Korzeniowski, S.H., Buck, R.C., Newkold, R.M., kassmi, A.E., Laganis, E., Matsuoka, Y., Dinelli, B.,
Beauchet, S., Adamsky, F., Weilandt, K., Soni, V.K., Kapoor, D., Gunasekar, P., Malvasi, M., Brinati,
G. and Musio, S. (2023), A critical review of the application of polymer of low concern regulatory
criteria to fluoropolymers |l: Fluoroplastics and fluoroelastomers. Integr Environ Assess
Manag. https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4646

61 USEPA, 2021. National PFAS Testing Strategy: Identification of Candidate Per- and Poly-fluoroalky!
Substances (PFAS) for Testing. National PFAS Testing Strategy (epa.gov). Accessed January 2022.

62 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

63 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
2-148


https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4646
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-10/pfas-natl-test-strategy.pdf

2. Responses to Comments

toothpaste). Even if present as organic fluorine, not all fluorinated compounds will be
considered PFAS according to different definitions. Additionally, within the group of
compounds that may be considered PFAS, different compounds have different properties,
which matters in the assessment of environmental risk of a product such as artificial turf.64

To investigate the potential linkage between the detected concentration of fluorine in
artificial turf with the presence of specific PFAS, a recent study was conducted on plastic-
and rubber-containing artificial turf fields in Stockholm, Sweden (Cambridge, 2022).6% In
this study, samples were subjected to total fluorine (TF), extractable organic fluorine
(EOF) and targeted PFAS analysis. TF was observed in all 51 artificial turf samples
(range: 16 — 313, 12 — 310, and 24 — 661 pg F/g in backing, filling, and blades,
respectively),86 while EOF and target PFAS occurred in less than 42 percent of all
samples (less than 200 and less than 1 ng/g, respectively).67:68 A subset of samples
extracted with water confirmed the absence of fluorine. Moreover, application of the total
oxidizable precursor assay revealed negligible perfluoroalkyl acid (PFAA) formation
across all three sample types, indicating that the fluorinated substance(s) in artificial turf
are not low molecular weight PFAA-precursors.69 Collectively, these results point towards
polymeric organofluorine (e.g., fluoroelastomer, polytetrafluoroethylene, polyvinylidene
fluoride), consistent with patent literature.”0 The combination of poor extractability and
recalcitrance towards advanced oxidation suggests that leaching and/or conversion to
mobile perfluorinated alkyl acids is limited over the lifetime of an artificial turf and/or

64 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

65 Lauria M, Naim A, Plassmann M, Faldt J, Siihring R, Benskin J. Widespread Occurrence of Non-
Extractable Fluorine in Artificial Turfs from Stockholm, Sweden. ChemRxiv. Cambridge: Cambridge
Open Engage; 2022. Available: https://chemrxiv.org/engage/chemrxiv/article-
details/624ea1cd5ab8df6c8d8cc8b3. Accessed June 2022.

66 1 ug/g =1 mg/kg =1 pp.m.
67 1 ng/g=0.001 mg/kg, 1 ng/g =1 pp.m

68 | auria M, Naim A, Plassmann M, Faldt J, Stihring R, Benskin J. Widespread Occurrence of Non-
Extractable Fluorine in Artificial Turfs from Stockholm, Sweden. ChemRxiv. Cambridge: Cambridge
Open Engage; 2022. Available: https://chemrxiv.org/engage/chemrxiv/article-
details/624ea1cd5ab8df6c8d8cc8b3. Accessed June 2022.

69 Lauria M, Naim A, Plassmann M, Faldt J, Siihring R, Benskin J. Widespread Occurrence of Non-
Extractable Fluorine in Artificial Turfs from Stockholm, Sweden. ChemRxiv. Cambridge: Cambridge
Open Engage; 2022. Available: https://chemrxiv.org/engage/chemrxiv/article-
details/624ea1cd5ab8df6c8d8cc8b3. Accessed June 2022.

70 | auria M, Naim A, Plassmann M, Faldt J, Stihring R, Benskin J. Widespread Occurrence of Non-
Extractable Fluorine in Artificial Turfs from Stockholm, Sweden. ChemRxiv. Cambridge: Cambridge
Open Engage; 2022. Available: https://chemrxiv.org/engage/chemrxiv/article-
details/624ea1cd5ab8df6c8d8cc8b3. Accessed June 2022.
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following accidental ingestion of artificial turf components and that these compounds pose
a negligible human health risk from dermal, inhalation, and ingestion exposure.”1:72

Furthermore, it is useful to compare the levels of small molecule PFAS described in the
above study to levels of specific PFAS that might be expected to be present in soil
samples to evaluate the potential for increased health risk. A review article published in
the Remediation Journal collected information on background and ambient levels of two
predominant PFAS (i.e., PFOS and PFOA) in North America in both abiotic media (soil,
sediment, surface water, and public drinking water supplies) and selected biotic media
(human tissues, fish, and shellfish) that were not associated with a known point source of
PFAS.”3 PFOS was detected in every soil sample taken in North America at
concentrations between 0.018 — 2.55 pg/kg (PFOA was detected at 0.059 — 1.84 ug/kg),
with much higher concentrations found in the eastern U.S. (greater than 0.184 ug/kg).’4
Widespread ambient soil and sediment concentrations were well below human health-
protective thresholds for direct contact exposures.”> Surface water, drinking water supply
waters (representing a combination of groundwater and surface water), fish and shellfish
tissue, and human serum levels ranged from less than to greater than available health-
based threshold values.”® In comparison, the Cambridge 2022 study found levels of
targeted PFAS (which included PFOS and PFOA) at less than 1 ng/g, which is equivalent
to 1 pg/kg, well within the range of PFOA and PFOS detected in these soil samples.””

71 Activitas, 2021. Field Surface Information in Regards to New Athletic Complex, April 5. Available:
https://www.bbns.org/uploaded/PDFs/All_School/2020-21/21003-BBN-Turfnfo_2021_04_05.pdf.
Accessed June 2022.

72 Lauria M, Naim A, Plassmann M, Féldt J, Stihring R, Benskin J. Widespread Occurrence of Non-
Extractable Fluorine in Artificial Turfs from Stockholm, Sweden. ChemRxiv. Cambridge: Cambridge
Open Engage; 2022. Available: https://chemrxiv.org/engage/chemrxiv/article-
details/624ea1cd5ab8df6c8d8cc8b3. Accessed June 2022.

73 Vedagiri, Anderson, Loso, and Schwach, 2018. Ambient levels of PFOS and PFOA in multiple
environmental media, Remediation Journal Volume 28, Issue 2, March 12. Available:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/rem.21548. Accessed June 2022.

74 Activitas, 2021. Field Surface Information in Regards to New Athletic Complex, April 5. Available:
https://www.bbns.org/uploaded/PDFs/All_School/2020-21/21003-BBN-Turflnfo_2021_04_05.pdf.
Accessed June 2022.

75 Vedagiri, Anderson, Loso, and Schwach, 2018. Ambient levels of PFOS and PFOA in multiple
environmental media, Remediation Journal Volume 28, Issue 2, March 12. Available:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/rem.21548. Accessed June 2022.

76 \edagiri, Anderson, Loso, and Schwach, 2018. Ambient levels of PFOS and PFOA in multiple
environmental media, Remediation Journal Volume 28, Issue 2, March 12. Available:
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/rem.21548. Accessed June 2022.

7T Lauria M, Naim A, Plassmann M, Faldt J, Stihring R, Benskin J. Widespread Occurrence of Non-
Extractable Fluorine in Artificial Turfs from Stockholm, Sweden. ChemRxiv. Cambridge: Cambridge
Open Engage; 2022. Available: https://chemrxiv.org/engage/chemrxiv/article-
details/624ea1cd5ab8df6c8d8cc8b3. Accessed June 2022.
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Since these levels were well below the safe soil USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSL)
by two to three orders of magnitude, human health risk is negligible.”8

In addition, the USEPA has proposed designating certain specified PFAS, namely PFOA
and PFOS, under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), also known as Superfund’®. The proposed designation of PFOA
and PFOS as hazardous substances under CERCLA must undergo a formal public
rulemaking process, which has not occurred. Nonetheless, it is not expected that the
Project’s use of artificial turf would be subject to the USEPA proposed designation under
CERCLA, if promulgated, since the artificial turf itself would not contain PFAS and would
not constitute a release or threatened releases of PFAS into the environment under
CERCLA. Additionally, the PFAS testing performed on the FieldTurf sample indicated that
PFOA, PFOS and GenX80 were not detected above the laboratory reporting limits for both
pre-TOP assay and post-TOP assay testing results8!. Thus, these three PFAS would
not present a public health concern with respect to the Project’s proposed use of artificial
turf.

(e) Metals and PFAS Testing Results of FieldTurf
Artificial Turf

The Project proposes the use of FieldTurf, consisting of the Core Vertex 2.5 fiber82 and
Cryogenic Crumb Rubber83, as the artificial turf. The proposed FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5
fiber was tested, for the Project, for the presence of PFAS and the proposed Cryogenic
Crumb Rubber was tested for the presence of metals (Eurofins, 202284). FieldTurf
components have been evaluated on a few prior occasions for the presence of PFAS

78 Activitas, 2021. Field Surface Information in Regards to New Athletic Complex, April 5. Available:
https://www.bbns.org/uploaded/PDFs/All_School/2020-21/21003-BBN-Turflnfo_2021_04_05.pdf.
Accessed June 2022.

79 USEPA, EPA Proposes Designating Certain PFAS Chemicals as Hazardous Substances Under
Superfund to Protect People’s Health, https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-proposes-designating-
certain-pfas-chemicals-hazardous-substances-under-superfund. Accessed August 30, 2022.

80 GenX is a trade name for a chemical that went into production around 2010 as an alternative to a
perfluorooctanoic acid (also known as PFOA or C8) in the synthesis of polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE)
(i.e., Teflon).

81 TOP assay means analysis for one or more specific components. David Teter Consulting, 2022.
Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5
Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay, November 22. Appendix E.3 to the
Final EIR.

82 Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber is FieldTurf's branded grass blade type.

83 Cryogenic rubber consists of ground-up recycled tires that are cryogenically frozen, then shattered
into small, smooth-edged particles. This smooth shape allows for consistent flow of water through the
infill without raising and displacing any rubber while still suspending rubber and sand in a layered
system. FieldTurf, Loughborough University Study Validates Superior Quality of Crygenic Versus
Ambient Rubber, June 13, 2016, https://ffieldturf.com/en/articles/detail/loughborough-university-study-
validates-superior-quality-of-cryogenic-versus-ambient-rubber/. Accessed April 7, 2023.

84 Eurofins Sacramento. 2022. "Analytical Report re: PFAS Product Testing." Report to David Teter
Consulting. 320-90614-1. 38p., September 28.
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(TRC Companies, Inc., 202285, Teter, 201986).87 Results from a recent analytical
sampling (TRC Companies, Inc., 2022) conducted on behalf of the City of Portsmouth,
New Hampshire, indicated no detectable concentrations of PFAS in a sample of FieldTurf
grass carpet analyzed using a modified version of a USEPA standardized method for
detecting 70 specific PFAS.88 After oxidative treatment, under the Total Oxidizer
Precursor (TOP) assay method®, one sample exhibited very low level, trace
concentrations of a limited number of PFAS at orders of magnitude lower than health-
protective soil screening levels, indicating no significant risk from exposure to these
compounds.90:91 The TOP assay method post-oxidation analyses did not result in a
significant increase of PFAAs, indicating that the materials do not contain a significant
mass of precursor PFAS and that the artificial turf does not represent a significant human
health risk. Similarly, concentrations of PFAS were below detectable limits in analytical
testing conducted on 1-square-foot samples from six types of FieldTurf grass carpet using
the standard method (Teter, 2019).92.93

Additional testing of artificial turf material that has been described in the news media has
utilized test methods that evaluate fluorine content of a sample without identifying
individual PFAS, including the total fluorine and total organic fluorine (TOF) methods. One
such article was published August 3, 2022 in the E&E News publication Greenwire. The
Greenwire article implies that “high levels of organic fluorine” detected during TOF testing
of Portsmouth’s artificial turf demonstrates an environmental and health risk.94 However,

85 TRC Companies, Inc. 2022. Technical Memorandum to P. Rice (Portsmouth, New Hampshire, Dept.
of Public Works), et al. re: Evaluation of PFAS in Synthetic Turf. 143p., June 7. Memorandum
(cityofportsmouth.com). Accessed February 2023.

86 Teter, D. [David Teter Consulting]. 2019. Letter to D. Gill (FieldTurf) re: FieldTurf synthetic turf carpet
PFAS testing results. 2p., November 25. fieldturf-pfas-dtc.pdf (wordpress.com). Accessed January
2023.

87 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

88 The standard method for analyzing PFAS is the US EPA Method 537 Modified.

89 The TOP assay method is an additional step added to Method 537 that allows for a broader range of
complex PFAS that may not be measured by the standard method. The TOP assay simulates the
breakdown of PFAS over time into more commonly measured PFAS, like PFOA and PFOS using a
harsh oxidizer.

90  Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.

91 TRC Companies, Inc. 2022. Technical Memorandum to P. Rice (Portsmouth, New Hampshire, Dept.
of Public Works), et al. re: Evaluation of PFAS in Synthetic Turf. 143p., June 7. Memorandum
(cityofportsmouth.com). Accessed February 2023.

92 Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.

93 Teter, D. [David Teter Consulting]. 2019. Letter to D. Gill (FieldTurf) re: FieldTurf synthetic turf carpet
PFAS testing results. 2p., November 25. fieldturf-pfas-dtc.pdf (wordpress.com). Accessed January
2023.

94 Exponent, 2023. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.4 to the Final EIR.
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because both the amount and nature of the substances present in the turf will influence
the risks associated with the material, it is crucial to understand the identity of the PFAS
that may be present in the materials when conducting a risk assessment.®° For artificial
turf materials, this is especially important because fluoropolymer processing aids used in
artificial turf manufacturing are considered to be of low concern for PFAS exposure
compared to other PFAS (such as perfluorooctancic acid, “PFOA” or
perfluorooctanesulfonate, “PFOS”) that could also contribute to the level of “organic
fluorine” detected by the TOF method.% Further, with respect to potential degradation,
the Greenwire article makes statements that are not supported by the peer-reviewed
literature about two fluoropolymer materials that are used as additives in artificial turf
manufacturing, polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF) and poly(vinylidene fluoride-co-
hexafluoropropylene) (PVDF-HFP). The Greenwire article does not cite a source for its
assertion of fluoropolymer material degradation. The potential for how PVDF, PVDF-
HFP, and other fluoropolymer materials are likely to break down under different conditions
have been studied by multiple authors and data is available in the peer-reviewed scientific
literature. The peer-reviewed literature demonstrates that PVDF materials are durable
under typical environmental conditions.97 Additionally, the Greenwire article confused two
different guidance levels by comparing the concentration of PFOS found in the post-
oxidation turf carpet sample (135 ppt) to EPA health advisories for PFOS in drinking water
(20 ppq) instead of the PFOS soil screening level (130 ppb). In fact, the turf carpet’s post-
oxidation PFOS level is three orders of magnitude lower than the soil screening level.%8

In addition to the studies mentioned above related to the PFAS content of artificial turf
materials, there have been dozens of regulatory and peer-reviewed studies that have
evaluated exposure and risk related to artificial turf and recycled rubber infill in the past
decade and all studies found that there is no evidence that the levels of chemicals in
recycled rubber infill present a public health concern.9 The most recent study, conducted
by the Japanese National Institute of Health Sciences, conducted four studies of synthetic
turf infill and concluded that risk related to the exposure to metals from synthetic turf
rubber granule infill is low. 100

As part of this Final EIR, and specifically for the Project, testing was performed on
FieldTurf cryogenic crumb rubber for total California Assessment Manual (CAM 17)

95 Exponent, 2023. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.4 to the Final EIR.

96 Exponent, 2023. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.4 to the Final EIR.

97 Exponent, 2023. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.4 to the Final EIR.

98 Exponent, 2023. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.4 to the Final EIR.

99 Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.

