
CHAPTER3 
Comments and Responses 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter of the Final EIR contains the comment letters that the City received on the Draft 

EIR. The letters and responses are organized by federal agencies, State agencies, local agencies, 

tribal entities, organizations, and individuals. Following each comment letter is a response by the 

City that supplements, clarifies, or amends information provided in the Draft EIR, that refers the 

reader to the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found, or 

that otherwise responds to the comment. Comments that are not directly related to environmental 

issues may be discussed or noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft EIR are 

warranted based upon comments on the Draft EIR, those changes are included following the 

response to comment; changes to the text of the Draft EIR are also shown in Chapter 2, Revisions 

to the Draft EIR, where all the text changes can be found. 
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letter FAA 
Response 

FAA-1 

FAA-2 

FAA-3 

Keith Lusk, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
January 3, 2020 

Letter FAA is an email that includes a chain of emails. This comment refers to a 

comment later in the email chain. Please see Response lo Comment FAA-2. 

Draft EIR, Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. analyzes potential 

aircraft hazards and describes the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) form 

7460 requirements and process that would be carried out for the Proposed 

Project (see Drat EIR. pages 3.8-22 to 3.8-23 and 3.8-45 to 3.8-47. and 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 on page 3.8-48). Additionally, Drat EIR, Chapter 2, 

Project Description, Subsection 2.6, Actions, pages 2-88 to 2-90, describes the 

FAi\ review of the Proposed Project that would be required under 14 Code of 

Federal Regulations Part 77. 

The project applicant has already initiated communication with the FAA and 

filed Form 7 460-1 Notice of Proposed Constniction or Alteration for all of the 

proposed stmclurethrough the FAA Obstmction Evaluation/Airport Airspace 

Analysis (OE/AAA) filing process. On October 2, 2019 and October 22, 2019, 

the FAA issued Determinations of No Hazard to Air Navigation for the plaza 

stmctures, including the sign tower and ancillary buildings, the parking 

stmctures, and the hotel. The project applicant must complete the OE/AAA 

process for all components of the Proposed Project prior to start of construction. 

Please also see Response to Comment ALUC-2. 

This comment includes internal communications related to the FAA's review of 

the Draft EIR, but raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific 

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require 

response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment will be 

included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Letter 
Cal trans 
Response 

Caltrans-1 

Caltrans-2 

Caltrans-3 

Caltrans-4 

Caltrans-5 

Miya Edmonson, State of California - Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 
March 24, 2020 

This comment is introductory correspondence from Caltrans to the City. This 

comment provides an accurate summary of the Proposed Project's components. 

Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to in 

Responses to Comments Caltrans-3 through Caltrans-19. 

This comment does not raise environmental issues or an issue specific to the 

Draft EIR and the environmental impacts addressed therein. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to in Responses to 

Comments Caltrans-3 through Caltrans-19. 

The comment provides a summary of the dates in which Caltrans commented on 

the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and when consultation meetings between 

Callrans and the City occurred. The comment's summary is accurate. These 

efforts were supplemented by a number of informal contacts between the City 

and Caltrans throughout the preparation of the Draft and Final EIRs. The City 

appreciates the availability of Caltrans staff, and Caltrans' participation in this 

consultation process. 

The comment confirms the consultation with Caltrans establishing the analysis 

segments and interchanges along the Interstate 105 (I-105), Interstate 110 (I-

110), and Interstate 405 (I-405) freeways to be analyzed in the Draft EIR. In 

fact, four additional freeway interchanges were analyzed in the Draft EIR 

beyond those identified by Caltrans in its letter dated April 19, 2019. 

The comment correctly notes that the Draft EIR identified significant 

cumulative impacts on State facilities, including the I-405 freeway. The Draft 

EIR identified a physical mitigation measure at the I-405 northbound off-ramp 

to Century Boulevard (Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(c) on Draft EIR page 3.14-

211) and traffic signal coordination/optimization al the I-405 southbound off­

ramps to Century Boulevard (Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) on page 3.14-216 of 

the Draft EIR) but did not identify a mitigation measure for impacts along the I-

405 mainline components. 

As mitigation for the significant cumulative impacts on the I-405 freeway, based 

on further consultations with Callrans, the following mitigation measure is added 

to the Draft EIR following Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(g) on page 3.14-294: 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24fh) 

The vroject applicant shall vrovide a one-time contribution of 
$1,524,900 to Caltrans which represents a fair share contribution of 
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Caltrans-6 

funds towards Ca/trans' 1-405 Active Traffic lvfanagement 
<ATA1!/Corridor 1\'1anagement CG\1) project. 

According to the Caltrans Project Initiation Report, I the ATM/CM project 

proposes to add ATM and CM strategies such as queue warning, speed 

harmonization, dynamic corridor adaptive ramp metering, traveler information, 

and others on I-405 from Rosecrans Avenue to SR 90. This project also 

proposes to upgrade transportation management system (IMS) elements 

including the existing closed circuit television cameras, changeable message 

signs, vehicle detection stations, and ramp metering systems within the project 

limits. The purpose of the Proposed Project is to maximize corridor wide system 

performance and make full use of the freeway system capacity by deploying 

ATM strategies and upgrading the existing IMS with life cycle replacements 

for the IMS field elements to ensure the corridor is in operational and 

monitoring condition. Through consultations with Caltrans, the City and 

Caltrans have mutually determined that a one-time contribution of$1,524,900 

represents the appropriate fair-share contribution to this project, based on the 

Proposed Project's contribution to cumulative traffic along the I-405 corridor. 

That is because the Proposed Project would not cause, but would contribute, to 

existing and projected congestion along this corridor; Caltrans has an existing, 

adopted project to improve this corridor's performance and thereby alleviate this 

congestion; and it is appropriate to require the Proposed Project to contribute to 

this project in proportion to the amount ofl-405 traffic that it would contribute 

to this corridor. The technical memorandum entitled 1BEC Contribution to 

Ca/trans' 1-405/ATlvVG\1 Project2 presents the calculations used to determine 

the fair share contribution of $1,524,900. This approach is consistent with 

CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(3). As an explanation of the Level of 

Significance After Mitigation, the last sentence in the fifth paragraph on page 

3.14-295 of the Drat EIR, is revised as follows: 

The freeway component impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable because implementation of Mitigation Measures 3 .14-24(g) 

'1mi3.l4:24Chlw@lclHl1Qt&l1'1n!llt()l3Hth'1LQJ)()HJJiQ!rnH'1L()i!(;hjmJ"l1!9li3cl 
component would be restored to 'no project' levels. 

The impacts on I-405 weaving/merging mainline segments presented in the 

referenced tables would be addressed as part of the Proposed Project's fair share 

contribution to the I-405 ATM/CM project discussed in the Response to 

Comment Caltrans-5. Please see the Response to Comment Caltraus-5. 

1 California Department of Transportation, Project Initiation Report to Request Programming in the 2020 SHOPP in 
Los Aneles County at Various Locations, approved June 26, 2019. 

2 Fehr & Peers, Technical i\1emorandum, !EEC Contribution to Caltrans '1-405 AJ:l'vf/CM Project, May 7, 2020. 
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Caltrans-7 The I-405 northbound off-ramp approach to its intersection with West Century 

Boulevard currently provides two left-tum lanes and one right-tum lane. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3 .14-3( c) would require restriping of the 

center lane to permit both left- and right-tum movements from the center lane. 

The intent is to provide for greater flexibility in the use of the center lane, given 

that left-turning volumes [e.g., towards the Los Angeles International Airport 

(LAX)] are higher during typical peak hours but right-turning volumes 

(e.g .. towards the Proposed Project) are projected to be higher in pre-event hours 

prior to major events at the Proposed Project. The concern expressed in the 

comment is whether this mitigation measure could lengthen queues for left­

tuming traffic on the off-ramp to such an extent that it would lead to a 

secondary significant impact. 

The effect of the mitigation measure on off-ramp queuing during the pre-event 

hour is discussed on page 3.14-243 of the Draft EIR, where it is stated that the 

maximum vehicle queue on the off-ramp would be reduced from an estimated 

4,075 feet with Proposed Project traffic without mitigation to 2,325 feet with 

Proposed Project with mitigation, which is less than the applicable 3,600-foot 

storage threshold. 