100 Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.
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metals and PFAS on the FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber product using the standard and
TOP assay methods by Eurofins, a laboratory widely regarded as experienced in PFAS
testing (Eurofins, 2022).101 Since crumb rubber is made from recycled tires, certain
metallic elements that are used in the manufacturing of tires are expected to be found in
crumb rubber. Test results from a sample of the fresh crumb rubber proposed for use in
the Project’s artificial turf field, Cryogenic Rubber 14-30, demonstrate that levels of the
tested metals are consistent with, or lower than, the levels of metals reported in published
studies of other fresh crumb rubber (i.e., crumb rubber after grinding, and before use in
an application like infill).102 None of the metals detected in the crumb rubber sample
exceeded USEPA Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for unrestricted residential use. 103
The detected concentration of zinc in the crumb rubber was 14,000 ppm, which is an
expected result as the concentration of zinc in crumb rubber typically ranges from 7,000
to 20,000 ppm, and does not affect any human health exposure aspects because the
USEPA regional screening level for zinc in an unrestricted use scenario is 23,500 ppm
(noncarcinogenic child) or 235,000 ppm (noncarcinogenic adult), assuming a hazard
index of 1, which is more than 50 percent higher than the laboratory tests for the Project’s
turf formulation. 104

As mentioned above, a fluoropolymer processing aid, which is considered a PFAS, is
used in the extruding process of the artificial turf fibers. The FieldTurf Vertex CORE 2.5
fiber product, which is proposed for the Project, was analyzed for an extended list of 68
PFAS using USEPA Method 537 Modified, which is currently considered the most
comprehensive testing approach for target compounds.105 No listed molecular PFAS of
concern were detected above the reporting limit in the pre-weathered sample.106 The
FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 fiber product was then subjected to the TOP assay method
which uses both heat and an aggressive hydroxyl radical oxidation process to attempt to
break down precursor compounds of PFAS into measurable perfluoroalkyl acids (PFAA).
This method is more harsh than typical conditions that artificial turf would be subject to in

101 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

102 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

103 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

104 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

105 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

106 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.
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the outdoor environment.197 Perflurorobutanoic acid (PFBA) and Perfluoro-2-
methoxypropianic acid (MTP) were detected in the post-TOP assay sample at
concentrations just above their respective reporting limits98, 1.7 ppb and 5.9 ppb,
respectively.19® However, PFBA was also detected in the method blank and both PFBA
and MTP were detected in the laboratory control spike and/or laboratory control spike
duplicate indicating contamination of the instrument or other interference that would
overstate the detected concentration of PFBA and MTB in the tested artificial turf.110.111
These analytical issues are unlikely to affect the validity of the results, although they likely
resulted in overestimated post-TOP assay concentrations of PFBA and MTP.112 While
there are no regulatory screening levels for these two specific forms of PFAS detected in
the FieldTurf samples after oxidation, the levels that were detected are significantly lower
than proposed regulatory limits for PFAS content in products, and lower than residential
soil screening levels for any form of PFAS issued by USEPA.113.114 Therefore, PFAS
compounds used to produce or that may be found in artificial turf or recycled rubber infill
do not present a public health concern because they were not detected or only very small
detectable concentrations of PFAS were found in the artificial turf proposed for the
Project, all of which were at least an order of magnitude lower than health protective
screening levels.115 These results are provided in Appendix E.3 to this Final EIR.
Appendices E.1 and E.2, to this Final EIR, are from experienced scientific firms that
analyzed the test results and offered their professional opinion on PFAS.

107 Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.

108 Reporting limits represent concentrations at which quantification of the substance can be performed
at an acceptable level of accuracy and repeatability. Reporting limits vary based on the type of
sample as well as the method and equipment used. The reporting limit used was 1 ppb for all PFAS.

109 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

110 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

111 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to ESA from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing Scientist,
Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

112 David Teter Consulting, 2022. Testing of FieldTurf Cryogenic Crumb Rubber for Total CAM 17 Metals
and FieldTurf Core Vertex 2.5 Fiber for Total PFAS Using the Total Oxidizable Precursor Assay,
November 22. Appendix E.3 to the Final EIR.

113 Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.

114 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

115 Gradient, 2022. Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Julie C. Lemay, M.P.H., Senior
Environmental Health Scientist, Gradient, December 18. Appendix E.2 to the Final EIR.
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(f) Microplastics and Potential for PFAS Leaching

Regarding microplastics and the potential impacts of PFAS and microplastics entering
surface water, although the Draft EIR does not call out a discussion of microplastics, the
Draft EIR does discuss the health effects of crumb rubber, which are the microplastics in
artificial turf that could migrate to surface waters. One comment received during the
circulation of the Draft EIR refers to a 2016 report titled Swedish sources and pathways
for microplastics in the environment. This report states that the “[m]ost important
emissions for microplastics were found to be from road wear and abrasion of tyres.”116.117
This report also mentions that rubber infill from artificial turf is the second largest source
of microplastics, but it mentions many other sources of microplastics as well. Additionally,
this report states “[h]Jowever, it is not necessarily the sources with the largest microplastic
emissions that contribute the most to the microplastic loads in the sea.” 118 In fact, the
report has no data for the quantity of microplastics that reach the sea from tire wear,
artificial turfs, and many other sources.?1® The report further states “[mlicroplastics from
both traffic and artificial turfs are likely to be transported to the sea mainly via stormwater,
but since there is no available data on microplastics in stormwater it was not possible to
determine to what extent these two sources contribute to the pool of marine
microplastics.” 120 The same can be said for artificial turf, and the report authors indicate
as a “knowledge gap” that “the study would be more complete with studies of actual spill
of granulates.”'21 Since the report acknowledges incomplete data and lack of data
concerning the amount of microplastics from artificial turf that are in the sea and its relative
contribution compared to all sources of microplastics, the issue of artificial turf fields’
contribution to microplastics is unknown. Therefore, any analysis of the potential of
microplastics which may migrate from the Project Site to the Los Angeles River would be
speculative and, as such, not required by CEQA.

Regarding the comment that PFAS and other toxic chemicals will migrate with these
microplastics and leach into surface waters or groundwater, while microplastics in the
environment from artificial turf could potentially collect in stormwater drains and get mixed

116 Magnusson, Kiersten, et al., 2017. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the marine
environment A review of existing data, March. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the
marine environment (diva-portal.org), Accessed December 2022.

117 “Tyre” is the British English spelling of “tire”.

118 Magnusson, Kiersten, et al., 2017. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the marine
environment A review of existing data, March. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the
marine environment (diva-portal.org), Accessed December 2022.

119 Magnusson, Kiersten, et al., 2017. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the marine
environment A review of existing data, March. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the
marine environment (diva-portal.org), Accessed December 2022.

120 Magnusson, Kiersten, et al., 2017. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the marine
environment A review of existing data, March. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the
marine environment (diva-portal.org), Accessed December 2022.

121 Magnusson, Kiersten, et al., 2017. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the marine
environment A review of existing data, March, page 33. Swedish sources and pathways for
microplastics to the marine environment (diva-portal.org), Accessed December 2022.
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with stormwater, no studies have yet to be conducted to quantify the movement of infill
granules from artificial turf fields to the surrounding environment. Refer to Sections
(2)(iii)(@), (2)(iii)(b), and (2)(iii)(c) of this Topical Response for an evaluation of studies
and health risks that were conducted on crumb rubber infill that illustrate that health risks
from microplastics would be less than significant. Refer to Section (2)(iii)(d) of this Topical
Response for a discussion of why the fluoropolymers used in the extrusion process are
considered immobile in the environment, stable under many chemical and environmental
conditions, 122 and would not leach into surface water or groundwater.

A Tetra Tech Report (2021) conducted on behalf of the Martha’s Vineyard Commission
in Massachusetts performed a Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure (SPLP)
process 123 on the artificial turf samples which simulates leaching as it is a synthetic
precipitation leaching procedure. The Tetra Tech Report stated 24 that the targeted PFAS
compounds were not detected in the total PFAS analysis at concentrations above the
reporting limits or the method detection limits (MDL).125 Therefore, the targeted PFAS
may be present in the synthetic turf components, but at concentrations below the MDLs
achieved by the laboratory.126 The SPLP assay resulted in detection of
Perfluoroheptanoic acid (PFHpA), perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), perfluorobutanoic acid
(PFBA) perfluoropentanoic acid (PFPeA), perfluorodecanesulfonic acid (PFDS), and
perfluorohexanoic acid (PFHxA) in the samples of the synthetic turf components at
concentrations lower than the MDLs achieved by the laboratory. 127 The detection of
PFAS compounds in the samples of the synthetic turf components via SPLP PFAS

122 Magnusson, Kiersten, et al., 2017. Swedish sources and pathways for microplastics to the marine
environment A review of existing data, March, page 33. Swedish sources and pathways for
microplastics to the marine environment (diva-portal.org), Accessed December 2022.

123 USEPA Method 1312, which reduces the particle size of the sample by crushing, cutting, or griding
until the material passes a 9.5 mm standard sieve. The material is then placed into an extraction
vessel with an extraction fluid and gently rotated for 18 + 2 hours at ambient temperature. The
extraction fluid is a 60/40 weight percent mixture of sulfuric and nitric acids to reagent water to
achieve a pH of about 4.2 standard units. Following extraction, the recovered fluid is filtered and then
analyzed.

124 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://files.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

125 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://files.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

126 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https:/ffiles.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

127 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://ffiles.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.
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analysis, but not via total PFAS analysis, suggest that these products contain PFAS
compounds that were not extractable via the analytical method utilized for total PFAS
analysis (isotope dilution method) but were extractable by the more rigorous SPLP
extraction process. The report concludes that the SPLP testing that was performed
assessed the products in a manner that likely results in significantly more aggressive
degradation (mechanical reduction of particle size and extraction via acidic solution) than
the anticipated conditions during the life of the synthetic turf field.128 Therefore, no
significant risks can be identified based on available data.129 Additionally, based on the
current regulatory standards for PFAS in Massachusetts, there are no significant risks
associated with the discharge of PFAS from the synthetic turf field into
groundwater. 130131

Furthermore, refer to Section (2)(iii)(e) of this topical response for a discussion on the
results of metals and PFAS testing performed for the Final EIR on FieldTurf artificial turf,
the artificial turf proposed for the Project. TOP assay sampling results showed slightly
elevated levels for two types of PFAS, but the types detected are not subject to
concentration limits by any regulatory agency (unlike PFOS and PFOA), and the levels
that were detected are significantly lower than proposed regulatory limits for those forms
of PFAS that are restricted in use, as well as being lower than residential soil screening
levels for any form of PFAS issued by the USEPA. 132 For the majority of metals detected,
the concentrations were below, and in some cases far below, the environmental
screening levels for residential soil issued by USEPA. Three metals (i.e., cobalt, arsenic,
and chromium) were either above the soil screening levels or could not be directly
compared against these levels.133 However, these three metals were found to either be
comparable in concentration to background levels typically found in California soil, and/or
to leach from the crumb rubber at only low levels compared to concentrations considered

128 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https:/ffiles.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

129 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://files.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

130 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://files.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

131 There was no surface water in proximity to the field, so they used the SPLP test to see if PFAS would
leach into groundwater.

132 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

133 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.
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acceptable in drinking water.134 Moreover, see Final EIR Appendices E.1, E.2, and E.3
which provide the FieldTurf testing results and peer analysis.

In summary, the concern for potential PFAS and other toxic chemicals leaching from
microplastics in artificial turf is unsupported. SPLP testing degrades the artificial turf in a
manner that likely results in significantly more aggressive deterioration (mechanical
reduction of particle size and extraction via acidic solution) than the anticipated conditions
during the life of the synthetic turf field.135> TOP testing mimics the type of oxidative
degradation that could take place during a product’s lifetime of use.3¢ The SPLP results
for artificial turf samples, in the Tetra Tech Report and the TOP assay results for the
artificial turf proposed for the Project, concluded that PFAS and other compounds in
artificial turf or recycled rubber infill do not present a public health concern.137.138
Additionally, the fluoropolymers expected to be present in artificial turf do not act as
surfactants (the short-chain type of PFAS that have potential human health
considerations and are subject to regulation), are considered immobile in the
environment, and are stable under many chemical and environmental conditions.39
Metals testing in the artificial turf proposed for the Project resulted in concentrations that
were generally below screening levels. 140 The three metals above screening levels were
comparable in concentration to background levels and/or are known to leach from crumb
rubber at only low levels compared to concentrations considered acceptable in drinking
water.141 Therefore, there are no significant risks associated with the discharge of PFAS
or other toxic chemicals from microplastics in an amount that would be harmful to
groundwater or any receiving waters, such as the Los Angeles River.

134 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

135 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://files.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

136 Exponent, 2023. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.4 to the Final EIR.

137 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

138 Tetra Tech, 2021. Synthetic Turf and Laboratory Testing and Analysis Summary Report Martha
Vineyard Regional High School Athletic Field Project, February 26.
https://files.cityofportsmouth.com/agendas/2021/citycouncil/cc101821-Attachment3.pdf. Accessed
December 2022.

139 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

140 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.

141 Exponent, 2022. External Memorandum to Mike Harden, ESA, from Sarah Parker, Ph.D., Managing
Scientist, Exponent, December 21. Appendix E.1 to the Final EIR.
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(g)  Exposure to Staphylococcus aureus

Regarding potential exposure to Staphylococcus aureus from contact with the artificial
turf fields, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention/Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry and the USEPA, in collaboration with the Consumer Product Safety
Commission (CPSC), has conducted a multi-agency research effort to characterize the
constituents in crumb rubber, including bacteria. The study, released in July 2019,
collected tire crumb rubber infill material from 40 artificial turf fields, indoor and outdoor,
located across the United States.'? The analysis found higher concentrations of total
bacteria in outdoor fields relative to indoor fields, but a gene commonly associated with
the human skin microbiome (i.e., Staphylococcus aureus) was detected more often in
indoor fields than outdoor fields.'*® With respect to artificial turf and natural turf, the
USEPA cites to a study in which researchers found 2 of 30 samples (7 percent) collected
from synthetic turf were positive for a species of Staphylococcus compared to 6 of 12
samples (50 percent) collected from natural turf and concluded that the current generation
of synthetic turf containing crumb rubber infill harbors fewer bacteria than natural turf. 144

Another study conducted by The Pennsylvania State University, titted A Survey for the
Presence of Staphylococcus aureus in the Infill Media of Synthetic Turf, sampled the total
microbial population of several infilled artificial turf systems and determine if
Staphylococcus aureus was present. 145 Infill material and fiber samples were collected
from twenty fields. In addition, other surfaces from public areas, from an athletic training
facility, and from natural turfgrass rootzones were also sampled. Each sample was
analyzed for total organism populations and for the presence Staphylococcus aureus.
There were generally lower numbers of total microbes present in the infill or fibers of the
synthetic turf systems tested compared to natural turfgrass rootzones and
Staphylococcus aureus was not found on any of the playing surfaces.

A further study was conducted by The Pennsylvania State University, titted Human health
issues on synthetic turf in the USA,146 which surveyed 20 infilled artificial turf fields to
determine microbial population and test for the presence of Staphylococcus aureus
bacteria. Surfaces other than athletic playing surfaces were also tested for the presence

142 USEPA, Synthetic Turf Field Recycled Tire Crumb Rubber Research Under the Federal Research
Action Plan, Final Report Part 1-Tire Crumb Rubber Characterization Volume 1, EPA/600/R-
19/051.1, July 2019.

143 USEPA, Synthetic Turf Field Recycled Tire Crumb Rubber Research Under the Federal Research
Action Plan, Final Report Part 1-Tire Crumb Rubber Characterization Volume 1, EPA/600/R-
19/051.1, July 2019.

144 USEPA, Synthetic Turf Field Recycled Tire Crumb Rubber Research Under the Federal Research
Action Plan, Final Report Part 1-Tire Crumb Rubber Characterization Volume 1, EPA/600/R-
19/051.1, July 2019.

145 McNitt, A.S., Petrunak, D.M. and Serensits, T.J., A Survey for the Presence of Staphylococcus
aureus in the Infill Media of Synthetic Turf. Acta Hortic. 783, 567-572, 2008.

146 Serensits, T.J., A.S. McNitt, and D.M. Petrunak, Human health issues on synthetic turf in the USA,
Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers, Part P: Journal of Sports Engineering and
Technology published online 13 June 2011.
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of microbes and Staphylococcus aureus. Staphylococcus aureus colonies were not found
to be present on any field; however, Staphylococcus aureus colonies were found on other
tested surfaces that athletes commonly come into contact with, such as sports and weight
equipment. Based on the findings of the survey, the study determined that concerns
related to infilled synthetic turf harboring and providing a breeding ground for
Staphylococcus aureus is unwarranted.

Based on these studies, Project health risk impacts related to exposure to
Staphylococcus aureus on artificial turf would be less than significant.

(b)  Heat Effects from the Use of Artificial Turf

For informational purposes only and not related to a significance criteria Appendix H,
Hazardous Materials Documentation, PDF pages 1688 and 1689, of the Draft EIR
provides a discussion of studies on heat effects from artificial turf. Milone & MacBroom,
Inc., conducted a temperature evaluation study designed to measure the temperature rise
of artificial turf materials under a number of environmental conditions. 147 Two fields within
Connecticut constructed by FieldTurf in 2007 were selected for this study, one of which
(Field F) is located in the northern portion of the state, while the other (Field G) is located
in the southern portion of the state. The results of the study indicate that solar heating of
the materials used in the construction of artificial turf playing surfaces does occur and is
most pronounced in the polyethylene and polypropylene fibers used to replicate natural
grass.

Maximum temperatures of approximately 156 degrees Fahrenheit (F) on the surface of
the artificial grass fibers were noted when the fields were exposed to direct sunlight for a
prolonged period of time. The corresponding ambient temperature was 102 degrees F
and the air temperature at 2 feet and 5 feet above the artificial turf surface was 103 and
101 degrees F, respectively. The crumb rubber temperature at 1-inch depth was 111.5
degrees F. As a comparison, the temperatures at the natural turf location at this same
time was 99 degrees F on the surface of the natural grass, 101 and 102 degrees F at 2
feet and 5 feet above the surface, respectively, and 86 degrees F at 1-inch depth. Rapid
cooling of the fibers was noted if the sunlight was interrupted or filtered by clouds.
Significant cooling was also noted if water was applied to the synthetic fibers in quantities
as low as one ounce per square foot.48 The elevated temperatures noted for the fibers
generally resulted in a localized air temperature increase of less than 5 degrees during
periods of calm to low winds. For artificial turf, the air temperatures above the surface
decrease rapidly with increasing height.

147 Milone & MacBroom, Inc., Thermal Effects Associated with Crumb Rubber In-filled Synthetic Turf
Athletic Fields, December 2008.

148 The proposed Project does not include the installation of irrigation systems for its artificial turf fields.
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The New York State Department of Health report, An Assessment of Chemical Leaching,
Releases to Air and Temperature at Crumb-Rubber Infilled Synthetic Turf Fields,149
describes a temperature survey conducted to gain a better understanding of the surface
temperature of artificial turf fields and the potential for field users to suffer from heat-
related illness. For the two artificial turf fields in this study (Thomas Jefferson Field and
John Mullaly Field), the center of the field as well as a shaded edge area were selected
for measurements and both areas were comprised of green-colored synthetic grass. An
additional center location was selected for one field consisting of white artificial turf. Field
measurements were conducted in August (11 days) and September (6 days). The results
of the temperature survey show higher surface temperatures for artificial turf fields as
compared to the measurements obtained on nearby grass and sand surfaces. Surface
temperatures for the Thomas Jefferson Field grass and sand showed that the average
synthetic turf surface was 42 degrees F higher than the grass surface temperature and
40 degrees F higher than the sand surface temperature. Surface temperatures for the
John Mullaly Field grass and sand showed that the average synthetic turf surface was 26
degrees F higher than the grass surface temperature and 35 degrees F higher than the
sand surface temperature. The temperature survey found little difference for the indicators
of heat stress between the synthetic turf, grass, and sand surfaces, on any given day.
Although little difference between indicators of heat stress measurements was found, the
synthetic turf surface temperatures were much higher and prolonged contact with the
hotter surfaces may have the potential to create discomfort, cause thermal injury and
contribute to heat-related illnesses. The report recommended that awareness of the
potential for heat illness and how to recognize and prevent it should be raised among
users and managers of athletic fields, athletic staff, coaches and parents.

Based on these studies there was little difference in the indicators of heat stress between
the synthetic turf, grass, and sand surfaces, on any given day. However, since synthetic
turf surface temperatures were much higher and prolonged contact with the hotter
surfaces may have the potential to create discomfort, cause thermal injury and contribute
to heat-related illnesses, anyone who uses the athletic fields should be made aware of
the potential for heat illness and how to recognize and prevent heat iliness. With proper
notification and awareness, Project health risk impacts related to heat effects from
artificial turf would be preventable.

(c) Possible Disposal/Recycling Options for the Artificial Turf

Although recycling options of artificial turf in the past have consisted primarily of
repurposing field components, turf recycling plants do exist and more are being built in
the U.S., Europe, and around the world. Two such artificial turf recycling companies are
discussed below, both of which are anticipated to be available for Project use when the
Project’s artificial turf has reached its end-of-life (expected to be approximately eight
years after installation). Since the only operating artificial turf recycling facility was in

149 Lim, Ly, & Walker, Randi, An assessment of chemical leaching, releases to air and temperature at
crumb-rubber infilled synthetic turf fields. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYDEC), 2009.
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Denmark at the time the Draft EIR was circulated, disposal was the option chosen for
analysis in the Draft EIR, and as stated on page IV.H-45, compliance with applicable
regulatory requirements would ensure that Project impacts related to disposal of artificial
turf would be less than significant. If instead of disposal, recycling plants are operational
and are able to take the Project’s artificial turf, the components would be separated and
then used as feedstock for new materials. If the Project was able to recycle the artificial
turf, instead of disposing of it, hazardous material and waste-related impacts would be
similar to or less than those analyzed for disposal in the Draft EIR.

Re-Match turf recycling has had a working plant in Herning, Denmark, since June 2016,
which can process up to 800 tonnes/week of artificial turf, equal to almost four full-sized
soccer fields.1%0 In March 2022, the second Re-Match turf recycling factory was
completed in the Netherlands, which will be able to recycle the equivalent of more than
250 soccer fields per year.15! The Re-Match process is patented technology that offers
an environmentally sustainable recycling process that uses no chemicals or water and
generates no pollution.'52 The artificial turf is separated into clean, raw materials using
their separation technology. The raw materials, sand, backing, rubber, and plastic fibers
are sold and used in new production cycles, and even for new synthetic turf fields. Re-
Match plans to build 24 Re-Match facilities worldwide, with the next two locations to come
on-line located in Erstein, France, and Pennsylvania, USA.153 No date was given for when
these new locations would be operational.

Additionally, in September of 2022, a Netherlands company, TenCate Grass, announced
the launch of an initiative for a first of its kind program in the U.S. to recycle end-of-life
artificial turf. TenCate aims to remove 50 artificial turf fields and send them to California
where they will be shredded. The shredded material will then be shipped to Texas for pre-
processing after which it will be broken down to feedstock that can be used to create new
turf and other products.'54 TenCate’s goal is to “keep turf out of landfills and put it back

150 Re-Match turf recycling, 2016. Re-Match is Up and Running!, April 16. Re-Match is Up and Running! -
Re-Match. Accessed December 2022.

151 Re-Match turf recycling, 2022. Dutch Re-Match factory building completed three months ahead of
schedule, March 28. Dutch Re-Match factory building completed three months ahead of schedule -
Re-Match. Accessed December 2022.

152 Re-Match turf recycling, 2022. Re-Match turf recycling, 2022.Turf recycling - Re-Match. Accessed
December 2022.

153 Re-Match turf recycling, 2022. Re-Match turf recycling, 2022. Turf recycling - Re-Match. Accessed
December 2022.

154 Carolina Recycling Association, 2022. TenCate Grass launches synthetic turf recycling program,
September 20. TenCate Grass launches synthetic turf recycling program — Carolina Recycling
Association (cra-recycle.org). Accessed December 2022.
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to use”.155 Once the pilot program is complete, TenCate plans to expand the initiative
across the U.S.156

(d)  Project Design Modifications

As discussed in Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, design
modifications relating to seating, lighting, building design (swimming pool area and
gymnasium), parking, grading, stormwater capture and reuse system, and water features
were made to the Project in response to public and agency comments received on the
Draft EIR. However, none of the design modifications directly or indirectly involves the
analyses related to artificial turf and its effects on health or localized heat effects and as
such, the impact analysis and conclusions included in the Draft EIR are not affected by
the Project design modifications.

155 Sportsfield Management, 2022. TenCate Grass Launches Synthetic Turf Recycling Program in the
U.,S., September 29. TenCate Grass launches synthetic turf recycling program
(sportsfieldmanagementonline.com), Accessed December 2022.

156 Recycling Today, 2022. TenCate Grass launches synthetic turf recycling program,
https://www.recyclingtoday.com/news/tencate-grass-launches-synthetic-turf-recycling-program/.
Accessed April 4, 2023.
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h) Topical Response No. 8 — Noise: Construction and
Operation Impacts

(1)  Introduction

This topical response addresses comments received on the Draft EIR concerning
potential noise and vibration impacts of the Project. Issues raised focused on ambient
noise levels, Project construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors,
construction vibration impacts on buildings, operational noise impacts on sensitive
receptors, and mitigation measures proposed to reduce construction noise and vibration
impacts. The information presented below for the Project is based on the content
provided in Section IV.K, Noise, of the Draft EIR, and the Noise Technical Report for the
Harvard-Westlake River Park Project, prepared by Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc.
(AES) dated March 2022, which is included as Appendix K to the Draft EIR. The mobile
source noise analysis was based on traffic data provided in the Harvard-Westlake River
Park Project Transportation Assessment (TA), prepared by Fehr & Peers dated April 2021,
which is included in Appendix M of the Draft EIR. This topical response also addresses the
noise impacts associated with the Project design modifications described in Topical
Response No. 2, Modifications to the Project Design. The analysis of noise impacts with
the Project design modifications incorporates the noise impact findings of the Supplemental
Noise Analysis included in Appendix F of this Final EIR.

(2) Discussion

(a) Noise-Sensitive Receptor Locations

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the types of
activities typically involved at the receptor location and the effect that noise can have on
those activities and the persons engaged in them. The 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide states that residences, schools (pre-school, elementary, middle, and high schools),
motels and hotels, libraries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums,
concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks are generally more sensitive to
noise than commercial and industrial land uses. Eight off-site locations were selected as
noise-sensitive receptors for the purpose of evaluating Project impacts, which include
Receptors R1 to R6 located within 500 feet of the Project Site, as well as Receptor R7
that is located beyond 500 feet from the Project Site and Receptor R8 located adjacent
to the proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp, as listed below:

1. Single-family residential uses on west side of Bellaire Avenue.
2. Single-family residential uses at the corner of Bellaire Avenue and Valley Spring Lane.

3. Single-family residential uses at the corner of Teesdale Avenue and Valley Spring
Lane.

4. Single-family residential uses at the corner of Babcock Avenue and Valley Spring
Lane.
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5. Multi-family residential uses on the east side of Whitsett Avenue.

6. Multi-family residential uses on the east side of Whitsett Avenue. Church use on the
east side of Whitsett Avenue near the intersection with Valleyheart Drive and directly
across the street from existing Los Angeles Fire Station No. 78.

7. Single-family residential uses on Sunswept Drive.

8. Multi-family residential uses north of the proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp. This receptor location was only evaluated for potential impacts
from construction related to the proposed off-site improvements at the Coldwater
Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path.

All other noise-sensitive land uses regulated by the City are located at greater distances
from the Project Site and would experience lower noise levels from potential sources of
noise emanating from the Project Site due to distance loss. There are no pre-school,
elementary, middle, or high schools within 500 feet of the Project Site.

Comments were raised regarding construction noise impacts to locations greater than
500 feet from the Project Site. As stated on page IV.K-35 of the Draft EIR, the 2006 L.A.
CEQA Thresholds Guide identifies a distance of 500 feet as the screening criterion with
respect to construction activities. The 500-foot distance model under the Thresholds
Guide is consistent with industry standards and science related to the attenuation of
sound over distance.15” Therefore, receptors located greater than 500 feet from the
Project Site typically would not need to be specifically evaluated and ambient noise levels
at distances greater than 500 feet are not required. A distance-based screening criterion
is appropriate because noise attenuates (reduces) with increasing distance from the noise
source. As discussed on page IV.K-6 of the Draft EIR, noise levels from a construction
site are attenuated at a rate between 6 dBA for acoustically “hard” sites and 7.5 dBA for
“soft” sites for each doubling of distance from the reference measurement, as their energy
is continuously spread out over a spherical surface (e.g., for hard surfaces, 80 dBA at 50
feet attenuates to 74 dBA at 100 feet, 68 dBA at 200 feet, etc.). Hard sites are those with
a reflective surface between the source and the receiver, such as asphalt or concrete
surfaces or smooth bodies of water. No excess ground attenuation is assumed for hard
sites and the reduction in noise levels with distance (drop-off rate) is simply the geometric
spreading of the noise from the source. Soft sites have an absorptive ground surface,
such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees, which in addition to geometric
spreading, provides an excess ground attenuation value of 1.5 dBA (per doubling
distance). Additionally, intervening buildings and other structures that block the line-of-
sight from the Project’s construction site to an off-site receptor location would also block
noise levels by a minimum of 10 dBA. Thus, with distance attenuation of noise and the
presence of intervening buildings and structures between the Project Site and off-site
uses greater than 500 feet from the Project Site, construction noise impacts to locations

157 California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis
Protocol, Section 2. 1, Physics of Sound, September 2013. According to this source, receptors that
are located beyond 500 feet from a project area do not need to be considered for analysis unless
there is a reasonable expectation that noise impacts would extend beyond that boundary.
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greater than 500 feet from the Project Site would generally be less than those within 500
feet and were largely appropriately screened out for evaluation in accordance with the
2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. The Draft EIR evaluates noise impacts at noise-
sensitive receptor locations in all directions from the Project Site (i.e., to the north, east,
west, and south). However, despite the noise-sensitive receptors to the south (location
R7) being located more than 500 feet from the Project Site; they were nonetheless
included in the analysis since they could have a line-of-sight to the Project Site and to
provide a conservative, comprehensive analysis and evaluate noise impacts to the south
of the Project Site.

(b) Vibration-Sensitive Receptor Locations

Typically, groundborne vibration generated by man-made activities (e.g., rail and roadway
traffic, operation of mechanical equipment, and typical construction equipment)
diminishes rapidly with distance from the vibration source. Project construction activities,
such as construction equipment and jack hammering, would have the greatest effect on
vibration sensitive land uses. With respect to potential structural damage, structures in
close proximity to the Project Site are considered vibration sensitive receptors. Vibration
sensitive receptors, with respect to structural damage, are located fronting the streets
along Bellaire Avenue to the west, Valley Spring Lane to the north, and Whitsett Avenue
to the east of the Project Site. The structures in the vicinity of the Project Site are
Category | (Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) Fire Station 78), Category Il (Multi-
family residential buildings and church use on the east side of Whitsett Avenue, east of
the Project Site), and Category Il (Single-family residential buildings on the north side of
Valley Spring Lane, north of the Project Site and single-family residential buildings west
of Bellaire Avenue, west of the Project Site). Additionally, vibration was analyzed for
construction of the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp. The closest
vibration sensitive receptor to the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp is a
Category Il (multi-family residential use directly to the north along Coldwater Canyon
Avenue) receptor. As discussed in Section IV.D, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR,
the character defining features of the Project Site’s historic resources as identified in the
City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) designation include the
clubhouse, putting green, golf ball-shaped light standards, and brick wall with weeping
mortar, which would be considered a Category IV structure (buildings extremely
susceptible to vibration damage). See Table IV.K-1, Construction Vibration Damage
Criteria, in Section IV.K, Noise, of the Draft EIR, for additional details on the building
category uses to assess construction vibration damage.

With respect to human annoyance, off-site sensitive land uses include buildings in which
vibration-sensitive equipment is used (e.g., hospitals, research, medical offices, and
manufacturing); residential land uses and buildings where people normally sleep;
schools; and churches. Industrial or commercial (including office) uses are not
considered vibration-sensitive. All of the off-site sensitive receptors listed above in
Subsection 2(a), Noise-Sensitive Receptor Locations, were analyzed for impacts related
to vibration-related human annoyance.
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(c)  Ambient Noise Levels

Comments were raised on the Draft EIR questioning the adequacy of the ambient noise
level measurements, whether they represent the ambient noise level for the area, and the
dates and duration of the measurements. As discussed in Section IV.K, Noise, pages
IVV.K-20 through 1V.K-25, the predominant existing noise source surrounding the Project
Site is traffic noise from major roadways, such as Whitsett Avenue to the east and Ventura
Boulevard to the south. Secondary noise sources include local roadway traffic,
landscaping equipment, and other typical urban noise from residences. Other noise
sources include general residential and commercial-related activities associated with
trash collection activities, loading and unloading activities, and surface parking lots. The
Project Site itself contains an existing surface parking lot that generates noise as vehicles
enter and exit the parking lot, and as people open and close their vehicle doors and walk
to and from their vehicles. Additionally, the onsite golf course, driving range, putting
green, clubhouse, and 16 tennis courts generate noise from people utilizing these
facilities.

As discussed above, eight off-site noise-sensitive receptor locations were identified to
represent noise-sensitive uses within the Project area. The locations of the noise-
sensitive receptors are listed in Table 2-7, Summary of Ambient Noise Measurements at
Noise Sensitive Receptors, as Receptor Locations 1 through 8 with the approximate
distances to the Project Site. Table 2-7 is the same table as Table IV.K-6, Summary of
Ambient Noise Measurements, in the Draft EIR. Ambient noise levels were measured at
all eight locations (R1 through R8). The measured environmental noise levels at R1
through R8 represent the current ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site
and are used to establish the existing ambient noise level at the noise-sensitive receptors
within the Project area.

As indicated in Table 2-7, the existing ambient noise levels at the receptor locations
ranged from 50.5 dBA Leq (at receptor location R1) to 69.5 dBA Leq (at receptor location
R5). Based on field observation and measured sound data, the current ambient noise
environment in the vicinity of the Project Site is controlled primarily by vehicular traffic on
local roadways, commercial uses, and other typical urban noise. The existing ambient
noise environment at all measurement locations currently exceed the City’s presumed
daytime ambient noise standard of 50 dBA (Leq) for residential use as established in the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 111.01(a) and 111.03 and other conditions
in Section 111.02. As described on pages IV.K-14 and IV.K-15 of the Draft EIR, the
LAMC identifies the location (at an adjacent property line and at a location appropriate for
the particular noise source being measured) and length of the time period (at least 15
minutes Leq) for conducting ambient noise measurements as indicated below in the
relevant sections from the LAMC.
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TABLE 2-7

SUMMARY OF AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENTS

Approximate

Measured Ambient Noise Levels (dBA)?

Distance to Daytime Evening
Project Site® (10 a.m. to 12 p.m.) (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.)
Receptor Location (ft) 15-min Leq 15-min Legq
R1: Single-family residential uses on west
side of Bellaire Avenue, west of the Project 60 50.5 52.6
Site.
R2: Single-family residential uses at the
corner of Bellaire Avenue and Valley Spring 60 51.1 55.1
Lane, north of the Project Site.
R3: Single-family residential uses at the
corner of Teesdale Avenue and Valley 60 53.0 54.7
Spring Lane, north of the Project Site.
R4: Single-family residential uses at the
corner of Babcock Avenue and Valley 60 63.5 58.5
Spring Lane, north of the Project Site.
R5: Multi-family residential uses on the east
side of Whitsett Avenue, east of the Project 90 69.5 64.6
Site.
R6: Multi-family residential uses and church
use on the east side of Whitsett Avenue, 90 64.6 68.3
east of the Project Site.
R7: Single-family residential uses on
Sunswept Drive, south of the Project Site. 800 571 572
R8: Multi-family residential uses north of the
proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue 1,100 53.8 N/A

Riverwalk Path Ramp ¢

@ Detailed measured noise data, including hourly Leq levels, are included in Appendix K of the Draft EIR.
b Distances are estimated based on Google Earth map and are referenced to the nearest receptor property boundary, and

not the building or dwelling itself.