The following discussion provides additional information regarding the 

potential effect of the mitigation measure during typical weekday AM and PM 

peak hours. The table below presents the estimated 95th percentile queues al the 

northbound off-ramp for the AM and PM peak hours with and without the 

proposed mitigation measure for the Ancillary Land Uses scenario and the 

Daytime Event scenario. 
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FREEWAY OFF-RAMP QUEUING ANALYSIS 

1405 NB OFF-RAMP AT WEST CENTURY BOULEVARD, AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

No Project Plus Project 
Plus Project with 

Mitigation 

Ramp 
95th 95th 95th 

Percentile Percentile Percentile 
Scenario Capacity 

Queue (fl.)2 Queue Queue (fl.)2 Queue Queue (fl.)2 Queue 
Threshold' Exceeds Exceeds Exceeds 

AM PM 
Available 

AM PM 
Available 

AM PM 
Available 

Peak Peak 
Storage' 

Peak Peak 
Storage' 

Peak Peak 
Storage' 

Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour Hour 

Adjusted 
Baseline 3,600 1,944 1,049 No 1,963 1,062 No 2,127 1,107 No 
(Ancillary 
Land Uses) 

Adjusted 
Baseline 3.600 1,944 1,049 No 2,134 1,067 No 2,314 1,111 No 
(Daytime 
Event) 

Cumulative 
(Ancillary 3.600 2,275 1,371 No 2,291 1,384 No 2,477 1,491 No 
Land Uses) 

Cumulative 
(Daytime 3,600 2,275 1,371 No 2,477 1,387 No 3,155 1,810 No 
Event) 

NOTES: 
1 Per Caltrans letter dated April 22, 2019, ramp threshold is 85 percent of maximum ramp length (which is measured from the ramp 

terminus to freeway off-ramp gore point), unless an auxiliary lane is present. If an auxiliary lane is present, the ramp threshold is 
calculated by summing the total length of the ramp from the intersection to the gore point and the lesser of 1,000 feet or one half the 
length of the auxiliary lane. Storage capacity in additional tum lanes at the ramp termini intersection is also included. 

2 95th percentile queue estimated using HCM methodologies (Synchro or Sim Traffic). This queue length implies a 5 percent probability 
that the actual queue would be greater than this estimate, and is routinely used in infrastructure design. Values shown rep re sent the 
total length of 95th percentile queues across all turn lanes on the off-ramp. 

3 If the 95th percentile queue is greater than the ramp capacity threshold, then the queue exceeds the available storage 

SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2020. 

Caltrans-8 

As can be seen in the table above, the 95th percentile queue is estimated to 

increase slightly with the mitigation measure due to the higher volumes ofleft­

tuming vehicles relative to the right-turning vehicles during those hours. 

However, in no case is the queue estimated lo exceed the available storage 

threshold. Therefore, the mitigation measure would not create new secondary 

impacts. 

Please see Response to Comment Caltrans-7. Widening the off-ramp lo add 

another right-tum lane would not be necessary given that the proposed 

mitigation measure would not lead to secondary impacts. Mitigation Measure 

3.14-3( c) (see Draft EIR, page 3. l 4-2 l l) specifies that implementation of the 

mitigation measure would require complying with the Caltrans project 

development process as a local agency-sponsored project. Conducting the 

Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) screening would be part of the Cal trans 

project development process. 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

Caltrans-9 The comment correctly notes that the Draft EIR found significant impacts at the 

following three intersections but did not identify feasible mitigation measures al 

those locations: 

• I-105 eastbound on-ramp & Imperial Highway 

• I-105 eastbound on/off-ramps & 120th Street 

• I-105 westbound off-ramp & Hawthorne Boulevard 

The reasons for the finding of no feasible mitigation measures at these three 

locations are provided below. 

I-105 Eastbound On-Ramp & Imperial Highway 

This location was found to be impacted using the Caltrans-preferred Highway 

Capacity Manual methodologies only under concurrent event scenarios with The 

Forum, the NFL Stadium or the NFL Stadium and The Forum (weekday pre­

event & post-event hours). Mitigation was found to be infeasible for the 

following reasons: 

• The westbound Imperial Highway approach already allows right-turns into 
the high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) bypass lane on the on-ramp from the #3 
through lane. Widening the westbound Imperial Highway approach lo 
provide a second exclusive right-tum lane would create a trap situation for 
non-HOV right-turning movements. 

• Limited right-of-way on the eastbound Imperial Highway approach means 
that a second left-tum lane cannot be added (76 feet curb-to-curb width with 
seven lanes - no room lo add an eighth lane). 

• The northbound Freeman Avenue approach is a small residential street (36 
feet curb-to-curb); restriping to provide additional lanes would create a 
secondary impact related to loss of parking. 

Wayfinding measures to direct motorists leaving an event to travel west on West 

Century Boulevard to south on Hawthorne Boulevard to the eastbound I-105 as 

an alternative to south on South Prairie Avenue to west on Imperial Highway to 

the eastbound I-105 could be built into the Event Transportation Management 

Plan and would not require Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) on local 

streets. 

I-105 Eastbound On/Off-Ramps & 120th Street 

This location was found to be impacted using the Caltrans-preferred Highway 

Capacity Manual methodologies under the Adjusted Baseline and Cumulative 

plus Daytime Events scenarios (PM peak hour) and under concurrent event 

scenarios with the NFL Stadium or the NFL Stadium & The Forum (weekday 

post-event hour) or the football game at the NFL Stadium & The Forum 
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(weekend pre-event hour), which would be infrequent occurrences. Mitigation 

was found to be infeasible for the following reasons: 

• The westbound l 20th Street approach already allows right-turns into the 
HOV bypass lane on the on-ramp from the shared through/right lane. 
Widening the westbound !20th Street approach to provide a second 
exclusive right-turn lane would require a taking from the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) park-and-ride lot 
serving Green Line station and would create a trap situation for non-HOV 
right-turning movements who inadvertently find themselves in the lane. 

• Adding a second left-turn lane on the eastbound !20th Street approach would 
create an undesirable offset (i.e., lateral transition within the intersection) 
between the #1 westbound through lane and the eastbound left-tum lanes. 
Furthermore, the length of the new #1 eastbound left-turn lane would be 
severely limited due to an inability to widen !20th Street to the west due to 
the Dominguez Channel and water well on the north side and the Havvthorne 
Airport on the south side. 

• Furthermore, providing a second left-turn lane on the eastbound 120u' Street 
approach may require that either the existing HOV bypass lane on the on­
ramp be converted to mixed-flow or the new# 1 eastbound left-turn lane be 
restricted to HOV only. The former is not recommended because it would 
disincentivize creation of carpools. The latter is not recommended because it 
would create a trap situation for non-HOV left-turning vehicles who 
inadvertently find themselves in the lane. 

In addition to considering Caltrans' comments concerning this ramp, the City of 

Inglewood has engaged in informal consultations with the City of Ha\vthorne 

concerning this same location. During these consultations, the City of 

Hawthorne has requested that consideration be given to adding a second left­

turn lane to the eastbound !20th Street approach at the intersection and has 

indicated that they believe that the second eastbound left-turn lane could 

potentially fit within the constraints of the existing pavement width. The City of 

Inglewood is amenable to this improvement subject to the following conditions: 

• The improvement fits within the existing pavement width and does not 
require widening. As noted above. widening the existing pavement is 
constrained by the Dominguez Channel, water well, and Hmvthorne Airport. 

• The substandard lane widths and the offsets that this would require on !20th 
Street would be acceptable to both the City of Hawthorne and Caltrans. 

• Caltrans agrees to either convert the existing HOV bypass lane on the on­
ramp to a general purpose lane or restricts the new Ii 1 eastbound left-tum 
lane to HOV-only, creating the trap-lane situation described above. 

The City of Hawthorne has also indicated that, should the second eastbound left­

turn lane prove to be infeasible in consultation with the City of Inglewood and 
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Caltrans, an alternative improvement could be to extend the length of the single 

existing eastbound left-tum lane, thus providing additional storage space for 

eastbound left-turning vehicles. The City of Inglewood is amenable to this 

improvement subject to the following conditions: 

• The improvement fits within the existing pavement width and does not 
require widening. 

• The substandard lane widths that this would require on !20th Street would be 
acceptable lo both the City of Hawthorne and Callrans. 

Accordingly, this mitigation measure is added following Mitigation Measure 

3.14-2(0) on page 3. 14-200 of the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(p) 

Thep_roject applicant shall work with the City_ qf Inglewood the City_ qf 
Hawthorne and Ca/trans to investigate the feasibilitv of adding a second 
?a,~lbo1mdl?fHYX!1HklnLQJ'fi:Slfilldi11gth?lfi11,ethH0Dh?,~i11g_lfiH?Xisti_11,e 
left-tum lane on 120th Street at the 1-105 Eastbound On/Off Ramps 
within the existing pavement width and if determined to be feasible 
t11i.lhi11th?H?:>;isti.1zg12ay_g_rmmLwidlb,Joi_mpl?me11Uh?if1lfJJ'Q\J_?lf1?!1L 

I-105 Westbound Off-Ramp & Hawthorne Boulevard 

This location was found to be impacted using the Caltrans-preferred Highway 

Capacity Manual methodologies under the Cumulative plus Daytime Events 

scenario (PM peak hour) and under the concurrent event scenario with the NFL 

Stadium & The Forum (weekday pre-event and post-event hours), which would 

be an infrequent occurrence. Mitigation was found to be infeasible for the 

following reasons: 

• The westbound off-ramp approach is currently configured with a shared 
center lane, allowing it to be used flexibly. 

• The south Hawthorne Boulevard leg is on the bridge adjacent to (and over) 
the Metro Green Line station and the I-105 freeway, with bus pullouts on 
both sides of the bridge serving the Green Line station. There is insufficient 
room to add lanes on the overpass without interfering with the existing bus 
stops. 

• Given the cumulative nature of the impact, the Proposed Project could 
potentially contribute a fair share to improvements to increase the storage 
capacity on the southbound Hawthorne Boulevard approach (e.g., relocate 
the stop limit line approximately 50 feet to the south, restripe to provide a 
fourth southbound through lane, and relocate the traffic signal controlling the 
southbound approach due to relocation of the stop limit line). However, 
Caltrans does not have a defined project to implement these improvements. 
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Cal trans- l 0 

Caltrans-11 

Caltrans-12 

Caltrans-13 

Because implementation of some of these measures would require approval from 
jurisdictions other than the City of Inglewood, the following is added after the 
first full paragraph on page 3.14-204 of the Draft EIR: 

Since the feasibili1:y of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(p) is not presently known and 
its implementation requires approvals from other jurisdictions beyond the Citv 
Qflngl13wQQcl~it~impl13mJJ11t11JiQnHml1!1Qlbi3_g\111nu1ti3~d::u1J:!Jh~im_p11;;ti~ 
considered to be significant and unavoidable. 

The comment specifically refers to proposed mitigation measures at the I-105 

westbound off-ramp approach to South Prairie Avenue and the I-105 

Westbound off-ramp to Crenshaw Boulevard. The mitigation measures as 

written in the Draft EIR at these locations (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g) on 

page 3.14-199 and Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(j) on page 3.14-200) specify that 

implementation of the mitigation measures would require complying with the 

Caltrans project development process as local agency-sponsored projects. 

Conducting the ICE screening at these locations would be part of the Caltrans 

project development process. 

The City supports Caltrans' goals to reduce driving trips, reduce greenhouse 

gases, and encourage alternative modes of travel. Mitigation Measures 3.14-l(a) 

and 3.14-2(b) would require the Proposed Project to implement a 

comprehensive Transpmtation Demand Management Program (TDM Program) 

to reduce single-occupancy trips and use other modes besides automobile to 

travel to and from the Project Site, both for daytime and non-event employees 

and patrons and for event attendees and employees. The mitigation measures 

would require a series of strategies intended to encourage alternative modes of 

transportation, provide event-day dedicated shuttle services, encourage carpools 

and zero-emission vehicles, encourage active transportation, provide an 

employee vanpool program, provide a regional park-and-ride program, provide 

information services, reduce on-site parking demand, and provide event-day 

local microtransit service. The mitigation measures also would require ongoing 

monitoring and reporting of the TDM Program. 

The City agrees with Caltrans' support for reducing the amount of parking 

whenever possible. The amount of parking to be provided on the Project Site 

has been kept to a minimum in order to encourage the use of modes of transit 

other than private vehicles. Although off-site parking would be available at the 

NFL Stadium in Hollywood Park when events are not occurring at the Stadium, 

it is expected that this ,,,;nLll1''''' :1nw''''' d Sr\1 would serve as 

an encouragement to use of alternative modes to travel to and from events at the 

Project Site. 

Please see Response to Comment Caltrans-11. 
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Caltrans-14 

Caltrans-15 

Caltrans-16 

The first portion of this comment restates information that is provided in the 

Draft EIR. In regards to the Vermont Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project, 

this project is currently in planning stages at Metro. As noted in the comment, 

the Vermont BRT Corridor Technical Study-Final Report was issued in 2017. 

Subsequently, the Vermont Transit Corridor Rail Conversion/Feasibility Study 

was issued in February 2019. According to the Metro website, environmental 

review is anticipated to occur between 2019 and 2023, implementation of the 

BRT option is a Measure M-funded project with an opening date of2028-2030, 

and any potential future conversion to rail is not currently anticipated until after 

fiscal year 2067. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR. both the Proposed Project's Event Transportation 

Management Plan (TMP) (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) starting on page 3.14-

193 and Appendix K.4) and the Proposed Project's TDM Program (Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-l(a) starting on page 3.14-191 and Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) 

starting on page 3.14-195) would be dynamic documents that would be revised 

and refined over lime. Given that implementation of the Vermont BRT project is 

not anticipated until at least 2028, it would not be considered as part of the 

transit strategies that would serve the Proposed Project upon its opening in 

2024. If/when it would be implemented by Metro, the project applicant and the 

City could consider modification of the Proposed Project's TMP and TDM 

Program to provide connections lo the Vermont BRT. 

Regarding multimodal improvements to encourage active transpmiation modes 

and improve community health, the Proposed Project would include a series of 

improvements to enhance pedestrian safety, including a pedestrian bridge across 

Prairie Avenue, widening of the east crosswalk across West Century Boulevard 

at the South Prairie Avenue/West Century Boulevard intersection (Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-13 on page 3.14-248 of the Draft EIR), and provision of traffic 

control officers (TCOs) at numerous locations in the vicinity of the Project Site 

to manage the interaction of pedestrians and vehicles (part of the TMP required 

in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) and fmiher described in Draft EIR, Appendix 

K.4). 

Both Prairie Avenue and Century Boulevard are major arterials in the City of 

Inglewood circulation system and the City does not have plans to narrow either 

facility. However, as discussed in Response to Comment Callrans-15, the 

Proposed Project would include a series of improvements to enhance pedestrian 

safety, including a pedestrian bridge across South Prairie A venue, widening of 

the east crosswalk across West Century Boulevard at the South Prairie 

A venue1W est Century Boulevard intersection, and provision of TCOs at 

numerous locations in the vicinity of the Project Site to manage the interaction 

of pedestrians and vehicles. The Proposed Project would also provide off-street 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Caltrans-17 

Caltrans-18 

Caltrans-19 

bicycle parking exceeding City of Inglewood Municipal Code requirements and 

could accommodate a bike valet service in the West Parking Garage should 

demands materialize. 

Preparation of a detailed Construction Transportation Management Plan 

(CTMP) would be required under Mitigation Measure 3. 14-15 (see Draft EIR, 

page 3.14-253). The CTMP would be intended to ensure that acceptable 

operating conditions on local roadways are maintained. The Draft EIR requires 

that the CTMP include, al a minimum, identification of haul routes and truck 

circulation patterns, not permitting trucks to travel on residential streets, time of 

day of arrival and departure of trucks, limitations on the size and type of trucks, 

provision of a staging area with a limitation on the number of trucks that can be 

waiting, not permitting trucks to park or stage on residential streets, preparation 

ofworksite traffic control plan(s) for lane and/or sidewalk closures, 

identification of detour routes and signing plans for street/lane closures. 

provision of driveway access plan so that safe vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle 

movements are maintained, maintaining safe and efficient access routes for 

emergency vehicles and transit, manual traffic control when necessaiy, 

provisions for pedestrian and bicycle safety, identification of locations for 

construction worker parking, not permitting construction worker parking on 

residential streets, strategies to reduce the proportion of employee and delivery 

trips made during weekday AM and PM peak hours, and strategies to be 

undertaken to reduce the adverse effects during events at The Forum or NFL 

Stadium of construction-related closures of travel lanes along the project 

frontage. 

It is anticipated that the Proposed Project construction contractor would obtain 

the necessary permits for the transportation of heavy construction equipment 

and/or materials which require the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State 

highways. As noted in Response to Comment Caltrans-17, one of the items to be 

considered in the CTMP required in Mitigation Measure 3.14- l 5 is the time of 

day of arrival and departure of trucks. 

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific 

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require 

response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment will be 

included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Letter OPR 
Response 

OPR-1 

Scott Morgan, State of California - Governor's Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) 
March 27, 2020 

This comment is correspondence from OPR to the City acknowledging that the 

Proposed Project complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 

for Draft EIRs, pursuant to CEQA. This comment raises neither significant 

environmental issues nor specific questions about the analyses or information in 

the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 

l 5088. The comment will be included as a part of the record aud made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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letter 
SCAQMD1 
Response 

SCAQMDJ-1 

Alina Mullins, South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) 
January 2, 2020 

This comment is introductory correspondence from South Coast Air Quality 

Management District (SCAQMD) to the City. This comment acknowledges 

SCAQMD's review of the Draft EIR, and reflects the initial comment period 

which ran for 45 days from December 27. 2019 through Febmary 10, 2020. The 

comment period was subsequently extended and formally noticed three times by 

the City, and ultimately concluded after a total of89 days on March 24, 2020. 