€ Receptor location R8 is evaluated for potential impacts from construction related to the proposed off-site improvements at

the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path.
SOURCE: AES, 2022; ESA 2022.

e LAMC Sections 111.01(a) and 111.03 define the ambient noise as the actual
measured ambient noise level or the City’s presumed ambient noise level,
whichever is greater. The actual ambient noise level is the measured noise level
averaged over a period of at least 15 minutes Leq at a location and time of day
comparable to that during which the measurement is taken of the particular noise

source being measured.
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e LAMC Section 111.02 provides procedures and criteria for the measurement of the
sound level of “offending” noise sources. In accordance with the LAMC, a noise
level increase of 5 dBA over the existing average ambient noise level at an
adjacent property line is considered a noise violation. To account for people’s
increased tolerance for short-duration noise events, the Noise Regulation provides
a 5-dBA allowance for noise occurring more than five but less than fifteen minutes
in any one-hour period and an additional 5-dBA allowance (total of 10 dBA) for
noise occurring five minutes or less in any one-hour period.

Therefore, consistent with LAMC procedures, the measured existing ambient noise levels
were used in the Draft EIR as the baseline conditions for the purposes of determining
Project impacts.

As shown in the monitoring data files provided in Appendix K of the Draft EIR, the ambient
noise measurements were taken for a period of at least 15 minutes at the eight selected
off-site locations on February 11, 2020 (receptor locations R1, R3, R4, R6 and R7),
November 11, 2020 (receptor locations R2 and R5)198, and March 1, 2022 (receptor
location R8).1%9 The measurements for receptor locations R2 and R5 (conducted on
November 11, 2020) were added after the ambient measurements for the initial five
receptor locations were completed on February 11, 2020, in response to public comment
received during the October 19, 2020 scoping meeting for the Project. The measurement
for receptor location R8 (conducted on March 1, 2022) was used to evaluate the proposed
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant off-site improvements at the Coldwater
Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp, located west of the Project Site at the junction of the Los
Angeles River and Coldwater Canyon Avenue. The measurements taken before the City
of Los Angeles “Safer at Home” order issued on March 19, 2020 represent typical ambient
conditions. The measurements taken after the “Safer at Home” order are conservative
(i.e., lower than a typical condition), given the lower traffic volume associated with the
COVID-19 pandemic and, therefore, provide for a more environmentally protective
analysis as the ambient baseline noise associated with passing traffic would be slightly
lower due to reduced traffic volumes. Two 15-minute measurements were conducted at
the off-site receptor locations (R1, R2, R4, R5, R6 and R7), with one taking place during
daytime and hours (between 10:00 A.M. and 12:00 P.M.) and another during the evening
hours (between 7:00 P.M. and 10:00 P.M.). A 15-minute measurement was conducted

158 The measurements taken on February 11, 2020, and November 11, 2020, were conducted by AES,
Inc. The existing ambient noise measurements for receptor locations R2 and R5 are conservative
(i.e., lower than a typical condition), given the lower traffic volume associated with the COVID-19
pandemic and, therefore, lower ambient noise associated with passing traffic.

159 The measurement taken on March 1, 2022 was conducted by ESA.
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at the off-site receptor location R8 during daytime hours. In addition to the 15-minute
noise measurements, a 24-hour measurement was taken at receptor location R3.160

The ambient noise measurement locations were selected because they are
representative of the noise environment of the existing off-site noise-sensitive receptors.
As previously mentioned, the predominant existing noise source surrounding the Project
Site is traffic noise. All ambient noise measurement locations near the Project Site were
placed along the nearby streets and the nearby noise-sensitive receptors; therefore,
these locations were representative of the ambient noise levels surrounding the Project
Site. Furthermore, as noted on page IV.K-35 of the Draft EIR, the 2006 L.A. CEQA
Thresholds Guide identifies a distance of 500 feet as the screening criterion with respect
to construction activities. Therefore, receptors located greater than 500 feet from the
Project Site would not need to be specifically evaluated, and ambient noise levels at
distances greater than 500 feet are not required. Thus, the locations and time period for
the ambient noise level measurements comply with the LAMC specifications and provide
adequate and representative ambient noise data measured in the Project area.

(d) Construction Noise

(i) On-Site Construction Noise

(@)  Construction Noise Modeling

Comments were raised regarding the accuracy of the modeled construction noise levels
in the Draft EIR. Section IV.K, Noise, of the Draft EIR presents a conservative analysis
of construction noise by incorporating the following assumptions: (1) assuming all pieces
of construction equipment anticipated to be used for the specific construction stages and
construction activities would be in use simultaneously; (2) assuming that the noisiest
equipment used during the various construction stages and construction activities would
be located on the Project Site in the applicable construction work area for the construction
activity at the closest distance to the sensitive receptor location (the model assumes a
25-foot spread between equipment pieces to provide realistic construction noise levels
since multiple equipment pieces cannot occupy the same spaces); (3) estimating noise
levels at the property line of each sensitive receptor location and without benefit of any
intervening walls, landscaping, windows, or structures; and (4) assuming the more
conservative attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance for acoustically “hard”

160 A 24-hour measurement was conducted at receptor location R3 to document the current ambient
noise pattern (i.e., noise level fluctuations with respect to time of day/night) during the Project
proposed operation hours in the vicinity of the Project Site. To provide an environmentally
conservative analysis, the lowest measured hourly Leq during the proposed operations hours was
used as the existing ambient level. Receptor location R3 was selected as a standard representation
since it is located adjacent to the Project Site, near the location of the Project’s proposed Field B,
track and pool, and located midblock on Valley Spring Lane within a lower (more sensitive) noise
environment.
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sites (e.g., asphalt and concrete surfaces) instead of 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance for
acoustically “soft” sites (e.g., soft dirt, grass or scattered bushes and trees).

Related to assumptions (1) and (2) in the prior paragraph, to present a conservative
impact analysis, the estimated noise levels were calculated assuming all pieces of
construction equipment are operating simultaneously and the loudest pieces are near the
affected receptors. The noise model assumed the two noisiest pieces of construction
equipment would operate in the construction area nearest to the affected receptors.
Additional construction equipment, if applicable for each phase, was modeled in groups
of two with incremental 25-foot spacing between each group, as construction equipment
would typically be spread out across the Project Site (detailed calculations are provided
in Appendix K of the Draft EIR). This is a conservative assumption because all equipment
related to a construction phase is rarely used simultaneously. The spread between the
equipment pieces (and proximity of the loudest pieces nearest to the sensitive receptor)
reflects the loudest potential construction condition since construction equipment is
typically mobile and physically spaced throughout a construction site for reasons of safety
and physical constraints. Additionally, for the purposes of providing a conservative
analysis, no noise reduction from trees was applied to the Project construction noise
calculations.

Regarding the metric used to evaluate noise impacts, the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide Exhibit 1.1-1 and 1.1-2 (pages 1.1-8 and 1.1-9 of the Thresholds Guide) cites to
construction noise levels from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) research and documentation.’6? As noted on page 12 of the USEPA
documentation, engine noise typically predominates, with exhaust noise usually being
most significant. Other sources of noise from construction equipment include mechanical
and hydraulic transmission and actuation systems, and cooling fans. According to the
USEPA documentation, the typical operating cycles of construction equipment includes
one or two minutes of full-power (and therefore full power noise levels) followed by three
or four minutes at lower power. Given fluctuating engine power levels combined with the
fact that construction equipment would be mobile throughout the Project Site, the time-
averaged equivalent (Leq) noise level of construction equipment is the appropriate metric
to use for construction noise analyses consistent with the analysis provided in the Draft
EIR. The Lmax or the maximum, instantaneous noise level experienced during a given
moment in time is not appropriate since it assumes construction equipment is operating
at full power for the entire construction period, which is not consistent with USEPA
research which, as cited above, states that the majority of the noise cycle for construction
equipment is at a lower engine power. Therefore, the noise analysis in the Draft EIR used
the appropriate noise metric for evaluating impacts.

161 USEPA, Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home
Appliances, PB206717, 1971.
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(b)  Construction Noise Impacts

The Draft EIR disclosed a conservative analysis of potential construction noise levels in
order to avoid underestimating Project construction noise impacts. As concluded on page
IV.K-40 of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in the generation of a temporary increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established by
the City, and on-site construction noise impacts would be potentially significant.
Potentially significant construction noise impacts would be lessened with implementation
of feasible mitigation measures (see Draft EIR pages IV.K-59 and IV.K-60).
Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 (temporary noise barriers), NOI-MM-2
(locating the use of certain construction equipment away from the nearest sensitive uses),
and NOI-MM-3 (noise shielding and muffling devices for construction equipment), as
described on page IV.K-58 of the Draft EIR, would reduce the Project’s on-site construction
noise impacts at the off-site noise sensitive receptors, to the extent technically feasible.162
Specifically, the construction noise levels would be reduced by a minimum of 15 dBA at
receptor locations R1 through R4, 12 dBA at receptor locations R5 and R6, and 8 dBA at
receptor location R7, which would reduce the construction noise impacts at receptor
locations R4 through R7 to less-than-significant levels. However, the construction noise
levels at receptor locations R1 through R3 would still exceed the 5-dBA significance
threshold during certain months of construction when there would be multiple
simultaneous construction activities and some equipment used near the periphery of the
Project Site. Consequently, with implementation of technically feasible mitigation
measures, construction noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptor locations R1 through
R3 would still exceed the significance threshold temporarily during certain months of
construction, when there would be multiple simultaneous construction activities and some
equipment used near the periphery of the Project Site (see shaded values in Table IV.K-
21, page IV.K-60 of the Draft EIR which represents the sensitive receptor locations and
the months when significant impacts would occur). Construction noise levels would be
lower than shown in Table IV.K-21 when equipment would be in use in the interior portions
of the Project Site, with equipment noise reduced (attenuating) at a rate of at least 6 dBA
per doubling of distance between the equipment and the sensitive receptor. The mitigated
noise levels in Table IV.K-21 conservatively assumes that the noisiest equipment used
during the various construction stages and construction activities would be located on the
Project Site in the applicable construction work area for the construction activity at the
closest distance to the sensitive receptor location. There are no other feasible mitigation
measures that could be implemented to reduce the temporary noise impacts from on-site
construction. Therefore, construction noise impacts associated with on-site noise sources
would remain temporarily significant and unavoidable.

162 Technical infeasibility shall mean that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use
of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the
operation of the equipment. LAMC Chapter XI, Art. 1, Section 112.05.
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(ii) Off-Site Improvements at Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Construction Noise

Off-site improvements at the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp would
result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the improvement
in excess of standards established by the City and off-site construction noise impacts
would be potentially significant (Draft EIR page IV.K-42). Implementation of Mitigation
Measure NOI-MM-3 would reduce the construction noise impacts from the off-site
improvements at the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp at the off-site noise
sensitive receptor (receptor location R8), to the extent technically feasible.63 Construction
noise levels at the sensitive receptor location north of the Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp (receptor location R8) would still exceed the 5-dBA significance
threshold, as noise barriers would not be effective given that the construction work would
take place at a lower elevation than the sensitive receptors. The sensitive receptors
would still have a direct line-of-sight to the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path
Ramp construction site and any benefits of a noise barrier would not occur. It is not
feasible to install a construction noise barrier of sufficient height that would block the line-of-
sight for receptor location R8 due to technical limitations including barrier foundation needs
and wind load capacities. The construction work area is within 100 feet from the nearest
off-site sensitive land uses. Thus, Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1 and NOI-MM-2 are not
technically feasible for construction of the off-site improvements at the Coldwater Canyon
Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp. Therefore, construction noise impacts associated with
construction of the off-site improvements at the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path
Ramp would remain temporarily significant and unavoidable.

(i) Off-Site Construction Traffic Noise

The analysis on page 1V.K-43 of the Draft EIR concluded that off-site construction traffic
noise would not result in the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established by the City.
As shown in Table IV.K-10, Estimate of Off-Site Construction Traffic Noise Impacts, on
page IV.K-44 of the Draft EIR, construction truck traffic noise would be consistent with
existing ambient noise levels. As such, off-site construction traffic noise impacts would
be less than significant.

Comments were raised regarding the lack of discussion of construction staging and
construction traffic noise from vehicles along haul routes. As stated on page 1I-61 in
Chapter Il, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, all construction staging of materials and
equipment and worker parking would be confined to the Project Site. Construction haul
routes would be identified as required by Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-1:
Construction Management Plan (CMP) (see Draft EIR page IV.M-26). The haul route for
the Project is described on page IV.K-42 of the Draft EIR. The CMP would contain

163 Technical infeasibility shall mean that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use
of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction devices or techniques during the
operation of the equipment. LAMC Chapter XI, Art. 1, Section 112.05.
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information regarding any temporary short-term lane/street closures if required, a detour
plan, haul routes, and a staging plan. This would ensure that construction activities of the
concurrent and related projects64 and associated hauling activities are managed in
collaboration with one another and the Project. However, it is expected that inbound haul
trucks would access the Project Site from the US-101, head southbound to Coldwater
Canyon Avenue, eastbound on Moorpark Street, and southbound on Whitsett Avenue to
access the Project Site. Outbound haul trucks would leave the Project Site and head
southbound on Whitsett Avenue, westbound on Ventura boulevard, and northbound on
Coldwater Canyon Avenue to reach the US-101. No additional staging or use of off-site
areas is proposed. Construction traffic noise impacts were fully analyzed and disclosed
in the Draft EIR, inclusive of the haul routes, and were summarized in Table IV.K-10 of
the Draft EIR. The Project would not result in the generation of a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards
established by the City, and off-site construction traffic noise impacts would be less than
significant.

(e) Construction Vibration

(i) Vibration Impact Criteria

As discussed on pages IV.K-9 through IV.K-11 of the Draft EIR, the Federal Transit
Administration’s (FTA) published the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
Manual, which provides criteria for construction vibration damage and building and
groundborne vibration impact criteria for general assessment. The FTA Manual also
provides technical guidance for conducting noise and vibration environmental analyses,
using a screening distance of 100 feet for highly vibration-sensitive buildings and 50 feet
for lesser vibration-sensitive buildings including residential uses. 6% The screening levels
recognize that vibrations caused by construction equipment diminish in strength with
increasing distance from the construction equipment.166 Buildings within the screening
distance were included in the quantified analysis for vibration impacts.

Comments were raised regarding the criteria used to evaluate vibration impacts to
buildings in the Project vicinity. As discussed in Section IV.K, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the
vibration levels were calculated based on the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual. As stated on page IV.K-28 of the Draft EIR, the City has not adopted
criteria to assess vibration impacts during construction. Thus, for this Project, the City

164 Related project includes the continued construction of The Shops at Sportsmen Landing for a
conservative analysis even though that project has completed construction. For further information,
see Topical Response No. 12 - Related Projects: Adequacy of the Cumulative Mobile Source Noise
and Traffic Analyses.

165 FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Table 6-18, Screening Distances for Vibration
Assessments, 2018, page 136.

166 FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, 2018, p. 182.
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has determined to utilize the FTA’s criteria for structural damage and human annoyance
impact evaluations.

Regarding structural damage, the FTA has adopted vibration criteria that are commonly
used to evaluate potential structural damage to buildings by building category from
construction activities. Category | refers to reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no
plaster) buildings. Category Il refers to engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster)
buildings. Category lll refers to non-engineered timber and masonry buildings. Category
IV refers to buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage.

Regarding human annoyance, as stated on page |IV.K-10 of the Draft EIR, FTA Category
1 are buildings where vibration would interfere with operations within the building,
including vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing facilities, hospitals with
vibration-sensitive equipment, and university research operations. Vibration-sensitive
equipment includes, but is not limited to, electron microscopes, high-resolution
lithographic equipment, and normal optical microscopes. Furthermore, the FTA
specifically states that the criteria for Category 1 are based on levels that are acceptable
for most moderately sensitive equipment, such as optical microscopes. Category 2 refers
to all residential land uses and any buildings where people sleep, such as hotels and
hospitals. Category 3 refers to institutional land uses with primarily daytime use, such as
schools, churches, other institutions, and quiet offices, that do not have vibration-sensitive
equipment but still have the potential for activity interference due to vibration.

(ii) Vibration Impacts — On Site

Comments were raised asserting that the modeled construction vibration levels in the
Draft EIR were lowered to minimize impacts.