SCAQMDl-2 Draft EIR, Appendix D, provided several modeling output data sets and 

worksheets including printed copies of the California Emissions Estimator 

Model software (CalEEMod), AMS/EPS Regulatory Model (AERMOD), 

California Line Source Dispersion Model (CALINE4), and Health Risk 

Assessment model output files produced in the evaluation of the Proposed 

Project. The Benefits Mapping and Analysis Program--Community Edition 

(BenMAP-CE) Modeling technical report with supporting model output files 

was also included. The Community Multiscale Air Quality (CMAQ) 

Photochemical Modeling Study technical repmi was included and consisted a 

list of electronic modeling files. Pursuant to the SCAQMD's request, the City 

provided live modeling files that were used to generate the output files. An 

electronic copy of the live modeling files that were used to quantify the air 

quality impacts, including the health risk assessment, from constmction and 

operations of the Proposed Project was provided on a USB flash drive to the 

SCAQMD on Januaiy 2, 2020. Confirmation of receipt at the SCAQMD was 

provided on January 3, 2020. 
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Letter SCAQMD2 (page 2 of 2) 
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letter 
SCAQMD2 
Response 

SCAQMD2-l 

Alina Mullins, South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) 
January 8, 2020 

In order to expedite delivery of the Carbon Monoxide (CO) Hotspot files 

requested by the commenter, an electronic copy of the CO Hotspot emission 

calculation spreadsheets was emailed lo Alina Mullins on January 9, 2020. Due 

to the size of the files. the spreadsheets were emailed in six separate emails. Ms. 

Mullins confirmed receipt of all six emails on January 9, 2020. 

After further discussions with the City following the submission of this 

comment letter, the SCAQMD determined that the CMAQ input files were not 

required for its review. During a meeting on January 22, 2020, SCAQMD orally 

conveyed lo the City that they had all of the technical information necessary to 

comprehensively review the Draft EIR, and no further technical information was 

needed. 

SCAQMD2-2 Please see Response to Comment SCAQMDl-2. 
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Letter LACDPW 1 (3 of 5) 
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Letter LACDPW 1 ( 4 of 5) 
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letter 
LACDPW1 
Response 

LACDPWl-1 

Toan Duong, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
(LACDPW) 
February 6, 2020 

This introductory comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section l 5088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded lo in Responses to 

Comments LACDPWl-2 through LACDPWl-11, below. 

LACDPWl-2 A meeting was held with representatives of the Los Angeles County Department 

of Public Works on April 12, 2018, at the outset of the EIR preparation process 

and this input was not provided at that time. However. the County's proposed 

installation ofleading pedestrian intervals at the intersections of Century 

Boulevard/Van Ness Avenue and Normandie Avenue/Century Boulevard, and 

its potential installation ofleading pedestrian intervals at the intersections of 

Lennox Boulevard/Inglewood Avenue, Lennox Boulevard/Hawthorne 

Boulevard, 111 th Street/Havvihorne Boulevard, Lennox Boulevard/Freeman 

Avenue, 104th Street/Inglewood Avenue, and 104th Street/Hawthorne 

Boulevard is noted. 

LACDPWl-3 

The County's proposed installation of curb exiensions at the southeast and 

nmiheast comers at the Century Boulevard/Gramercy Place intersection is 

noted. The analyses conducted in the Draft EIR at this location did not assume 

the presence of de-facto right-tum lanes. 

Draft EIR, Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, page 3.7-15, describes 

legislative actions and state-developed plans included in the 2017 Scoping Plan 

Update that have relevance to the statewide strategy for achieving a 40 percent 

reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 2030. The comment requests 

an addition to provide additional specificity regarding Senate Bill (SB) 1383. As 

such, on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIR, the fifth bullet is revised to read: 

SB 1383, which requires a 50 percent reduction in anthropogenic black 

carbon and a 40 percent reduction in hydrofluorocarbon and methane 

emissions below 2013 levels by 2030,wh~rnm~th11n~~mi:>~iQnrnc111~tiQn 

goals include a 7 5 percent reduction in the level of statewide disposal of 

organic waste from 2014 levels bx 2025; and 

LACDPWl-4 The comment requests clarifications to three parts of Draft EIR, Section 3.9, 

Hydrology and Water Quality. as described and addressed below. 
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Draft EIR, Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3.9-8, defines that a 

100-year flood ''has a 1 percent chance or greater of being equaled or exceeded in 

any given year", however. it is acknowledged that the next paragraph, which 

discusses the 500-year flood, does not include such definition. In order to provide 

requested clarification, Draft EIR ,Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, 

page 3.9-8, third paragraph. first sentence, is revised to read: 

The Project Site is designated as Zone X (unshaded), which means the 

Project Site is in an area above the 500-year flood level, indicating that 

there is a 0.2 _percent chance of occurrinJ§_ in any given year. 

The Regulatory Setting subsection of Draft EIR, Section 3.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality describes relevant federal regulations, including Code of Federal 

Regulations Title 44, Pait 60, which regulates development within flood hazard 

areas. In order to provide requested clarification to the Regulatory Setting, Draft 

EIR. Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3.9-13 to 3.9-14, Code of 

Federal Regulations paragraph, first sentence, is revised to read: 

Federal regulations governing development in a floodplain are set forth 

in Code of Federal Regulations Title 44, Part 60, as set forth by the 

N::1JiQrniJHElQQdJmmr!!11c;(JJ'rngrnm'1ukY(JlQp_tn(J1JJ:>tMdimi:>HfQ1:Qrni(Jc;t:> 

within floodplains. 

Impact 3.9-3 addresses the potential for the Proposed Project to alter drainage 

patterns in and around the Project Site. The mnoff flows used in the mnoff 

analysis (presented on pages 3.9-29 to 3.9-30 of the Draft EIR, including 

Table 3.9-7) are taken from the Preliminary Hydrology Report (D&D 

Engineering Inc., 2019), which is listed as the source of information in Table 

3.9-7 and is included as Draft EIR, Appendix Q. As detailed within the 

Preliminary Hydrology Report, the existing and post-development mnofff1ow 

rates "were calculated using the LACDPW Inglewood 50-year, 24-hour isohyet 

(5.15 inches rainfall depth) and associated mnoff coefficient curve." 

LACDPWl-5 Intersection #50, Century Boulevard/Van Ness Avenue, is a shared intersection 

between the City of Inglewood, the City of Los Angeles, and Los Angeles 

County. The relevant jurisdiction is correctly noted on Table 3.14-8 but is 

shown as solely the City of Inglewood and the City of Los Angeles in Table 

3.14-7 (and in Tables 3.14-15, 3.14-22A, 3.14-22B. 3.14-44, 3.14-48A, 

3.14-48B, and 3.14-62.). The jurisdiction of Intersection #50 shown in Tables 

3.14-7, 3.14-15, 3.14-22A, 3.14-22B, 3.14-44, 3.14-48A, 3.14-48B, and 3.14-62 

is revised to change "Inglewood" to "Inglewood/Los Angeles County". 

Intersection #66, Lennox Boulevard/Freeman Avenue, is entirely within the 

jurisdiction of Los Angeles County. This is correctly noted in Table 3.14-8 but 
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the jurisdiction of Intersection #66 is incorrectly shown as the City of Inglewood 

in Table 3.14-7 (and in Tables 3.14-15, 3.14-22A, 3.14-22B, 3.14-44, 3.14-48A, 

and 3.14-48B). The jurisdiction of Intersection #66 shown in Tables 3.14-7. 

3.14-15, 3.14-22A, 3.14-22B, 3.14-44, 3.14-48A, and 3.14-48B is revised to 

change "Inglewood" to ''Los Angeles County". 

Intersection #74, Havvihorne Boulevard/Westbound I-105 Off-Ramp, is a shared 

intersection between the City of Hawthorne, Los Angeles County, and Caltrans. 

However, the jurisdiction is shown incorrectly as the City of Hawthorne and 

Caltrans in Table 3.14-8 (and in Tables 3.14-22B, 3.14-31, 3.14-48B, 3.14-52, 

3.14-59, 3.14-60, 3.14-62, 3. 14-63, 3.14-64, 3.14-67, 3.14-70, 3.14-73, 3.14-76, 

3.14-81, 3.14-84. 3.14-87, 3.14-90, 3.14-93, 3.14-98 and 3.14-99). The 

jurisdiction oflntersection #74 shown in Tables 3.14-8, 3.14-22B, 3.14-31, 

3.14-48B, 3. 14-52, 3.14-59, 3.14-60, 3.14-63, 3.14-64, 3.14-67, 3.14-70, 

3.14-73, 3.14-76, 3.14.-1, 3.14-84, 3.14-87, 3.14-90, 3.14-93, 3.14-98 and 

3.14-99 is revised to change ''Havvthome" to "Hmv1home/Los Angeles County". 

LACDPWl-6 Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) requires the preparation of an Event TMP. As 

shown in Table S-2, one element of the mitigation measure is that the TMP shall 

address pedestrian flows through pedestrian flow management, particularly 

along portions of West Century Boulevard and South Prairie Avenue adjacent to 

the Proposed Project. 