Section IV.K, Noise, of the Draft EIR presents a conservative impact analysis by
assuming that vibration-generating equipment (i.e., a vibratory roller) may be in use at a
very close distance to buildings. Since vibration-generating equipment may, at times, be
used in close proximity to the buildings, the Draft EIR calculated maximum vibration levels
and identified less than significant vibration impacts for off-site building damage based on
these maximum vibration levels. As shown in Table IV.K-23 on page |V.K-64 of the Draft
EIR, the estimated vibration levels at the buildings adjacent to the Project Site
construction areas would be up to 0.16 inch/second PPV, which would not exceed the
applicable significance thresholds for structural damage (i.e., 0.50 inch/second PPV, 0.30
inch/second PPV, or 0.20 inch/second PPV, depending on the FTA building category) at
the buildings adjacent to the Project Site. The maximum vibration level at off-site
buildings of up to 0.16 inch/second PPV is calculated based on vibration-generating
equipment (i.e., a vibratory roller) in use at a very close distance of 30 feet to LAFD Fire
Station 78 building to the south of the Project Site construction areas (based on a setback
of 30 feet from its property lines relative to the Project Site construction areas). All other
off-site buildings are located at greater distances from the Project Site construction areas
and, therefore, would be subject to lower vibration levels than the less-than-significant
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levels for building damage that would occur at the adjacent LAFD Fire Station 78. As
such, vibration impacts related to structural damage would be less than significant.

The Draft EIR also considered potential vibration damage to on-site structures that would
remain as part of the Project, including the existing clubhouse building, putting green and
brick wall with weeping mortar located in the northeastern corner of the Project Site, which
were conservatively analyzed as Category |V structures (buildings extremely susceptible
to vibration damage) for potential structural damage impacts. Grading, utilities and
trenching, and landscaping construction activities would occur in the vicinity of the
clubhouse. Per Project Design Feature CUL-PDF-1, \vibratory rollers would not be used
within 40 feet of the clubhouse, putting green and low brick wall with weeping mortar.
Also, large dozers (300 horsepower and greater) and caisson drills will not be used on
the Project Site within 25 feet of the clubhouse, putting green and low brick wall with
weeping mortar; loaded trucks will not be used on the Project Site within 20 feet of the
clubhouse, putting green, and low brick wall with weeping mortar; and jackhammers will
not be used on the Project Site within 12 feet of the clubhouse, putting green, and low
brick wall with weeping mortar. Vibration levels at the above distances from the
clubhouse, putting green, and brick wall with weeping mortar for the specified equipment
would be up to approximately 0.11 inches per second PPV, which would not exceed the
significance threshold of 0.12 inches per second PPV. Furthermore, as discussed in
Chapter Il, Project Description, the Project would rehabilitate the clubhouse as part of the
Project to improve its usability and address deferred maintenance. The clubhouse would
remain as part of the Project and function as a visitor center. Rehabilitation of the
clubhouse that would occur as part of the Project would further improve the structural
integrity of the building given its history of deferred maintenance. Therefore, the modeled
construction vibration levels in the Draft EIR were not lowered to minimize impacts.

In addition, Table IV.K-24, Construction Vibration Impacts — Human Annoyance, on page
IV.K-66 of the Draft EIR, presents the estimated vibration velocity levels due to
construction equipment at the off-site vibration sensitive receptors relative to human
annoyance vibration impact thresholds. As indicated in Table IV.K-24, the estimated
vibration levels due to on-site construction equipment would be below the significance
threshold for human annoyance at all off-site receptor locations.

(iii)  Vibration Impacts — Off-Site Improvements

With regard to off-site improvements associated with the Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp, the Project could potentially exceed applicable thresholds for
human annoyance for sensitive receptors north of the Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp (receptor location R8). As indicated in Table IV.K-24, and
discussed on pages IV.K-65 and IV.K-68 of the Draft EIR, vibration impacts regarding
human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors could exceed the significance thresholds
(72 VdB at residential uses at receptor location R8). There are no feasible mitigation
measures that could reduce human annoyance to a less than significant level, and the
human annoyance construction-related vibration impact would be significant and
unavoidable at receptor location R8.
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(f) Operational Noise
(i) On-Site Noise

Comments were raised regarding concerns with the accuracy of noise level
measurements associated with the Project's mechanical equipment, athletic activities,
special events, and parking facilities. As explained in Section IV.K, Noise, of the Draft
EIR and as clarified below, operational on-site noise impacts were evaluated based on
conservative assumptions to provide maximum impacts and to avoid underestimating
impacts, and were calculated appropriately.

(a) Fixed Mechanical Equipment

The Project would include new mechanical equipment (e.g., air ventilation equipment),
which would be located at the roof level (e.g., gymnasium building and restrooms) and
within the building structure (e.g., pool pump and underground parking). As shown in
Table IV.K-11 on page IV.K-45 of the Draft EIR, estimated on-site mechanical equipment
noise levels at the off-site receptor locations from the mechanical equipment would range
from 43.2 dBA (Leq) at receptor location R2 to 55.1 dBA (Leq) at receptor location RS.
Existing ambient noise levels range from 50.5 dBA (Leq) at receptor location R1 to 64.6
dBA (Leq) at receptor locations R5 and R6. Existing ambient plus Project noise levels
would range from 51.3 dBA (Leq) at receptor location R1 to 65.1 dBA (Leq) at receptor
location R5. All of the combined Existing Ambient plus Project noise level measurements
are below the significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq) above ambient noise levels at each
receptor location. Therefore, impacts from mechanical equipment noise would be less
than significant.

(b)  Athletic Activities

The Project would include two outdoor athletic fields. Field A would be located along the
eastern portion of the Project Site adjacent to Whitsett Avenue and set back from the
eastern Project Site boundary by approximately 25 feet (eastern property line to the east
side bleachers). Field B would be located in the northwestern corner of the Project in
proximity to Valley Spring Lane and set back from the northern Project Site boundary by
approximately 35 feet (northern property line to the north side bleachers). The swimming
pool, located along the northern portion of the Project Site in proximity to Valley Spring
Lane, would be set back from the northern Project Site boundary by approximately 95
feet. and would be designed with a 30-foot overhead canopy above the swimming pool
bleachers and pool buildings. As discussed in Chapter Il, Project Description of the Draft
EIR, page I1-20, this overhead canopy, would be acoustically-treated with sound and
echo-reduction materials designed to reduce the transfer and reverberation of noise from
the pool to the surrounding area. The canopy would provide acoustic shielding for noise
sensitive receptors located to the north, east, and west of the Project Site. In addition,
eight tennis courts would be located at the northeastern portion of the Project Site. To
get a conservative noise estimate, the Draft EIR assumed that both outdoor athletic fields,
swimming pool, and tennis courts would be in use simultaneously. As discussed on page
IV.K-46 and as shown in Table IV.K-12 of the Draft EIR, estimated noise levels from the
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outdoor athletic activities would range from 52.0 dBA (Leq) at receptor location R2 to 64.7
dBA (Leq) at receptor location RS, which would be below the significance threshold of 5-
dBA (Leq) increase above the ambient noise levels at each receptor location. In addition
to the Leq noise analysis (per the LAMC), noise impacts in terms of L1o impact noise metric
were also evaluated representing the intermittent noise levels (e.g., cheering sound). The
L1o metric is defined as the noise level exceeded 10 percent of a specified time period (e.g.,
6 minutes in an hour). The community noise environment changes from moment to
moment, requiring the noise exposure to be measured over periods of time to legitimately
characterize a noise environment and to evaluate cumulative noise impacts. To account
for people’s increased tolerance for short-duration noise events, the Noise Regulations
provide a 5-dBA allowance for a noise source that causes noise lasting more than 5 but
less than 15 minutes in any one-hour period, and an additional 5-dBA allowance (for a
total of 10 dBA) for a noise source that causes noise lasting 5 minutes or less in any one-
hour period.

As discussed on page IV.K-46 and as shown in Table IV.K-13 of the Draft EIR, the
estimated outdoor athletic activities noise levels (in terms of L1o) at the off-site sensitive
receptors would range from 58.1 dBA (L10) at receptor location R2 to 68.9 dBA (L+o) at
receptor location R5 which would be below the significance threshold of a 10-dBA
increase above ambient noise levels at each receptor location (page 1V.K-47 of the Draft
EIR). Because the dBA in L1o would be below the significance threshold, impacts from
athletic activities noise would be less than significant.

(c) Special Events

The Project would include outdoor School-related and public special events, which would
be held at Field A (or inside the gymnasium which, for the purposes of this Draft EIR,
were not evaluated given that interior noise would not be heard at nearby sensitive
receptor locations). School-related special events at Field A would include events, such
as alumni reunions, parent receptions, school meetings, and parent association activities,
which may reach up to 30 special events per year, 27 of which are conservatively
assumed to have up to 500 people and three at 2,000 people. The outdoor public special
events at Field A would be limited to a maximum of 500 persons, could not take place at
the same time as School athletics uses, and would include activities such as “Movies in
the Park.”

Noise sources associated with special events typically include amplified sound systems
and noise from people in attendance (voice and clapping). Per Project Design Feature
NOI-PDF-2, the Project would include an amplified sound system for special events (e.g.,
movies or music) at the north end of Field A facing south to reduce off-site noise for
residential uses that would not exceed 92 dBA (Leg-1nr) at a distance of 50 feet from the
amplified speaker sound system. Noise levels of 75 dBA and 71 dBA (Leq) at a distance
of 3.3 feet for males and females (speaking in loud voice), respectively, were assumed
for the analysis. To represent a worst-case noise scenario, it was assumed that 100
percent of the people (half of which would be male and the other half female) would be
talking and clapping at the same time. As discussed on page 1V.K-49 and as shown in
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Table IV.K-14 of the Draft EIR, the estimated noise levels from School-related special
events would range from 49.6 dBA (Leq) at receptor location R2 to 67.3 dBA (Leq) at
receptor location R6. The Project noise levels from School-related special events, in
addition to ambient noise levels, would be below the significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq).
As discussed on page IV.K-49 and as shown in Table IV.K-15 of the Draft EIR, the
estimated noise levels from public special events would range from 46.0 dBA (Leq) at
receptor location R2 to 65.2 dBA (Leq) at receptor location R6. The Project’s generated
noise from public special events, in addition to the ambient noise levels, would be below
the significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq) at each receptor location. Therefore, impacts
from special event noise would be less than significant.

(d) Parking Facilities

Parking for the Project would be provided in both a surface parking lot (29 parking spaces)
and a below-grade parking structure (503 parking spaces). The above-ground surface
parking would be located at the southeastern portion of the Project Site between the multi-
purpose gymnasium and Field A, which would be mostly shielded to the off-site sensitive
receptors. Sources of noise within the below-grade parking structure would primarily
include vehicular movements and engine noise and vehicle door opening and closing.
Noise generated within the underground parking structure would be effectively shielded
from off-site sensitive receptor locations, as the structure would be fully enclosed on all
sides. As discussed on page IV.K-50 and as shown in Table IV.K-16 of the Draft EIR, the
estimated noise levels from the Project surface parking lot would be well below existing
ambient noise levels and the significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq) above ambient noise
levels. Therefore, impacts from parking facilities would be less than significant.

(ii) Off-Site Traffic Noise

Comments were raised regarding the accuracy of the modeled operational traffic noise
levels in the Draft EIR. As explained in the Draft EIR, the traffic noise impacts were
evaluated by comparing the increase in noise levels under two scenarios to ensure that
the analyses are accurate, comprehensive, and conservative (i.e., environmentally
protective). The traffic noise analysis for the “existing without Project” condition compared
to the “existing plus Project” condition does not take into account additional non-Project
related traffic volumes from future year growth into the existing baseline values. This
comparison is provided in Table IV.K-18 in the Draft EIR. The traffic noise analysis for
the “future without Project” condition compared to the “future plus Project” condition takes
into account additional non-Project related traffic volumes from future year growth into the
future baseline values. This comparison is provided in Table IV.K-19 in the Draft EIR.

As discussed on page IV.K-52 of the Draft EIR for the “existing plus Project” condition,
traffic from the Project during the 3-4 p.m. hour would result in a maximum noise increase
of 0.1 dBA along Whitsett Avenue (between Valley Spring Lane and Ventura Boulevard),
Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between Moorpark Street and Ventura Boulevard), Moorpark
Street (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue), and Ventura
Boulevard (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue). During the 5-6
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p.m. hour, the Project-related traffic noise would result in an increase of 0.1 dBA along
Moorpark Street (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue) and an
increase of 0.2 dBA increase along Whitsett Avenue (between Valley Spring Lane and
Ventura Boulevard), Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between Moorpark Street and Ventura
Boulevard), and Ventura Boulevard (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett
Avenue). Roadway segments along Valley Spring Lane between Bellaire Avenue and
Whitsett Avenue and between Whitsett Avenue and Laurel Canyon Boulevard experience
slight decreases in noise levels as a result of decreasing traffic volumes along the
roadway segments under the “existing with Project” scenario based on the traffic
modeling in the Project’s Transportation Assessment (Appendix M). Typically, a minimum
3-dBA change in the noise environment (increase and/or decrease) is considered as a
threshold of human perception.

As discussed on page IV.K-54 of the Draft EIR, for the “future (2025) plus Project”
condition, traffic noise from the Project during the 3-4 p.m. hour would result in an
increase of 0.1 dBA along Whitsett Avenue (between Valley Spring Lane and Ventura
Boulevard), Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between Moorpark Street and Ventura
Boulevard), Moorpark Street (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue),
and Ventura Boulevard (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue).
During the 5-6 p.m. hour, the Project-related traffic noise would result in an increase of
0.1 dBA along Whitsett Avenue (between Valley Spring Lane and Ventura Boulevard)
and Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between Moorpark Street and Ventura Boulevard) and
an increase of 0.2 dBA along Ventura Boulevard, Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between
Moorpark Street and Ventura Boulevard), and Ventura Boulevard (between Coldwater
Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue). The Project-related traffic with the Special Events
under the “left turn allowed at Valleyheart Drive”167 would result in an increase of 0.1 dBA
along Whitsett Avenue (between Moorpark Street and Valley Spring Lane) and Moorpark
Street (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue), 0.5 dBA along
Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between Moorpark Street and Ventura Boulevard) and
Ventura Boulevard (between Coldwater Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue), and 0.6
dBA along Whitsett Avenue (between Valley Spring Lane and Ventura Boulevard). The
Project-related traffic with the Special Events under the “left turn not allowed at
Valleyheart Drive” would result in an increase of 0.6 dBA along Whitsett Avenue (between
Valley Spring Lane and Ventura Boulevard), Coldwater Canyon Avenue (between
Moorpark Street and Ventura Boulevard) and Ventura Boulevard (between Coldwater
Canyon Avenue and Whitsett Avenue). The estimated noise increases, under all options,
would be below the 5-dBA significance threshold. Project traffic noise impacts are fully
evaluated in the Draft EIR under two scenarios (“existing plus Project”, and “future plus
Project”), and, as such, the traffic noise impacts are not minimized or downplayed.
Therefore, the Project would not result in the generation of a substantial permanent

167 As the southern driveway into the Project’s below-grade parking structure would be for ingress only,
the “left turn allowed at Valleyheart Drive” scenario models the potential turning movement of cars
exiting the 29-space surface parking lot and the roundabout located immediately southeast of the

gymnasium.
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increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards
established by the City, and Project-related traffic noise increases would be less than
significant.  Furthermore, the analyses provide an accurate, comprehensive, and
conservative (i.e., environmentally protective) disclosure of traffic noise impacts.

(iii)  Off-Site Improvements at Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp

Noise from pedestrian use of the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp was
analyzed for 10 individuals (representing a group of people walking/jogging on the ramp)
who would be using the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp simultaneously
at a given time. As discussed on page IV.K-51 and as shown in Table IV.K-17 of the
Draft EIR, the estimated noise level from operation of the Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp is compared to the ambient noise level and significance threshold.
Estimated noise levels from the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp would
be below the existing ambient noise levels and the significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq)
above ambient levels. Therefore, noise impacts from operation of the Coldwater Canyon
Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp would be less than significant.

(iv)  Composite Noise Level Impacts from Project
Operations

An evaluation of composite noise levels, including all Project-related noise sources plus
existing ambient noise levels, was conducted to identify the potential maximum Project-
related noise level increase that may occur at the noise-sensitive receptor locations. The
overall sound environment at the sensitive receptors surrounding the Project Site would
include contributions from each on-site and off-site (traffic) individual noise source
associated with maximum daily operation of the Project (all athletic fields, tennis courts,
and swimming pool with maximum noise at each location). Principal on-site noise
sources associated with the Project would include mechanical equipment, athletic
activities, parking facility, and noise from occasional special events, including from the
amplified sound system. Combined noise levels from each operational noise source were
estimated by logarithmically adding together the noise levels from all the operational noise
sources at the maximum impacted noise-sensitive receptor locations, assuming
simultaneous contribution of noise from each source. As discussed on page IV.K-56 and
as shown Table IV.K-20 of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in a maximum increase
of 0.7 dBA CNEL at receptor location R2 to 3.0 dBA CNEL at receptor location R7. The
increases in noise levels due to Project operations at off-site receptor locations R1
through R4 and R7 would be below the 5-dBA CNEL significance threshold, and the
estimated noise levels would fall within the conditionally acceptable (60 to 70 CNEL) land
use category for residential. The estimated noise level increase at off-site receptor
locations R5 and R6 would be below the 3-dBA CNEL significance threshold, and the
estimated noise levels would fall within the normally unacceptable (70 to 75 CNEL) land
use category for residential and the normally unacceptable (70 to 80 CNEL) land use
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category for churches.168 Therefore, the Project’'s operational composite noise impacts
would be less than significant.