The comment specifically asks about pedestrian flow management in the 

southwest comer of the Project Site. A Draft TMP is included in Draft EIR, 

Appendix K.4. As shown on Figures 8 and 9, and discussed on pages 27 through 

31 of the Draft TMP, TCOs would be posted at locations along the west side of 

South Prairie Avenue at the entrance to the West Parking Garage during pre­

event periods, at the West Parking Garage exit and 102nd Street during post­

event periods, and along the east side of South Prairie Avenue during both pre­

event and post-event periods. A pedestrian bridge would be constructed 

connecting the West Parking Garage on the west side of South Prairie Avenue 

with the Arena and ancillary uses on the east side in order to physically separate 

the pedestrian flows between the garage and the arena from the traffic flows on 

South Prairie Avenue; in addition, the crosswalk across South Prairie Avenue at 

102nd Street would be closed during pre-event and post-event periods. The 

TCOs would prohibit pedestrians from crossing South Prairie A venue, and 

would manage the interaction between pedestrians walking on sidewalks along 

South Prairie Avenue and vehicles entering or exiting the West Parking Garage. 

LACDPWl-7 The Draft EIR considers the potential for significant impacts at level of service 

(LOS) C, D. E, and Fusing the Los Angeles County significance criteria 
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published in the County's current "Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines"3 

for all County intersections analyzed for impacts during the typical AM and PM 

peak hours, time periods for which the criteria was adopted by the County. As 

discussed on page 3.14-62 of the Draft EIR, as the CEQA lead agency the City 

of Inglewood used modified significance criteria for the purpose of determining 

the significance of intersection impacts during the pre-event and post-event 

hours. Under those criteria, a significant impact was identified only at LOSE 

and F. The following describes why the City determined that applying graduated 

criteria at LOS C or D for major event pre- and post-event hours is 

inappropriate: 

1. The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology is typically 
applied by the City to study the congestion-related impacts of a land 
development project during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. Part of 
the rationale for identifying impacts in the LOS CID range via the ICU 
methodology is to determine if a project would routinely and predictably 
consume a considerable portion of the unused capacity of an intersection 
during standard peak hours. This concept would not apply to major events 
(i.e., basketball game or concert) at the Project Site because they would 
neither be daily activities4 nor would they take place during the weekday 
AM and PM peak hours. 

2. Major events, by their nature, are expected to generate large volumes of 
traffic immediately preceding and following an event. Based on years of 
experience with The Forum and the former Hollywood Park racetrack, the 
City of Inglewood understands that the types of mitigation measures 
employed to address impacts of major events are typically traffic 
management strategies meant to optimize the operation of the local streets 
and roads during heavy traffic flows rather than to increase or maintain 
underutilized capacity at LOS CID. 

For analysis of impacts related to the Proposed Project's ancillmy daytime uses 

and daytime events during the typical AM and PM peak hours, the County's 

ICU methodology was used for the analysis of all intersections wholly or 

partially under the jurisdiction of the County. However, as discussed on page 

3.14-19 of the Draft EIR, a microsimulation model was used to analyze impacts 

to intersections along the West Century Boulevard and South Prairie A venue 

corridors (including intersections along West Century Boulevard and South 

Prairie Avenue themselves and the next signalized intersection on either side of 

the two arterials) during the pre-event and post-event hours. Unlike static traffic 

operations analysis (like the ICU methodology), a microsimulation model 

analysis captures the effects of coordinated signal timing plans, closely spaced 

intersections, queue spillbacks, imbalanced lane utilization, lane blockages, 

3 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Traffic Impact Ana!vsis Report Guidelines, January I, 1997. 
4 According to Table 3.14-2, regular season basketball games are anticipated to take place 41 times per year and 

large concerts are anticipated to take place 5 times per year. 
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pedestrian flows, pick-up/drop-off events, and other considerations that are 

important to understand and account for in the assessment of the types of traffic 

flows created before and after major events. 

Microsimulation models also account for the effects of queue spillbacks on 

upstream intersection operations and the effects of pedestrians on network 

performance. They are particularly suited to analyzing the effects of heavy 

vehicle flows before and after an event and allow for evaluation of the 

effectiveness of potential event-related traffic management strategies. Because 

with a major event at the Project Site these types of conditions would be 

expected to be present, primarily along portions of the West Century Boulevard 

and South Prairie Avenue corridors during the pre-event and post-event 

conditions, those facilities were studied using microsimulation. The Synchro/ 

SimTraffic microsimulation model analyzes intersection conditions using the 

delay-based methodology set fmih in the Highway Capacity lvfanual, 61h Edition 

(HCM). s Six of the 18 study intersections that are wholly or partially under the 

jurisdiction of the County were therefore evaluated using the HCM 

methodology in the microsimulation model during the pre-event and post-event 

hours. The remaining 12 were analyzed using the ICU methodology as they are 

located farther away and not within the Crenshaw Boulevard and South Prairie 

A venue microsimulation corridors. 

Under Adjusted Baseline conditions the Draft EIR identified significant impacts 

of the Proposed Project at five intersections wholly or partially under the 

jurisdiction of the County during the AM or PM peak hours for daytime events 

(some of which were found at LOS C or D) and at three County intersections 

during the weekday pre-event, weekday post-event, and/or weekend pre-event 

hours. A number of mitigation measures were identified which could feasibly 

reduce or eliminate some or all of the identified significant impacts. Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-2(b) would require the implementation of a TDM Program to 

reduce Project-related trips, which would in tum reduce the magnitude of 

Project impacts at all impacted intersections. Mitigation Measure 3.14-2( c) 

would require physical modifications lo mitigate impacts at the Century 

Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard intersection. Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) 

would require coordination of traffic signals and optimization of traffic signal 

timings at intersections along West Century Boulevard. No feasible mitigation 

measures were identified at the remainder of the impacted County intersections. 

As discussed on pages 3.14-189 and 3.14-190 of the Draft EIR, the majority of 

the study area is built out, which limits the locations, magnitude, and types of 

physical improvements that could be constructed on surface streets. Physical 

Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, (fh Edition, 2016. 
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improvements, such as roadway widenings, were explored but were found to be 

either ineffective or infeasible due to the need for right-of-way acquisition. 

A Draft Event IMP is included in Draft EIR, Appendix K.4. If the Proposed 

Project is approved, the City would continue to coordinate with the County 

Department of Public Works and other affected agencies regarding the 

refinement and implementation of the Event IMP. As such, Draft EIR, 

Appendix K.4, Table 1 is revised to add the following at the bottom of the table: 

County of Los 
Angeles DeRartment 
of Public Works 
!LACDPWl 

LACDPW manages and maintains streets and other local roads 
in unincoroorated areas of the County of Los Angeles includin(l 
the Lennox area to the southwest of the Project Site 
lmi;ilementation of any event traffic mana(lement measures on 
streets managed by LACDPW must be coordinated with 
LA CD PW 

LACDPWl-8 The analysis of solid waste that is included in,~,~ Impact 3.15-11, indicates thatj 

the Proposed Project would result in a net increase of l ,474 tons per year of 

solid waste over baseline conditions. Because of the capacity of the landfill and 

the ve1y small percentage of the remaining capacity that would be used for 

wastes from the Proposed Project, the impact was determined to be less than 

significant. Since the conduct of the analysis for the Draft EIR, the project 

applicant has committed to implement a Zero Waste Program as part of;;,\}>%' j 

On-Site Local Direct Measures to comply with the provisions of Assembly Bill 

(AB) 987. The Proposed Project Zero Waste Program would be a waste 

reduction and diversion program for operations of the Proposed Project, with the 

exception of the hoteL with a goal of reducing landfill waste to zero. The 

effectiveness of the program is to be monitored annually through the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)'s Waste Wise program or a 

similar annual reporting system.6 The Proposed Project Zero Waste Program 

would include all solid wastes, including organic waste. In order to successfully 

implement the program, physical space is being planned in back-of-house areas 

to accommodate collection and handling of solid wastes prior to diversion to 

other processing facilities. Through this program it is anticipated that the 

Proposed Project would readily comply with the existing requirements of 

AB 1826 as well as the pending requirements of SB 1383. 

As such, the analysis in the Draft EIR represents a conservative estimate of solid 

waste that could be generated by a project similar to the Proposed Project, but 

one that does not achieve compliance with the sustainability goals of the United 

States Green Building Council (USGBC)'s Leadership in Energy and 

Environmental Design (LEED) Gold program and a law such as AB 987. In 

6 Murphy's Bowl LLC, letter to Mr Shannon Hatcher, Air Pollution Specialist, California Air Resources Board, 
November I, 2019, page 4 
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LACDPWl-9 

order to reflect the changes that have been made to the solid waste 

characteristics of the Proposed Project since completion of the analysis in the 

Draft EIR. the following paragraph is added after the fifth paragraph on page 

3.15-80 of the Draft EIR: 

Since the '"}'"';kd'-'"L+i,,,~·analysis for the Draft EIR ,,,,,: '"i' c.ii«:t1J. the 

project applicant has committed to implement an IBEC Zero Waste 

1>rngr11mH11~_p11rtQfJh~irQn:Sitt3HLQ~i!LI2irn~tMt31!~llJ:t3~JQ~QffiJ)IYWith 

the provisions of AB 987. The IBEC Zero Waste Program would be a 

waste and diversion J,Jrogram for OJ,Jerations of the Pro2osed Project with 

th~~x.c\<ptionHQftht3HhQLd,HwithHaHgrniLQfrnd11cingJandfi!Lw11sktQHZ\<m 

The effectiveness of the program is to be monitored annual through the 

US Environmental Protection Agencv (EPA}'s Waste Wise J,Jrogram or a 

similar annual reporting system. 86 

(Footnote 86: M}-)-llh;(s Bowl LLC letter to Mr. Shannon Hatcher Air Pollution S12ecialist _ 
California Air Resources Board November L 2019 I?a,ge 4.J 

The comment suggests deletion of a duplicative sentence in Draft EIR, Section 

3.15, Utilities and Service Systems. In response to this comment, Draft EIR, 

page 3. l 5-75, last paragraph, the second to last sentence is deleted, as shown 

below: 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was 

enacted to reduce. recycle. and reuse solid waste generated in the state to 

the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, AB 939 requires city and 

county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to divert 

50 percent of the total waste stream from landfill disposal by the year 

2000. AB 939 also requires each city and county to promote source 

reduction, recycling, and safe disposal or transformation. Cities and 

counties are required to maintain the 50 percent diversion specified by 

AB 939 past the year 2000. AB 939 also FeEJHires eaeli eily and emmty to 

promote souroe reduction, reoyoling, and safe disposal or transformation. 

The City of Inglewood's City-wide diversion rate per AB 939 was 

62 percent in 2010.81 

(Footnote 81: City of Inglewood, 2012. Meeting of Special Council Evaluation of Solid 
Waste and Recycling SeIVices Proposals. 
http://v1.cityofinglewood.org/pdfs/wastemanagemenVhfu.pdf. Accessed December 4, 2018.) 

LACDPWl-10 In accordance the commenter's request, the Los Angeles County Department of 

Public Works will be informed of release of any future environmental 

documents related to the Proposed Project. 

LACDPWl-11 This comment is the attachment to which Comment LACDPWl-7 refers. The 

attachment includes V/C ratio or delay ranges and corresponding levels of 
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service for signalized and unsignalized intersections, as well as thresholds of 

si~'llificance for signalized and unsignalized intersections. For each type of 

intersection, thresholds of significance are given for intersections operating at 

LOS A or B before the addition of project traffic, as well as for intersections 

operating at LOS C, D, E, and F. This attachment is sourced in the comment as 

"LA County Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines (May 2007)." 

The thresholds of significance shown in this comment differ from the thresholds 

used in the Draft EIR analysis, which are presented on page 3.14-62 of the Draft 

EIR. As explained above in Response to Comment LACDPWl-7, the thresholds 

used in the Draft EIR provide specific criteria for identifying impacts at 

intersections operating at LOS C. D, E or F before the addition of project traffic. 

but not for intersections operating at LOS A or B. These thresholds were taken 

from the January I, 1997, version of the County's ''Traffic Impact Analysis 

Report Guidelines"7 and are identical to what is shown in a December 2013 

draft revision to those guidelines. 8 The 1997 version is actively linked online as 

of March 2020 at this address: https://dpw.lacounty.gov/Traffic/Traffic'Yo20 

Impact0/c,20Anal ysis%20Gu idelines. pdf 

Please also see Response to Comment LACDPW 1-7. 

7 Los Angeles CoW1ty Department of Public W arks, 
8 [,os Angeles County Department of Public Works, 

December 2013. 
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Letter ALUC (page 2 of 2) 
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letter 
Al UC 
Response 

ALUC-1 

ALUC-2 

Bruce Durbin, Airport land Use Commission (AlUC) 
February 6, 2020 

This introductory comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

The Draft EIR considers an extensive range of environmental effects related to 

airport and aviation-related issues, including discussions in Draft EIR, Section 

3.10, Land Use and Planning, noise and hazards. The proximity of the site to 

nearby airports, the planning boundaries and related policies of the Los Angeles 

County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) are discussed on page 3.10-3 of the 

Draft EIR. The Aircraft Noise Mitigation Program and its application to the area 

in and around the Project Site is presented on page 3 .10-4 of the Draft EIR. The 

Los Angeles County ALUP and its policies are described in detail on pages 

3.10-18 and 19 of the Draft EIR, and the consistency of the Proposed Project to 

those policies is described on page 3.10-34 of the Draft EIR. 

Aircraft noise levels at and around the Project Site are described on page 

3.11-28 of the Draft EIR, and the effects of aircraft flyovers on the existing 

vibration setting is described on pages 3.11-28 and 3.11-30 of the Draft EIR. 

Relevant ALUP policies related to noise are presented on page 3.11-56 of the 

Draft EIR. The effects of the Proposed Project on the noise environment, 

including existing aircraft noise levels, are described in Impact 3.11-2 on pages 

3.11-104 to 3 .11-159 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR concludes that the 

Proposed Project is consistent with the Noise Land Use Compatibility Matrix of 

the City's General Plan, and the noise levels generated by aircraft operations at 

nearby airports would be unaffected by the Proposed Project. 

Federal aviation regulations relevant to established navigable airspace around 

LAX and Jack Northrop Field/Ha\vthome Municipal Airport (HHR) are 

described on pages 3.8-22 and -23 of the Draft EIR, and safety related policies 

of the Los Angeles County ALUP are presented on pages 3.8-26 and -27 of the 

Draft EIR. The methodology for evaluation of the airport-related hazards of the 

Proposed Project is described on page 3.8-31 of the Draft EIR. The potential of 

constrnction and operation of the Proposed Project to create hazards to 

navigable airspace and/or operations of LAX and/or HHR, and consistency of 

the Proposed Project with safety policies of the ALUP are described under 

Impact 3.8-5 on pages 3.8-44 through 3.8-48 of the Draft EIR. 
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ALUC-3 

Referral of the Proposed Project to the ALUC for review is addressed in 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-5, which requires the project applicant lo submit an 

application to the ALUC for a determination that that the Proposed Project is 

consistent with the ALUP. 

The City ofinglewood will refer the Proposed Project to the ALUC for a 

consistency determination with the adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Plan. Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 also requires the project applicant to submit 

Form 7460, "Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration," to the FAA or 

notify the FAA through the Obstacle Evaluation/ Airport Airspace Analysis 

system, consistent with the requirements of l 4 Code of Federal Regulations 

Pmi 77, prompting completion of an aeronautical study to determine whether 

the Proposed Project would constitute a hazard to air navigation. With 

implementation of this mitigation measure, the Proposed Project would be 

consistent with California Public Utilities Code section 21676(b), as cited in this 

comment. 

During fall 2019, the project applicant submitted Form 7460 to the FAA for a 

number of elements of the Proposed Project. As of this writing, a Determination 

of No Hazard to Air Navigation has been issued for the following components 

of the Proposed Project: Plaza retail and ancillary buildings and signs; West 

Parking Garage, South Parking Structure, East Parking Garage, and Hotel. 9 The 

FAA' s evaluation of the Arena Structure is ongoing. 

The City of Inglewood has engaged with the Los Angeles County ALUC 

several times during the preparation of the Draft EIR, and will continue to 

engage in pre-consultation discussions with staff up to and through the period 

when the Proposed Project is considered on its merits by the City's Planning 

Commission and City Council. The City has met and consulted with ALUC staff 

five times during the preparation of the EIR, with the first meeting on May 8, 

2019, and the most recent on March 26, 2020. The City appreciates ALUC 

staffs availability for these consultations. It is anticipated that further 

consultation will occur prior to formal submission of materials for ALUC 

evaluation and consideration. This comment will be included as a part of the 

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

Proposed Project. 

9 Federal Aviation Administration. Karen McDonald, Specialist, Letter to Chris Holmquist. Murphy's Bowl U,C, 
October 2, 201 9 
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Letter BBB (page 1 of 1) 
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letter BBB 
Response 

BBB-1 

Tim McCormick, Big Blue Bus, City of Santa Monica 
February 6, 2020 

The City ofinglewood agrees with the comment regarding the importance of 

encouraging increased use of rail and bus transit. The City also agrees that 

encouraging transit use depends in part on the ability of shuttles to travel 

between Metro stations and IBEC. 

The transit mode split modeling conducted as part of the Draft EIR for the 

Proposed Project assumed that project shuttles to/from the Metro 

Crenshaw/LAX Line and Metro Green Line light rail stations would travel in 

congested conditions. If a transit-only lane was implemented by the City before 

or after events at the Proposed Project, then shuttle travel time for transit riders 

would likely decrease; transit would become relatively more reliable and 

attractive: and transit mode shares would increase as compared to those levels 

estimated in the Draft EIR. Because the transportation analysis in the Draft EIR 

does not assume such increased transit mode shares, the analysis is conservative. 