(9) Operational Vibration

As discussed on page IV.K-67 of the Draft EIR, Project operation would include typical
commercial-grade stationary mechanical and electrical equipment, such as air handling
units, condenser units, and exhaust fans, which would produce vibration at low levels that
would not cause building damage or human annoyance vibration impacts to on- or off-
site buildings or occupants. According to the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating
and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE), pumps or compressors generate
groundborne vibration levels of 0.5 in/sec PPV at 1 foot.1®9 Project mechanical
equipment, including air handling units, condenser units, and exhaust fans, would be
located within enclosed mechanical rooms on basement levels and building rooftops.
Therefore, groundborne vibration from the operation of such mechanical equipment would
not impact any of the off-site sensitive receptors. Due to the rapid attenuation
characteristics of groundborne vibration and distance from the Project Site to receptors,
there is no potential for operational impacts with respect to groundborne vibration.
Therefore, vibration impacts from Project operations would be less than significant.

(h) Cumulative Noise and Vibration

(i) Construction and Operational Traffic Noise

Please refer to Topical Response No. 12 — Related Projects: Adequacy of Cumulative
Mobile Source Noise and Traffic Analyses, for a discussion of construction and
operational cumulative traffic/mobile source noise impacts. As discussed therein, given
that it is possible that the Project and related projects could contribute to cumulative off-
site construction traffic noise levels and could exceed a significance threshold with
sufficiently high cumulative traffic levels, cumulative off-site construction traffic noise
impacts would be temporarily significant and unavoidable. During operation, the
estimated cumulative noise increases would be below the 5-dBA significance threshold.
Therefore, the Project’s contribution to off-site traffic noise during operation would not be
cumulatively considerable, and off-site cumulative traffic noise impacts associated with
Project operation would be less than significant.

168 A different threshold for off-site receptor locations R5 and R6 is used since noise levels from existing
traffic conditions correspond with the City’s land use categorization of “normally unacceptable”.
Therefore, the Project would have an impact if it resulted in a 3 dBA CNEL increase, rather than the 5
dBA CNEL increase associated with the “normally acceptable” or “conditionally acceptable”
categorizations per the City of Los Angeles Noise Element.

169 America Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Inc., Heating, Ventilating,
and Air-Conditioning Applications, 1999.

Harvard-Westlake River Park Project City of Los Angeles
Final Environmental Impact Report May 2023
2-183



2. Responses to Comments

(ii) On-Site Construction Noise

Cumulative construction noise impacts were discussed and analyzed on pages IV.K-69
and IV.K-72 of the Draft EIR. Related Project Nos. 1 through 5 are located within 1,000
feet of the Project Site, as listed below:

e Related Project No. 1 —12833 Ventura Boulevard (Sportsmen’s Lodge — Addition
of health club and restaurants to existing hotel)

e Related Project No. 2 — 12548 Ventura Boulevard (Retail/apartments/other)
e Related Project No. 3 — 12582 Ventura Boulevard (Other)
e Related Project No. 4 — 12544 Ventura Boulevard (Other)

e Related Project No. 5 — 12833 Ventura Boulevard (Sportsmen’s Lodge —
Apartments, Restaurant)

Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 are located approximately 630 feet west of the Project Site
and approximately 120 feet south of the nearest residential use to the proposed
Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp location. While construction related to
Related Project No. 1 was at or near completion at the time the Draft EIR was in
preparation, the Draft EIR analysis conservatively evaluated this related project by
assuming that construction of this related project could occur at the same time as the
Project. Residences located at the corner of Valleyheart Drive and Bellaire Avenue
(represented by receptor location R1) are located between the Project Site and the
Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 and could therefore be exposed to construction noise from
both the Project and the Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 (again, conservatively assuming
that Related Project No. 1 was not already completed). The estimated Project
construction noise level at receptor R1 would exceed the 5-dBA significance threshold
and the construction related noise from Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 would contribute to
the cumulative noise impacts.

Related Project Nos. 2, 3 and 4 are approximately 530 feet south of the Project Site.
Exact construction schedules for these related projects are not known. Nonetheless, the
Draft EIR conservatively assumed that construction of these related projects could occur
at the same time as the Project. There are residences along Sunswept Drive
(represented by receptor location R7), which could be exposed to the construction noise
from both the Project and these related projects. These related projects are located
approximately 150 to 400 feet from receptor location R7. The estimated Project
construction noise level at receptor location R7 would result in a noise level of up to 61.3
dBA Leq with implementation of mitigation measures, which would not exceed the
significance threshold of 62.1 dBA Leq (5-dBA over the ambient). However, since receptor
location R7 along Sunswept Drive has a direct line-of-sight to Related Project Nos. 2, 3,
and 4, construction-related noise from Related Project Nos. 2, 3, and 4 could contribute
to significant cumulative noise impacts. For instance, if any one of Related Project Nos.
2, 3, or 4 contribute a noise level identical to the Project, the combined noise level would
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be approximately 64.3 dBA Leq given that two equal noise levels result in a 3-dBA increase
when added together (i.e., 61.3 dBA + 61.3 dBA = 64.3 dBA).

Based on the above, there would be potential cumulative noise impacts at the nearby
sensitive uses (receptor locations R1 and R7) in the event of concurrent construction
activities with Related Project Nos. 1 through 5. Construction-related noise levels from
the related projects would be intermittent and temporary, and it is anticipated that, as with
the Project, the related projects would comply with the construction hours and other
relevant provisions set forth in the LAMC. In addition, noise associated with cumulative
construction activities would be reduced to the degree reasonably and technically feasible
through proposed mitigation measures for each individual related project and compliance
with locally adopted and enforced noise ordinances. The Project would implement
Mitigation Measures NOI-MM-1, NOI-MM-2, and NOI-MM-3 to reduce construction noise
impacts. However, the Draft EIR conservatively concluded that the Project’s contribution
to cumulative construction noise associated with on-site construction equipment would
be cumulatively considerable and would represent a significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact at receptor locations R1 and R7.

(i) Off-Site Improvements at Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp: Construction Equipment Noise

Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 are located approximately 120 feet south of the nearest
residential use to the proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp location.
While construction related to Related Project No. 1 was at or near completion at the time
the Draft EIR was in preparation, the Draft EIR analysis conservatively evaluated this
related project assuming that construction of this related project could occur at the same
time as construction of the off-site improvements at the Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp. The residential uses in the vicinity of the Coldwater Canyon
Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp location could be exposed to construction noise from both
the Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp and the Related Projects 1 and 5.
The estimated Project construction noise level at receptor location R8 would exceed the
5-dBA significance threshold and the construction related noise from Related Project Nos.
1 and 5 would contribute to the cumulative noise impacts. There are no feasible mitigation
measures to reduce the impact. As such, the Project would have a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact at receptor location R8.

(iv)  Construction Groundborne Vibration

(@)  On-Site Construction Vibration - Cumulative

Due to rapid attenuation characteristics of groundborne vibration, only related projects
located adjacent to the same sensitive receptors would result in cumulatively
considerable vibration impacts. None of the related projects are located adjacent to the
sensitive receptors identified for the Project. Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 are
approximately 630 feet west of the Project Site, and Related Project Nos. 2, 3, and 4 are
approximately 530 feet south of the Project Site. There are residences along Sunswept
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Drive (represented by receptor location R7), which could be exposed to the construction
vibration from both the Project and these related projects. These related projects are
located approximately 150 to 400 feet from the receptor location R7. At the distances
described above, operation of vibratory construction equipment would not exceed
structural damage or human annoyance thresholds. Other related projects are further
away from the Project Site and sensitive receptors and would experience lower levels of
vibration. Therefore, construction of the Project, when considered together with Related
Project Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
and would have a less-than-significant cumulative impact with regard to groundborne
vibration (structural damage and human annoyance) at receptor locations R1 through R7.

(b)  Off-Site Improvements at Coldwater Canyon
Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp: Construction
Equipment Vibration

Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 are approximately 120 feet south of the nearest residential
use to the proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp location. At the
distances described above, operation of vibratory construction equipment would not
exceed structural damage thresholds. However, groundborne vibration exceeding the
human annoyance threshold at receptor location R8 would occur as a result of
construction of the proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp, and
Related Projects could contribute to the human annoyance vibration impact. Therefore,
construction of the Project, when considered together with Related Project Nos. 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5 would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution and would have a
less-than-significant cumulative impact with regard to structural damage caused by
groundborne vibration at receptor location R8. However, the Project would result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution and would have a significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact with regard to human annoyance from groundborne vibration at
receptor location R8.

(v) Operations Noise (On-Site and Off-Site Improvements
at Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp)

Cumulative operational noise impacts are discussed on pages IV.K-72 and IV.K-73 of the
Draft EIR. As discussed therein, similar to the Project, each of the related projects that
have been identified in the vicinity of the Project Site would also generate stationary-
source and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-day operations. Due to provisions
set forth in the LAMC that limit stationary source noise from items such as rooftop
mechanical equipment and amplified sound, noise levels would be less than significant
at the property line for each related project. As analyzed above, noise impacts associated
with the Project on-site operations would be less than significant. Therefore, based on
the distance of the related projects from the Project Site and the operational noise levels
associated with the Project, the Project’s contribution to operational noise would not be
cumulatively considerable, and cumulative noise impacts associated with operation of the
Project (both on-site and the off-site improvements at Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Riverwalk Path Ramp) and related projects would be less than significant.
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(vi)  Operation Groundborne Vibration

Cumulative operational groundborne vibration impacts are discussed on page IV.K-76 of
the Draft EIR. As discussed therein, Related Project Nos. 1 and 5 are approximately 630
feet west of the Project Site and approximately 120 feet south of the nearest residential
use to the proposed Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp location. Related
Project Nos. 2, 3, and 4 are approximately 530 feet south of the Project Site and
approximately 150 to 400 feet from the residences along Sunswept Drive (represented
by receptor location R7). These residences could be exposed to the operational vibration
from both the Project and these related projects. At the distances described above,
operation of vibratory operational equipment would not exceed structural damage or
human annoyance thresholds. Other related projects are further away from the Project
Site and sensitive receptors and would experience lower levels of vibration. Due to the
rapid attenuation characteristics of groundborne vibration and distance from each of the
related projects to the Project Site, there is no potential for cumulative operational impacts
with respect to groundborne vibration. Therefore, operation of the Project (both on-site
and the off-site improvements at Coldwater Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp), when
considered together with Related Project Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution and would have a less-than-significant cumulative
impact with regard to groundborne vibration or human annoyance.

(i) Project Design Modlifications: Construction Noise and
Vibration

The Project’'s design modifications are discussed under Topical Response No. 2 —
Modifications to the Project Design. As discussed therein, the Project design
modifications reduce the Project’s soil excavation from 250,000 cubic yards to 197,000
cubic yards of soil to be exported off-site. This reduction in grading would reduce the
number of haul truck trips from 35,714 trips to 28,142, a reduction of 7,572 truck trips.
This would reduce the excavation phase (with dirt hauling) from seven months to 5.5
months, although the overall construction schedule would still remain at approximately 30
months given overlapping construction phases. The daily maximum construction activity
(and construction traffic) during excavation would not change. As such, while there would
be a temporary corresponding reduction in construction noise and vibration from the
reduced construction activity for approximately 1.5 months compared to the Project
without the design modifications, the evaluations of impact significance (Project-level and
cumulative) for the estimated construction noise and vibration levels as analyzed in the
Draft EIR would not materially change, and the same significant and unavoidable
construction-related noise and vibration impacts would occur. The Project design
modifications do not affect the off-site improvements associated with the Coldwater
Canyon Avenue Riverwalk Path Ramp and as such, do not affect the construction noise
and vibration impact analyses associated with these off-site improvements.
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() Project Design Modifications: Operations

(i) Traffic and Parking

As discussed in Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, design
modifications relating to seating, lighting, building design (swimming pool area and
gymnasium), parking, grading, storm water capture and reuse system, and water features
were made to the Project in response to public and agency comments received on the
Draft EIR. As related to traffic and parking noise, the Project with design modifications
would reduce subterranean parking from 503 spaces to 386 spaces and surface parking
would be reduced from 29 spaces to 17 spaces. On most days throughout the year (non-
Special Event days), traffic and parking spaces utilized on-site would be the same with or
without the Project design modifications. However, the reduced number of parking spaces
with the Project design modifications would have the effect of reducing traffic to/from the
Project Site along Whitsett Avenue, Moorpark Avenue, and Ventura Boulevard since no
off-site parking would be permitted by the Project. That is, visitors that could have parked
at the Project Site with the additional 129 spaces, would now be required to shuttle to the
Project Site from the School’s Upper School campus during those occasions when the
on-site parking reaches capacity. The circulation of the School’s three shuttles would
accommodate the additional passengers which could result from the Project design
modifications. This modification would result in an increase of six additional round trip
shuttle trips (or 12 individual trips to/from the Project Site) as compared to those analyzed
in the Draft EIR. Assuming that most of the event attendees would arrive at the Upper
School campus around the same time, shuttles would be operated at the maximum
capacity of 24 passengers at a time. Compared to the Project without design
modifications, which would result in a maximum 0.6 dBA noise level increase along
Coldwater Canyon between Moorpark Street and Ventura Boulevard (see Table IV.K-18
on page IV.K-53 of the Draft EIR), the shift in traffic (vehicles or shuttles) to the Upper
School campus along Coldwater Canyon would have a negligible effect on noise levels
of less than approximately 1 dBA, well below the 5 dBA impact threshold. This would be
an imperceptible change in noise levels under the Project with design modifications
compared to the Project without design modifications, with the resulting noise levels being
less than significant, similar to the impact conclusion in the Draft EIR. As shown in Table
IV.K-20, Composite Noise Impacts, of the Draft EIR, the Project’s traffic and parking noise
levels are both below ambient noise levels. While the reduction in traffic and parking
noise to noise sensitive receptors near the Project Site would be reduced under the
Project with design modifications, any such reduction would represent a negligible change
to the noise levels included for the Project in Table IV.K-20 of the Draft EIR with
operational noise impacts remaining less than significant.

(ii) Swimming Pool Area

A Supplemental Noise Analysis, provided in Appendix F of this Final EIR, was prepared
to analyze the operational noise impacts associated with the Project design modifications.
The Project with design modifications would reduce the number of bleacher seats at the
swimming pool from 348 to 214 seats. Also, in the swimming pool area, the Project design
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modifications would also reduce the height and extent of the Project’s 30-foot-high noise
attenuation canopy to 14.5 feet high over just the western side of the pool bleachers,
remove the diving facilities, and eliminate the School’s proposed diving competition
program.

Table 1, Estimated Pool Operation Noise Levels — Updated Design, in the Supplemental
Noise Analysis (included as Appendix F of this Final EIR) includes a comparative analysis
of the estimated noise levels included in the Draft EIR to the noise levels that would occur
with the Project design modifications in terms of Leq and L1o noise descriptors. These
same swimming pool noise levels in terms of Leq and Lio have been incorporated as
corrections to Draft EIR Table IV.K-12, Athletic Activities Noise Levels — Leq Analysis, and
Table IV.K-13, Athletic Activities Noise Levels — Lio Analysis, in Chapter 3, Revisions,
Clarifications and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. As analyzed therein,
noise levels with the Project design modifications from the swimming pool area would be
up to 3.5 dBA Leq (or 3.3 dBA L1o) higher than analyzed in the Draft EIR (at one receptor
location — R3170). Minor increases in noise Leq levels from the pool area at receptor
locations R6 and R7 would also occur at 1.5 and 1.7 dBA Leq (or 1.1 and 1.4 Lio),
respectively. As indicated in the Draft EIR, outside of a laboratory, a change of 3 dBA in
ambient noise levels is considered to be a barely perceivable difference.!7! At 3.5 dBA,
this increase would not be a substantial increase in the severity of impacts from the
swimming pool area as analyzed in the Draft EIR. As analyzed on pages IV.K-45 and
IV.K-46 of the Draft EIR, noise from the pool area would occur together with the Project
Site’s other athletic activities. Thus, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed noise from the
swimming pool together with all on-site athletic activities in Table IV.K-12 and Table IV.K-
13. As shown in these updated tables in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, and discussed in
the Athletic Activities subsection below, the collective noise levels from the Project Site’s
athletic activities would remain below the Leq and L1o noise impact thresholds in the Draft
EIR, and impacts would remain less than significant. In addition, a minor decrease of 0.2
dBA L1o would occur at receptor location R2, while the Leq noise level would remain the
same (see Table IV.K-12 and IV.K-13 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR). There would also
be minor decreases in noise levels at receptor locations R1, R4, and R5 with a maximum
reduction up to 2.2 dBA L1o (at receptor location R4) (see Table IV.K-13 in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR).

As discussed above, the noise level changes at the pool area only under the Project with
design modifications would be no more than 3.5 dBA higher than the Project without
design modifications at one receptor location, which would be just beyond a barely
perceptible change compared to the Project without design modifications, and still below
the City’s noise impact thresholds when analyzed together with all of the Project Site’s
athletic activities. As such, there would be no substantial increase in the severity of

170 R3 = Single-family residential uses at the corner of Teesdale Avenue and Valley Spring Lane.
171 Harvard-Westlake River Park Project Draft EIR, page IV.K-5,March 2022.
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impacts and impacts from outdoor athletic activities would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project without design modifications.

(iii)  Athletic Activities

The Project with design modifications would reduce the overall indoor and outdoor seating
from 2,217 seats to a total of 2,005 seats. Total outdoor seating would be reduced from
1,191 bleacher seats to 949 bleacher seats, including the swimming pool area. Outdoor
seating at Field A would increase from 488 to 542 seats, decrease at Field B from 255 to
109 seats, decrease at the swimming pool from 348 to 214 seats, and decrease at the
tennis courts from 100 to 84 seats.