The City has devoted significant attention to expanding opportunities for transit 

service in the area. These efforts currently focus primarily on the NFL Stadium, 

which is scheduled to open in summer 2020. The following discussion provides 

a brief summary of these effmis. 

First, the City is actively coordinating with regional and local transportation 

agencies to increase municipal bus services as early as the summer of2020 

when the NFL Stadium is anticipated to open. Historically. bus service in the 

City has remained at low levels. Over the last year, the City has helped increase 

transit services as follows: 

• LA Metro: increase in event day service operations, 9 buses from the Green 
Line and 9 buses from LAX Crenshaw 

• Big Blue Bus Santa Monica: extended Line 14 from Playa Vista lo 
Inglewood 

• Gardena Transit: increase event day service operations 

• Torrance Transit: extended Line JO, "Torrance lo Florence", on game and 
non-game days 

• Long Beach Transit: Buses will operate from Harbor Gateway Station and 
Del Amo Station to the NFL Stadium 

Second. in support ;{the opening of the Stadium at the Los Angeles Spmis and 

Entertainment District at Hollywood Park (LASED), the City has been working 

to develop a Transportation Management and Operations Plan (TMOP) for the 
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BBB-2 

NFL Stadium. As part of the TMOP, the City is exploring operating, on a trial 

basis, a transit-only lane on La Brea Avenue that would include temporary 

cones and changeable message signs, and would be managed as necessary by 

traffic control operators. This transit-only lane would be incorporated into the 

TMOP, with routes assigned to transit providers such as Big Blue Bus. As the 

City's NFL Stadium TMOP is implemented, the City intends to develop and 

refine transit-only lanes and overall circulation plans. In particular, bus routes 

(including those for Big Blue Bus) and transit-only lanes would be adjusted as 

appropriate to increase the efficiency and reliability of the transit system. 

Bus routes and the transit-only lane system could be expanded to accommodate 

events at the Proposed Project when it is scheduled to open in 2024. At that 

time, the City and transit providers would have the benefit of three years of 

experience managing transit access to the LASED. That experience would be 

beneficial in determining how best to manage transit operations at the Proposed 

Project. 

The City agrees with the comment that providing reliable, efficient options for 

traveling between Metro stations and the Proposed Project site is an impmtant 

component of encouraging transit use. The City also agrees that regional bus 

transit should be accommodated. As explained in Response to Comment 

BBB-1, the City is making significant effort to provide such options for all 

venues along the Prairie Avenue corridor, including The Forum, the NFL 

Stadium, and the Proposed Project. To these ends, the City looks forward to 

further collaboration with the commenter and other transit providers, and 

appreciates the commenter's willingness to participate in these efforts. 
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Letter LACFD (2 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (3 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (4 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (5 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (6 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (7 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (8 of9) 
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Letter LACFD (9 of9) 
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letter 
LAC FD 
Response 

LACFD-1 

LACFD-2 

Ronald M. Durbin, Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) 
February 13, 2020 

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific 

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require 

response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section l 5088. The comment will be 

included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Specific comments regarding the 

Draft EIR are provided and responded lo in Responses to Comments LACFD-2 

through LACFD-6. 

As described on page 3.13-26 of the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department (LAC FD, or District) has indicated that additional staffing of one 

fire captain post position in the City is anticipated to be required in order to 

offset the cumulative effect on fire protection services due lo substantial growth 

in the project area but that it does not anticipate the need to expand fire or 

emergency response facilities within the vicinity of the Project Site, even in 

consideration of cumulative development within the LACFD service area. 10 The 

LACFD's 2017 2021 Strategic Plan is designed to address short- and long-term 

challenges and to carry out the County's public safety mission in meeting the 

current and future needs. 

The City ofinglewood contracts with the LACFD for fire protection services. 

Through that contract, the City provides funding to the District for services; 

however, the District also collects revenue via prope1iy taxes collected within 

the district. Increased revenues to the City of Inglewood would be sufficient to 

offset any increase in costs associated with the provision of public services, 

including fire protection services. Increased personnel costs to the LACFD are 

expected to be offset through negotiated increased revenues to the LACFD, 

including increased payments from the City's General Fund to LACFD for fire 

protection servicesn The City's approved budget for 20 l 9-2020 states: 

Los Angeles County Fire Department Contract-The City of 
Inglewood contracts with the County of Los Angeles for fire 
protection services. The County added a cost of living 
adjustment (COLA) to the FY 2019-20 contract for fire services. 
The total cost for L4. County Fire contract is $16,628,412. The 
COL4. increase and an accompanying increase in the County's 

10 Lorraine Buck, Supervising Planning Analyst, Planning Division, LACFD, letter correspondence dated 
April 15, 2019 

11 Chris Jackson, Economic and Community Development Director, City of [nglewood, phone correspondence, 
April 29, 2020 
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LACFD-3 

employee benejlts are the primary factors resulting in a 
$1,657,322 (11.07%) increase. 

The amounts paid or budgeted by the City for LAC FD in recent years are: 

2016-2017 

2017-2018 

2018-2019 

2019-2020 

$12,520,215 (actual) 

$12,864,378 (actual) 

$14,971,090 (budgeted) 

$16,628,412 (budgeted) 

As noted above, these payments are from the City's General Fund.12 The 

General Fund, in tum, derives most of its revenue from a variety of sources, 

including property tax, sales tax, utility tax, and various other sources. To the 

extent the Proposed Project results in increased General Fund revenue, that 

revenue would be available to meet the City's obligations with respect to 

payments to LACFD. 13 This information shows that payments from the City of 

Inglewood or other contracts with nearby cities experiencing cumulative 

development would be sufficient to cover the cost of these services. The specific 

allocation of revenues to the funding of positions within the Fire District is 

subject to budgeting decisions of the LACFD. To reflect the correct revenue 

source for the LAC FD, Draft EIR, page 3.13-26, second paragraph, last 

sentence is revised to read: 

Similar to the Proposed Project, cumulative projects would generate 

revenue (e.g., developer fees, property afla sales taK revenue) that could 

be used to offset LACFD expenditures necessary lo meet increased 

demand for fire protection and emergency medical services consistent 

with its Strategic Plan. 

Design, construction, and operation of the Proposed Project would comply with 

the requirements of the LACFD Land Development Unit presented in this 

comment, including general requirements for project compliance with 

applicable fire and building codes and ordinances, as well as 39 specific 

requirements and design criteria to be included on the project plans (listed in 

items 1 through 4 l ). As a matter of course, the City refers development project 

plans to LAC FD for review and comment, and ensures compliance with 

LACFD design requirements through the Plan Check and Building Inspection 

12 Chris Jackson, Economic and Community Development Director, City of Inglewood, phone correspondence, 
April 29, 2020 

13 The information provided in this response is derived from the City's approved budget for 2019-2020. (See 
https :/ /www.cityofinglewood.org/ ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/8 75.) 
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process; these same processes would take place through the final design, 

construction, and operation of the Proposed Project. 

The impacts of the Proposed Project on fire protection services are analyzed in 

Draft EIR, Section 3.13, Public Services. The analysis contained in the Draft 

EIR determined that the Proposed Project, individually or under cumulative 

conditions, would not result in a substantial increase in demand for additional 

fire protection and emergency medical services that would exceed the capability 

of the LACFD such that it would require construction of new fire protection or 

emergency service facilities. The Proposed Project would also include 

infrastructure to meet requirements for fire Jlow and additional private and 

public fire hydrants that would meet the requirements of the City's Fire Code. 

which incorporates Los Angeles County, Title 32, Fire Code and the 

requirements of the LACFD. Impacts related lo fire protection were determined 

to be less than significant. 

During the preparation of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, the LACFD 

was consulted and the feedback provided by the LAC FD regarding the Proposed 

Project WL~·:·-rn incorporated. As discussed in Impact 3.13-1 on pages 3.13-13 

through 3.13-19 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would be designed and 

operated in compliance with the City's Fire Code and the City's Building Code. 