The Supplemental Noise Analysis, provided in Appendix F of this Final EIR, analyzed the
operational noise impacts associated with the Project design modifications relating to all
outdoor athletic activities combined, including the swimming pool area. The noise levels
from all of the Project’s athletic activities, including Field A, Field B, swimming pool, and
tennis courts, in terms of Leq and L1o are shown in Table 2, Athletic Activities Noise Levels
— Leq Analysis (Updated Design), and Table 3, Athletic Activities Noise Levels — Lo
Analysis (Updated Design), in the Supplemental Noise analysis. The noise levels
presented in Tables 2 and 3 in the Supplemental Noise Analysis have been incorporated
as revisions to Draft EIR Table IV.K-12, Athletic Activities Noise Levels — Leq Analysis,
and Table IV.K-13, Athletic Activities Noise Levels — L1o Analysis, in Chapter 3, Revisions,
Clarifications and Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

The outdoor athletic activities noise levels (in terms of Leq) at the off-site sensitive
receptors with the Project design modifications are shown in the updated Table IV.K-12.
Compared to the Project without the design modifications, the maximum increase in
ambient plus Project noise levels under the Project without design modifications would
be 0.9 dBA at receptor location R3. Noise levels at receptor locations R1, R4 and R5
would decrease by 1 dBA or less, while noise levels at receptor locations R6 and R7
would increase by 0.3 dBA. As presented in the updated Table IV.K-12 in Chapter 3 of
this Final EIR, the noise levels (in terms of Leq) from the outdoor athletic activities with the
modified pool design would be below the significance threshold of 5 dBA (Leq) increase
above the ambient noise levels at all receptors, similar to the Project without design
modifications. As shown in Table IV.K-12 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the Project with
design modifications’ increase in noise would range between 1.5 dBA and 4.1 dBA over
ambient noise levels. Accordingly, the noise levels under the Project with design
modifications would be between 0.9 and 3.5 dBA below the 5 dBA significant impact
threshold.

The outdoor athletic activities noise levels (in terms of L) at the off-site sensitive
receptors with the Project design modifications are shown in the updated Table IV.K-13.
Compared to the Project without the design modifications, the maximum increase in
ambient plus Project noise levels under the Project without design modifications would
be 1.1 dBA at receptor location R3. Noise levels at receptor locations R1, R4 and R5
would decrease by 0.7 dBA or less, while noise levels at receptor locations R6 and R7
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would increase by 0.3 dBA or less. As indicated in the updated IV.K-13, the noise levels
from the outdoor athletic activities would be below the significance threshold of a 10 dBA
increase above ambient noise levels at all receptor locations, similar to the Project without
the design modifications. As shown in Table IV.K-13 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR, the
Project with design modifications’ increase in noise would range between 3.9 dBA and
8.4 dBA over ambient noise levels. Accordingly, the noise levels under the Project with
design modifications would be between 1.6 and 6.1 dBA below the 10 dBA significant
impact threshold.

As discussed above, the noise level changes under the Project with design modifications
would be no more than 1.1 dBA higher than the Project at one receptor location, which
would not be a perceptible change compared to the Project without design modifications,
and still below the City’s noise impact thresholds. As such, there would be no substantial
increase in the severity of impacts and impacts from outdoor athletic activities would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project without design modifications.

(iv)  Composite Noise Levels

The Supplemental Noise Analysis, provided in Appendix F of this Final EIR, analyzed the
composite operational noise impacts associated with the Project design modifications
relating to all outdoor athletic activities combined, including the swimming pool area, as
well as traffic, mechanical equipment, parking and special events. The composite noise
levels from all of the Project’s athletic activities, including Field A, Field B, swimming pool,
and tennis courts, in terms of CNEL are shown in Table 4, Composite Noise Impacts
(Updated Design), in the Supplemental Noise analysis. The noise levels presented in
Table 4 in the Supplemental Noise Analysis have been incorporated as revisions to Draft
EIR Table IV.K-20, Composite Noise, in Chapter 3, Revisions, Clarifications and
Corrections to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. As analyzed therein, the Project with
design modifications would result in noise level increases of 0.7 dBA CNEL at receptor
location R2 to 3.0 dBA CNEL at receptor location R7, the same range of noise increases
as the Project without the design modifications. The Project with design modifications
would result in changed CNEL noise level increases at only 3 receptor locations. The
CNEL noise level at R3 would increase from 1.0 to 1.2 dBA (a 0.2 dBA increase), while
noise levels at R4 and R5 would decrease from 2.7 to 2.4 dBA and 1.8 to 1.7 dBA,
respectively. As with the Project without design modifications, the increases in noise
levels with the Project design modifications at off-site receptor locations R1 through R4,
and R7 would be below the 5 dBA CNEL significance threshold and the estimated noise
levels would fall within the conditionally acceptable (60 to 70 CNEL) land use category
for residential. The estimated noise level increase at off-site receptor locations R5 and
R6 would be below the 3 dBA CNEL significance threshold, as the estimated noise levels
would fall within the normally unacceptable (70 to 75 CNEL) land use category for
residential and the normally unacceptable (70 to 80 CNEL) land use category for
churches.

As discussed above, the composite noise level changes under the Project would be no
more than 0.2 dBA CNEL higher than the Project at one receptor location (R3), which
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would not be a perceptible change compared to the Project without design modifications,
and still below the City’s noise impact thresholds. As such, there would be no substantial
increase in the severity of impacts and composite noise impacts would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project without design modifications.

(3) Conclusion

As discussed above, the construction and operational noise and vibration impacts are
appropriately addressed in the Draft EIR. Thus, no new or additional analysis is required
for these issues. As discussed above, the Project with design modifications would not
substantially increase the severity of noise or vibration impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR
and the noise/vibration impact conclusions in the Draft EIR would remain unchanged.
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i) Topical Response No. 9 — Transportation and
Parking During Construction and Operations

(1)  Introduction

This topical response primarily addresses comments received during the public
circulation period for the Draft EIR related to transportation issues that are not required
to be addressed under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and City of Los
Angeles CEQA requirements. Such issues include parking, level of service (LOS),
congestion, and delay on surrounding roadways. This topical response also addresses
the methodology for calculating the Project’'s vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which is
utilized for the CEQA-required transportation impact assessments included in the Draft
EIR. Emergency access is evaluated as a CEQA-required issue in the Draft EIR, and is
addressed in Topical Response No. 10 — Emergency Access. In addition, Topical
Response No. 12 - Related Projects: Adequacy of Cumulative Mobile Source Noise and
Traffic Analyses, provides a detailed discussion of cumulative transportation impacts. The
analyses of CEQA-required transportation issues were evaluated in Section V.M,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR, with supporting data provided in Appendix M,
Transportation Assessment, of the Draft EIR. The Transportation Assessment (TA)
includes both CEQA and non-CEQA required analyses in compliance with the City of Los
Angeles Department of Transportation’s (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines
(TAG) (July 2020).

(2) Discussion

(@) CEQA Versus Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis
Requirements

Pursuant to Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), the California Natural Resources Agency adopted
the Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR’s) recommended vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) guidelines on December 28, 2018. The guidelines resulted in changes to Section
15064.3 and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines that effectively removed automobile
delay and associated LOS as the metric to evaluate transportation impacts pursuant to
CEQA, and replaced it with VMT. Accordingly, pursuant to these changes, the City
adopted VMT as a CEQA threshold to determine transportation impacts. Therefore, as
further described below, the analysis of transportation impacts in Section V.M,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR was focused on VMT and other analyses required by
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Transportation issues not required to be analyzed
under CEQA are presented in Chapter 4 of the TA (Appendix M of the Draft EIR). As
such, responses to comments on the non-CEQA issues are not required to be provided
in this Final EIR, and are provided herein only for informational purposes independent of
CEQA requirements.
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(b) CEQA Transportation Analysis Requirements

As explained on page IV.M-4 in Section IV.M, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, SB 743
directed OPR to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new criteria for
determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics to
the metrics used for traffic LOS. Subsequent related changes to CEQA requirements for
transportation impact analyses included the elimination of automobile delay, LOS, and
other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for
determining significant impacts for land use projects and plans in California. The updates
to the CEQA Guidelines establish VMT as the primary metric for evaluating a project’s
environmental impacts on the transportation system. These changes to the way
transportation impacts are assessed under CEQA were made to help ensure new
development projects are built in a way that promotes options that would result in
Californians driving less, while also promoting the achievement of climate and
environmental goals, health and safety for residents, increased quality of life, and
economic growth by co-locating jobs, services, transit, and housing.

As presented on pages IV.M-4 and IV.M-5 in Section IV.M, Transportation, of the Draft
EIR, and in accordance with the current CEQA Guidelines and the City’s CEQA
transportation thresholds, the Project would be considered to have a significant impact
related to transportation if it would:

e Threshold (a): Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

e Threshold (b): Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
Subdivision (b).

e Threshold (c): Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment).

e Threshold (d): Result in inadequate emergency access.

The required VMT analysis under Threshold (b) considers two different uses for the
Project as specified in the July 2020 LADOT TAG. First, the Project is classified as an
education facility since it would be owned and operated by Harvard-Westlake School
(School) and utilized by their students, employees, and authorized individuals and
organizations in conjunction with their operation as a private high school. Per Section
2.2.4 of the July 2020 LADOT TAG, it is assumed that the Project would attract people
(employees and visitors) from a broader area and not just the immediate vicinity. Second,
the community use component (publicly-accessible walking pathways and recreational
areas and facilities) of the Project would be classified as a community-serving recreational
facility. Per LADOT, and as stated in the TA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
provided as Appendix A to the TA (see Appendix M of the Draft EIR) and in the LADOT
Transportation Assessment letter dated June 11, 2021 included in Appendix M of the
Draft EIR, community-serving recreational facilities are exempt from VMT analysis.
Community-serving recreational facilities usually draw people locally, rather than
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regionally, and thus tend to reduce, not increase, VMT since visitors could go to a closer
recreational facility rather than one that was further away. Therefore, the VMT calculation
for the Project (consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3) focuses on the
Harvard-Westlake athletic activities as an educational facility.

Per Section 2.2.4 of the July 2020 LADOT TAG, the Project would result in a significant
VMT impact if the Project is expected to result in a net increase in daily VMT. The
Project’'s VMT was calculated by multiplying the estimated average number of daily trips
by an average trip length for each group of users and took credit for existing VMT for
existing Weddington Golf & Tennis users, which would be eliminated by the Project. As
shown in Table IV.M-5, Project Net Total Daily VMT Estimate, on page IV.M-41 of the
Draft EIR, the Project would result in an estimated net decrease of 2,098 daily VMT. Thus,
VMT impacts would be less than significant.

The evaluation of the Project’s transportation impacts with respect to any potential conflict
with adopted transportation plans and policies, roadway hazards, and emergency access
are evaluated on pages |IV.M-27 through IV.M-46 in Section IV.M of the Draft EIR. As
discussed therein, impacts related to applicable threshold standards were determined to
be less than significant.

For an analysis of the Project’s potential impact on emergency services, refer to Section
IV.L.1, Public Services — Fire Protection, and Section IV.L.2, Public Services — Police
Protection, of the Draft EIR as well as Topical Response No. 10 — Emergency Access,
provided in this Final EIR.

(c) Non-CEQA Transportation Analysis Requirements

Several comments on the Draft EIR relate to parking, LOS, congestion, and delay on
surrounding roadways during both construction and operation. Based on SB 743 and the
City’s TAG guidance, LOS, congestion, delay, and parking effects are no longer
considered impacts on the environment and, therefore, such effects were not evaluated
as CEQA impacts in the Draft EIR. As such, responses to comments on these issues are
not required to be provided in this Final EIR, and are provided herein only for informational
purposes independent of CEQA requirements.

The City, through the LADOT TAG, continues to require that transportation assessments
analyze various non-CEQA transportation topics, such as pedestrian, bicycle and transit
access, intersection operations, project access, construction period traffic effects, and
residential street cut-through effects. The City’s TAG also establishes various criteria for
these analyses where corrective actions may be appropriate to address non-CEQA
adverse effects. These issues are discussed in the non-CEQA portion (Chapter 4) of the
TA prepared for the Project, which is included in Appendix M of the Draft EIR. The results
of these analyses of non-CEQA topics and the proposed corrective actions identified in
the TA would be addressed through potential Project conditions of approval.
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(d) Traffic Effects

A number of comments on the Draft EIR raise concerns about the current level of traffic
on Whitsett Avenue, the current level of congestion on nearby arterials, increases in
traffic, increases in congestion, increases in traffic on residential neighborhood streets,
and whether cumulative traffic issues with other large projects have been addressed. The
issues related to these concerns are addressed in the subsections below and in Topical
Response No. 12 - Related Projects: Adequacy of Cumulative Mobile Source Noise and
Traffic Analyses. Note that pursuant to CEQA, the Project has no authority or
responsibility to reduce or address existing traffic conditions on local roadways. Note also
that future baseline increases on Whitsett Avenue without the Project, and, therefore, to
which the Project would not contribute, are background conditions that are not considered
to be the Project’s impacts on the environment as those increases would occur without
the Project.

(i) Project Construction Traffic

As discussed above, effects of the Project (including construction activities) on traffic
LOS, congestion, and delay are not considered to be CEQA impacts and thus, are not
required to be included in the Draft EIR. However, an analysis of the effects of Project
construction on traffic was conducted in the TA as part of the “Non-CEQA” Transportation
Assessment using the City’s criteria for evaluating construction period effects, which
require an evaluation of potential temporary traffic constraints (e.g., temporary lane
closures), temporary loss of access (e.g., loss of vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian access to
nearby parcels), and temporary loss of bus stops or rerouting of bus lines. This evaluation
is presented in Chapter 4 of the TA.

With regard to CEQA impacts, the Draft EIR analyzed the Project’s construction activity
impacts in regard to emergency access on page IV.M-44 in Section IV.M, Transportation.
of the Draft EIR. As evaluated therein, the Project would not result in inadequate
emergency access during construction. Please refer to Topical Response No. 10 —
Emergency Access, which discusses emergency access during Project construction in
further detail.

(ii) Project Operations Traffic

As discussed above, effects of the Project on traffic LOS, congestion, and delay are not
considered to be CEQA impacts. Nonetheless, they are addressed in Chapter 4 of the TA
(see Appendix M of the Draft EIR). As required by the LADOT TAG, this includes a
quantitative analysis of the effects of the Project on intersection operations and driveway
LOS, as well as on residential street traffic.

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the TA, this process consisted of conducting counts of
existing traffic volumes at the study intersections and residential street segments,
factoring the existing counts upwards to consider ambient traffic growth, estimating and
adding traffic generated by other known related projects in the vicinity of the Project that
were not constructed as of the time of the traffic counts (including both the commercial
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project and the residential project at the Sportsmen’s Lodge site), and estimating and
adding traffic generated by the Project (including traffic generated by student shuttles,
Harvard-Westlake athletic practices and games, employees, and community use of
facilities on the Project Site). Two scenarios were evaluated: one representing a 90th
percentile day'72 for all days of Harvard-Westlake use across a year (the Non-Event
Scenario); and a second representing a day with a worst-case Special Event (500
attendees in single-occupant automobiles). The 500-attendee event is considered the
worst-case Special Event from a traffic perspective because it would have an assumed
average vehicle occupancy (AVO) of 1.0 and result in 500 vehicles, whereas attendees
to the 2,000-attendee event would arrive via bus with an assumed AVO of 40, resulting
in 50 vehicles. Further details regarding the methodologies used in this analysis can be
found in the TA.

LADOT considers the Project’s effects on operations to be 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. As evaluated in the TA,
the Project would be considered to contribute to unacceptable or extended queuing if one
of the following conditions is met after the addition of Project traffic:

1. Turn pocket capacity is exceeded and:

a. the projected peak hour intersection LOS is D and the turn lane queue
increases by greater than 75 feet on any approach with the directional
approach LOS atE or F, or

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

2. Cross streets or alleys are blocked.

3. Gridlock congestion, which is defined as the condition where traffic queues
between closely-spaced intersections and impedes the flow of traffic through
upstream intersections.

Under the LADOT TAG, a local residential street would be considered excessively
burdened if the new trips generated by the Project result in increases in average daily
traffic (ADT) volumes as follows:

172 |nstead of the maximum day trip scenario, the analysis in the TA selected the 90th percentile total
trips for each peak hour, as the 90th percentile would represent most days of the school year and
exclude the exceptional days such as big rivalry game days that only occur on a handful of days a

year.
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Projected ADT with Project (Final ADT) Project-Related Increase in ADT
1 to 999 120 or more
1,000 to 1,999 12% or more of final ADT
2,000 to 2,999 10% or more of final ADT
3,000 or more 8% or more of final ADT

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the TA, per the City’s criteria, no instances were found where
the Project would cause or substantially contribute to unacceptable queuing at nearby
study intersections under either the Harvard-Westlake athletic use (Non-Event) scenario
or the worst-case Special Event scenario. At the Project’s north driveway, north-south
through vehicles on Whitsett Avenue would be unimpeded and vehicles turning right to
exit the Project driveway onto Whitsett Avenue would experience no worse than a LOS
D (representing an average stopped delay of 25 to 35 seconds, acceptable for a stop-
controlled movement) in the Non-Event scenario. Similarly, in the Non-Event scenario at
the Whitsett Avenue and Valleyheart Drive intersection, north-south through vehicles on
Whitsett Avenue would be unimpeded and vehicles turning from Valleyheart Drive to
Whitsett Avenue would experience no worse than a LOS D. In the worst-case Special
Event scenario, vehicles turning from the north driveway onto Whitsett Avenue may
experience a LOS E (35 to 50 seconds of average delay) but vehicles turning from
Valleyheart Drive onto Whitsett Avenue would experience a LOS F. However, this would
primarily occur if all of the vehicles that are estimated to turn left from Valleyheart Drive
to northbound Whitsett Avenue actually attempt to do so. In actuality, if conditions for a
left-turn become this onerous, motorists will react and turn right instead, reducing the
average delay. The corrective action suggested in the TA, prohibiting left turns from
Valleyheart Drive to Whitsett Avenue on days with large Special Events, would further
enforce this and would achieve LOS B. Since these large Special Events would be
infrequent (and the methodology used to analyze the scenario assumes the worst-case
AVO of 1.0), the TA suggests that to meet the corrective action, this could be
accomplished by using traffic control officers as part of an event management plan to be
developed with LADOT.

As discussed in Chapter 4, of the TA, per the City’s criteria, the Project would not create
an excessive burden on any of the surrounding residential streets in either the Non-Event
Scenario or the Special Event Scenario. That is, the City’s criteria for an impact to a
residential street segment is the addition of 120 trips. As shown in Table 14 of the TA
(PDF page 90 of 217 in Appendix M of the Draft EIR), none of the street segments
analyzed in the TA would have 120 or more added trips from the Project during either the
Non-Event or Special Event scenarios. The preferred driving route to access the Project
Site would use local arterial roadways such as Coldwater Canyon Avenue, Moorpark
Avenue, and Whitsett Avenue. The preferred driving route would be widely communicated
to Project Site visitors (including Harvard-Westlake spectators, students, employees, and
parents, visiting teams from other schools, and other public users of the Project Site)
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through the School's website and reservation site. The School would maintain a
progressive disciplinary system of enforcement for the preferred driving route, up to and
including the loss of permission to park at the Project Site. As such, the majority of trips
would use Whitsett Avenue to either Moorpark Street or Ventura Boulevard.

Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in Topical Response No. 12 - Related Projects:
Adequacy of Cumulative Mobile Source Noise and Traffic Analyses, in this Final EIR.

(e)  Parking Effects

A number of comments on the Draft EIR raise concerns about the potential for parking
spillover from the Project Site to residential streets in the surrounding neighborhood.
While CEQA Guidelines Appendix G does not identify parking supply or the availability of
parking as an environmental issue related to transportation impacts, the following
discussions are provided for informational purposes in consideration of public comments
inquiring about the Project’s parking features.

(i) Project Construction Parking

Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-1 described on page IV.M-26 in Section V.M,
Transportation, of the Draft EIR mandates that construction worker and equipment
parking on the adjacent residential streets would be prohibited. As discussed in Chapter
4, Mitigation Monitoring Program, of this Final EIR, the mitigation monitoring program
specifies that LADOT will serve as the monitoring and enforcement agency for the
implementation of this PDF and requires the approval of the CMP prior to issuance of
building permit, as well as periodic field inspections.

At 16.1 acres, the Project Site is sufficiently large to accommodate the construction
worker and equipment parking on site. As discussed in Chapter 4 in the TA, the number
of construction workers would vary throughout the construction period, with Phase 5
(architectural finishes) generating the highest number of employees: 140 workers on site
per day on peak activity days. Even if all of these 140 employees were to be on site at
the same time and assuming as a worst case that each employee drove to the site in a
single-occupant vehicle, parking all of these vehicles would only require approximately
five percent of the Project Site. Therefore, parking spillover would be controlled during
Project construction and parking spillover to residential streets in the surrounding
neighborhood would not occur.

(ii) Project Operations Parking

Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-3 on page IV.M-27 in Section IV.M, Transportation,
of the Draft EIR states the following:

TRAF-PDF-3: On days in which event attendance is expected to surpass 300
spectators, including parents and other spectators, students will not be permitted
to drive to the Project Site and will be required to use the School’s shuttle service.
Shuttles will follow a prescribed driving route, travelling northbound on Coldwater
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Canyon Avenue, turning right at Moorpark Street, and turning right onto Whitsett
Avenue. Spectators will park on the Project Site, and tickets and parking passes
will be required to enter the Project Site. Spectators without a parking pass will be
directed to park on the School’'s Upper Campus and ride the School-provided
shuttles to the Project Site. Parking in the neighborhood will not be permitted and
will be enforced by security personnel.

A number of comments on the Draft EIR questioned the ability of Harvard-Westlake to
enforce this PDF and to ensure that spectators do not park on residential streets.
Concerns expressed included the viability of the proposed parking pass program, the
inability of Harvard-Westlake security personnel to enforce rules on the public streets,
signage, and congestion that may be caused by motorists who attempt to enter the Project
Site without a parking pass.

To further clarify implementation of Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-3, this PDF has
been modified to include a Parking and Transportation Management Plan that would be
employed by Harvard-Westlake School for all School-related athletic competitions or
Special Events that are expected to draw more than 300 attendees. The Parking and
Transportation Management Plan would include appropriate tools to manage and control
traffic and parking for the competitions or events so that impacts to the surrounding areas
are minimized. Potential measures would include, but are not limited to, a parking
reservation system to manage attendance, off-site parking at the Harvard-Westlake
Upper School campus, attendant-assisted parking, temporary increases in traffic
management and parking personnel as needed, use of security personnel, signage, and
other measures. See addition to Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-3 in Chapter 3,
Revisions, Clarifications and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. As noted in
Chapter 3, the Parking and Transportation Management Plan would be submitted to
LADOT for review and approval, and would be monitored for a minimum of three years
with annual monitoring reports submitted to LADOT for review.

The use of a reservation system for participation in recreational activities and attendance
at School-related or public events is discussed in Chapter Il, Project Description, pages
[1-33 and 11-34 of the Draft EIR. The implementation of a reservations program for public
use of recreational facilities is to accommodate smoothly those who wish to use the
School’s facilities. Specifically, the requirement that groups or organizations be pre-
approved ensures that the group or organization is able to provide appropriate
supervision of its intended activities and participants, and that the group or organization
is familiar with and abides by the conditions for use of the Project Site (including, but not
limited to, preferred driving routes and the prohibition on parking in the neighborhood).
Attendance at special events would also require reservations and parking passes to enter
the Project Site. The reservation program would require communication and coordination
between the School and attendees, including the use of assigned parking or access via
the shuttle service from the Upper Campus. Security personnel would monitor “walk-ins”
who may have parked within the off-site neighborhood and are not confirmed to be
residents living in the neighborhood or arriving via public transportation. Such walk-ins
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would be required to return to their vehicle and, if on-site parking is available return to
park within the Project Site. It would be incumbent upon the School to communicate the
protocol for use of facilities to attendees. Pedestrian access to the Project Site’s athletic
facilities would also be relegated to the pedestrian entrance located in proximity to
Whitsett Avenue and Valley Spring Lane, which would facilitate pedestrian monitoring.
The School’s prohibition of off-site parking and the provided shuttle program would reduce
the numbers of pedestrians less familiar with the area and would, thus, support pedestrian
safety.

As discussed above, the School would implement a ticketing and parking pass
reservation system to control the number of spectator or attendee vehicles allowed to
park at the Project Site. Spectators or attendees receiving parking passes would be
provided information regarding how to access the on-site parking garage. Once 300
parking reservations have been made, information would be provided to additional people
reserving tickets that they will be required to park at the School’s Upper School campus
and be shuttled to the Project Site. Guests seeking to attend a School athletic competition
or Special Event without a parking reservation would be denied access to the Project Site.
Harvard-Westlake would inform other schools participating in athletic competitions and
organizations planning special events of the rules regarding transportation and parking,
including the ticketing and parking reservation system. These mechanisms would be
enforced by Harvard-Westlake security, and violations could result in rescinding of
permission to use the Project Site, temporarily or even permanently.

Regarding spectators or attendees who may attempt to enter the Project Site for an
athletic event or special event without a parking pass, there is sufficient room within the
Project Site to manage such motorists without causing congestion. For vehicles entering
the northern driveway to the garage, security personnel would check for passes at the
subterranean entry gate within the garage. If security determines that an entering vehicle
does not have a parking pass, that vehicle would be quickly directed to a nearby location
within the garage where security would then converse with the motorist, give them
directions to exit the garage and travel to the Upper School campus, and then watch them
actually exit the garage. For vehicles entering the garage from the southern driveway,
security personnel would check for passes at the at-grade entrance to the garage. If
security determines that an entering vehicle does not have a parking pass, that vehicle
would be redirected to the roundabout and provided directions to the School’s Upper
School campus. Security personnel would watch the vehicle actually exit the roundabout
back to Valleyheart Drive.

Regarding the ability of security personnel to enforce the on-street parking restriction, it
is acknowledged that Harvard-Westlake has no authority to tell people what they can or
cannot do in public places. Nevertheless, the Project Site is privately-owned and Harvard-
Westlake can control access to its private property. If someone attempts to enter the
Project Site for an athletic competition or special event, they would be stopped by security
personnel. A good faith effort would be made by security personnel to determine where
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the visitor has parked. If it is suspected that they parked in the neighborhood, they would
be denied entrance. Such action is within the School’s legal rights.

Regarding rideshare services, Harvard-Westlake would work with transportation network
companies (TNCs), such as Uber and Lyft, to route TNC vehicles to the southern driveway
and roundabout and to implement geofencing173 along Whitsett Avenue.

(f) Project with Design Modlifications

(i) Construction Traffic

The Project's design modifications are discussed under Topical Response No. 2 —
Modifications to the Project Design. As discussed therein, the Project design
modifications reduce the Project’s soil excavation from 250,000 cubic yards to 197,000
cubic yards of soil to be exported off-site. This reduction in grading would reduce the
number of haul truck trips from 35,714 trips to 28,142, a reduction of 7,572 truck trips.174
This would reduce the excavation phase (with dirt hauling) from seven months to 5.5
months, although the overall construction schedule would still remain at approximately 30
months given overlapping construction phases. The daily maximum construction activity
(or construction traffic) during excavation, upon which the comparison to the TA’s non-
CEQA evaluation factors are based, would not change. As such, aside from a shorter
period of construction traffic during the excavation phase, the TA’s evaluation of
construction-related non-CEQA criteria related to potential temporary traffic constraints
(e.g., temporary lane closures), temporary loss of access (e.g., loss of vehicle, bicycle, or
pedestrian access to nearby parcels), and temporary loss of bus stops or rerouting of bus
lines would not change with the Project's design modifications. The Project would
implement the Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-1 in the same manner with or without
the Project design modifications.

(ii) Operational Traffic

As discussed under Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project Design, the
Project’s number of parking spaces would be reduced from 532 to 403, for a reduction of
129 spaces. The reduced number of parking spaces would have the effect of reducing
traffic to/from the Project Site since no off-site parking would be permitted by the Project.
That is, visitors that could have parked at the Project Site with the additional 129 spaces,
would now be required to shuttle to the Project Site during those occasions when the on-
site parking reaches capacity. The TA assumed circulation of three (3) shuttles between
the Project Site and the Upper Campus. Under the Project with design modifications,

173 Geofencing is a location-based technology service in which a mobile, desktop or cloud-based app or
other software uses GPS, RFID (radio frequency identification), Wi-Fi or cellular data to trigger a pre-
programmed action when a mobile device or RFID tag or mobile device enters or exits a virtual
boundary set up around a geographical location, known as a geofence.

174 The Project design modifications would result in a reduction in grading of 53,000 cubic yards. As
each haul truck carries 14 cubic yards, that equates to a reduction of 3,786 trucks, or 7,572 truck
trips.
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assuming that most of the event attendees would arrive at the Upper School campus
around the same time, shuttles would be operated at the maximum capacity of 24
passengers at a time, resulting in 6 additional shuttle round trips (129 passengers divided
by 24 passengers per shuttle trip) between the Project Site and the Upper School campus
over an approximate 1-hour period.

With regard to VMT, the Project as analyzed in the Draft EIR would result in a net decrease
in VMT, and as such, VMT impacts would be less than significant. With the reduced traffic
to/from the Project Site during larger events when the on-site parking may reach capacity,
vehicle occupants that would have parked at the Project Site in the former 129 spaces
would be shuttled from the Upper School campus. Per the TA, the majority of visitors to
the Project Site would be exiting the US-101 freeway at Coldwater Canyon Avenue. From
the Coldwater Canyon Avenue exit ramp, the distance to the Project Site via the preferred
driving route is approximately the same as the distance to the Upper School campus.
Since Harvard-Westlake students, other Harvard-Westlake visitors, and Special Event
attendees all have the same average trip length to the Project Site as evaluated in the
Draft EIR, the shift in parking from the Project Site to the Upper School campus for vehicles
that could have parked at the Project Site without the Project design modifications would
not substantially change the VMT for the Project. Since VMT is calculated based on
average daily trips, under the Project with design modifications, the additional daily trip
generation from the six (6) additional shuttle trips during special events when spread out
over the course of the school year would be less than 1 trip per day and less than 1 daily
VMT. The Project without design modifications has a total daily VMT of 3,932 daily VMT,
thus, this incremental change in VMT would represent a fraction of one percent of the
Project’s daily VMT and would immaterially effect the daily VMT. Furthermore, noting that
the Project would result in a net decrease of 2,098 daily VMT compared to existing
conditions, the Project with design modifications would similarly result in a substantial
decrease in VMT compared to existing conditions. As such, the same less than significant
VMT impacts would occur for the Project with design modifications.

With regard to non-CEQA traffic impacts, the TA did include an analysis for informational
purposes that analyzed the Project’s effect on traffic conditions in 2025. Table 10 (PDF
page 67 of 217 in Appendix M of the Draft EIR) of the TA included trip generation estimates
for the Project, which included a maximum of 550 total (50 inbound and 500 outbound)
trips during the 5-6 P.M. peak hour under the Special Events Scenario. Table 11 (PDF
pages 75 and 76 of 217 in Appendix M of the Draft EIR) of the TA shows the levels of
service (LOS) and vehicle queues for the study area intersections in 2025 (Project
Opening Year) during non-events and Special Events. As shown in Table 11, per the
City’s criteria, no instances were found of the Project where its vehicle trips were projected
to cause or substantially contribute to unacceptable queuing at nearby signalized
intersections. As the Project with the design modifications would reduce the maximum
outbound trips assigned to Whitsett Avenue, Moorpark Street, and Ventura Boulevard
because of the reduced number of parking spaces, there would be a reduction in Project
trips from the Project Site during the 5-6 P.M. peak hour Special Event scenario in Year
2025. Thus, there would generally be a minor decrease in traffic and queuing along these
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roadways and serving intersections compared to that analyzed in the TA. Compared to
the Project without design modifications, the additional vehicles parked at the Upper
School campus could add up to 129 vehicle passenger trips leaving the Upper Campus
school and six shuttle round trips (or 12 one-way trips to/from the Project Site) along
Coldwater Canyon Avenue between the Upper School campus and Moorpark Street,
including through the intersections of Coldwater Canyon Avenue/Ventura Boulevard and
Coldwater Canyon Avenue/Moorpark Street. The addition of these trips would represent
an incremental increase to peak hour existing traffic conditions compared to the Project
without design modifications and would not substantially degrade intersection LOS at any
of the study area intersections or trigger an operational issue based on the changes to
queuing. Regardless, LOS outputs and queuing are non-CEQA issues that are not
required to be analyzed in the Project’s EIR.

Cumulative traffic impacts are addressed in Topical Response No. 12 - Related Projects:
Adequacy of Cumulative Mobile Source Noise and Traffic Analyses, in this Final EIR.

(iii)  Parking
During construction, while the Project design modifications would result in fewer overall
haul truck trips, there would not be a substantial change in the number of on-site
construction workers. Thus, the same parking features and analysis that was included in
the Draft EIR for construction worker parking would apply to the Project with design
modifications. As discussed above, there is adequate space on-site to accommodate all

construction parking. As such, the Project design modifications would not have any effect
on the construction parking.

The adequacy of parking for the Project is not considered a significant impact on the
environment. As discussed under Topical Response No. 2 — Modifications to the Project
Design, the Project’s number of parking spaces would be reduced from 532 to 403, for a
reduction of 129 spaces. With the reduced number of parking spaces, the Project would
still prohibit off-site parking via implementation of Project Design Feature TRAF-PDF-3
and in the same manner as the Project without the modifications, as discussed above.
The provided parking would be consistent with LAMC Section 12.21 A.4(e), which
requires one parking space per five fixed seats for high schools, general assembly, and
auditoriums. The Project with design modifications would provide a total of 2,005 seats.
Divided by five, the required parking spaces would be 401 parking spaces. The
requirement would be exceeded by two spaces under the Project with design
modifications.

(9) Traffic Signal at Whitsett Avenue and Valley Spring Lane
Intersection

Following circulation of the Draft EIR, the City installed a traffic signal at the intersection
of Whitsett Avenue and Valley Spring Lane. The intersection of Whitsett Avenue and
Valley Spring Lane was unsignalized at the time of publication of the Draft EIR. The
Project’s traffic consultant, Fehr & Peers, prepared a memorandum that documents the
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implications to the findings o