Because the analysis in the Draft EIR determined that Impacts 3.13-1and3.13-2 

would be less than significant, there is no requirement for the imposition of 

mitigation measures. However, as is discussed above, if the Proposed Project is 

approved, the requirements of the LACFD would be incorporated into and 

required through the project conditions of approval. The Proposed Project 

conditions of approval would include: 

• provision of fire apparatus access roadways, with appropriate access points. 
signage and dimensions; 

• sufficient water supplies, including meeting fire flow requirements; 

• appropriately spaced and unobstructed fire hydrants; 

• designated fire lanes; 

• traffic cal ming devices; 

• appropriate security gates with Knox Key access; and 

• fire resistant doors and materials, as well as walkways, stairwells, and 
elevator systems (including emergency and fire control elevators) that meet 
code requirements. 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

LACFD-4 

The Proposed Project's conditions of approval would further include fire safety 

features that would include the installation of automatic fire sprinkler systems, 

smoke detectors. fire extinguishers, a fire alarm system, building emergency 

communication system and smoke control system, and appropriate signage and 

internal exit routes to facilitate a building evacuation if necessary. Further, new 

construction in the City of Inglewood is subject to LAC FD review for 

compliance with life safety measures. The LAC FD is required to grant approval 

of the plans prior to the City's approval and issuance of a building permit. +k;"d·, 

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department's 

Forestry DivisiotL include erosion control, watershed management, rare and 

endangered species, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity 

Zones, archaeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree 

Ordinance. Each of these topics were analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comment 

provides no specific comments on these issues, and appears to include 

information related to standard requirements for certain sensitive environmental 

resources under the purview of the Forestry Division. The discussion below 

provides an overview of how these issues were addressed in the Draft EIR 

Draft EIR, Section3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality includes Impact 3.9-1 

(Draft EIR, pages 3.9-21 through 3.9-24) and Impact 3.9-3 (Draft EIR, pages 

3.9-26 through 3.9-31), and Draft EIR, Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, includes 

Impact 3.6-1 (Draft EIR, pages 3.6-25 through 3.6-26), all of which provide 

analysis of the Proposed Project effects on issues related to erosion control and 

watershed management. With regard to erosion, construction of the Proposed 

Project would be required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit, the City's 

Municipal Code section 10 208, the County's Low Impact Development (LID) 

Standards Manual, and the USGBC's LEED program. Through these 

regulations, the project applicant would be required to prepare and implement a 

LID Report (the Draft LID Report can be found in Draft EIR, Appendix Q) and 

a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that, both of which would be 

subject to review and approval by the City. Implementation of these reports 

would also serve to reduce any potential impacts to the Dominguez Channel 

Watershed. Impacts related to these issues, as analyzed in the Draft EIR, were 

determined to be less than significant. 

The effects of the Proposed Project on rare and endangered species are analyzed 

in Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Biological Resources. As discussed in Impact 3.3-1 

(see Draft EIR, page 3.3-13), no species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 

14 Chris Jackson, Economic and Community Development Director, City of [nglewood, phone correspondence, 
April 29, 2020 
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special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 

the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) occur within the Project Site. As such. 

constrnction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in no impact to 

sensitive or protected species. 

Because the Project Site is located in the City of Inglewood, not unincorporated 

Los Angeles County, the County Oak Tree Ordinance is not applicable to the 

Proposed Project. The Draft EIR includes an analysis of the extent to which the 

Proposed Project may have an impact on trees. As the Draft EIR notes, there are 

a total of 72 trees present on the Project Site that are considered "protected 

trees" in accordance with the City of Inglewood Tree Preservation Ordinance 

(Inglewood Municipal Code Chapter 12, Article 32). As described on page 3.3-3 

of the Draft EIR, there is only one native tree species, coast live oak (Quercus 

agr{folia), on the Project Site. The City oflnglewood Tree Preservation Ordinance 

considers ''protected trees" to include coast live oak trees that are at least 4 inches 

in diameter at breast height.15 As described in Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Biological 

Resources (Impact 3.3-3 on pages 3.3-16 through 3.3-18 of the Draft EIR), the 

Proposed Project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, 
which would ensure compliance with the City's Tree Preservation Ordinance. 

Impacts would be less than significant with implementation of this mitigation 

measure. 

The Project Site is located in a developed urban area served by the City of 

Inglewood Fire Department and is not located within a very high of high fire 

hazard severity zone. As such, it would be unnecessary for the Proposed Project 

to incorporate fuel modification for very high of high fire hazard severity zones. 

No impacts related to this issue would occur. 

Archaeological and cultural resources are analyzed in detail in Draft EIR, 

Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources. As discussed therein, 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 through Mitigation Measure 3.4-3 would be 

implemented which would require the retention of a qualified archaeologist. In 

addition, Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 provides procedures that must be 

implemented in the event of the unanticipated discovery of human remains 

during excavation or other ground disturbance related to the Proposed Project. 

With implementation of these mitigation measures, development of the 

Proposed Project would reduce impacts to archaeological and cultural resources 

to less-than-significant levels. 

15 City of [nglev/Ood. }vfunicipal Code Chapter 12 Article 32, Tree Preservation. W\Vw.qcode.us/codes/inglewood. 
Accessed October 10, 201 8 
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LACFD-5 

LACFD-6 

Please see Response to Comment LACFD-4. 

As described on page 3.8-40 of the Draft EIR, investigations and remediation 

are overseen by federal, State. and/or local regulatory agencies, such as the 

EPA, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the Los 

Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), and the LACFD 

Health Hazardous Materials Division, Site Mitigation Unit (SMU). Agencies 

such as these review sites on a case-by-case basis and evaluate potential soil- or 

water-based health hazards in light of current and future planned land uses, 

characteristics of the contaminants of concern. and potential exposure pathways. 

While there are no known properties within the Project Site that are under active 

investigation or remediation, based on the historic uses on the Project Site the 

potential exists for future constrnction activities associated with the Proposed 

Project to disturb previously unidentified contamination. As noted by the 

commenter, currently the SMU lacks sufficient staffing to oversee potential 

future environmental cleanups al the Project Site. 

In order to clarify the responsibility for oversight of hazardous materials 

remediation or clean-up activities that may be required on the Project Site, 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-4, on pages 3.8-43 and 3.8-44 of the Draft EIR, is 

revised to read: 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 

Prior to initiating any ground disturbing activities on the Project Site, 
the project applicant shall prepare a Soil 1\.fanagement Plan (SA1P) that 
is submitted to and reviewed and approved by the l,es Angel-es Ceunty 
Health Haz€lrdous ),'1£lteri£lls Divisien (HHA<JD), California Department 
of Toxic Substances Control CDTSC! the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board a_ARWQCBl, the Los Angeles County_ Fire 
Devartment !JdJCJ<D) Site Afitigation Unit f!iMU! or other avvlicable 
regulatory agencv having jurisdiction to review or approve the SAfP. The 
SA.fl' shall be prepared bv a Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) 
or other qualified expert, and shall address the.findings of the two EKI 
technical memoranda dated June 28, 2019, and/or subsequent relevant 
studies. 

During construction, the contractor shall implement the SAfP lf 
unidentified or suspected contaminated soil or groundwater evidenced by 
stained soil, noxious odors, or other.factors, is encountered during site 
preparation or constniction activities on any portion of the Project Site, 
work shall stop in the excavation area of potential contamination. Upon 
discovery of suspect soils or groundwater, the contractor shall notify the 
JiHM.D DTSC L4RWOCB. SMU and/or other applicable regulatorv 
ag_e11r;JJ,_ and retain an REA or qualified professional to collect soil 
samples to confirm the type and extent of contamination that may be 
present. 
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If contamination is confirmed to be present, any fi1rther ground 
disturbing activities within areas of identified or suspected 
contamination shall be conducted according to a site specific health and 
safety plan, prepared by a Cal{fornia state licensed professional. The 
contractor shall follow all procedural direction given by J!HA4J) DTSC 
LARWOCB,HSMU,HmH!/orHo1lZ<rf"flJmlirnhlr:1r:.eukl1mYflS?filKb and in 
accordance with the SMP to ensure that suspect soils are isolated, 
protected fi·om runoff, and disposed of in accordance with transport laws 
and the requirements of the licensed receiving facility. 

If contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered and identified 
constituents exceed human health risk levels, ground disturbing activities 
shall not recommence within the contaminated areas until remediation is 
complete and a "no further action" letter is obtained from the 
appropriate regulatory agency or direction is otherwise given that 
construction can commence. The project applicant shall submit the "no 
further action" letter or equivalent notification to the City prior to 
resumption of any ground disturbing activity on the relevant portion of 
the Project Site. 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter Sanitation (page 1 of 4) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter Sanitation (page 2 of 4) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter Sanitation (page 3 of 4) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter Sanitation (page 4 of 4) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

letter 
Sanitation 
Response 

Sanitation-I 

Sanitation-2 

Sanitation-3 

Adriana Raza, Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 
(LACSD) 
March 10, 2020 

This introductory comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section l 5088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded lo in Responses to 

Comments Sanitation-2 through Sanitation-7. 

The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (LAC SD) provided comments 

in response lo the City's NOP on March 27, 2018. Its NOP comment letter is 

included in Draft EIR, Appendix B. Comments provided in that letter pe1taining 

to environmental issues analyzed in the EIR (i.e., wastewater infrastructure) 

were considered in the Draft EIR analysis provided in Chapter 3, Environmental 

Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. 

There are two separate sewer systems in the vicinity of the Project Site where 

wastewater is conveyed: two LAC SD trunk sewers (Prairie Avenue Trunk 

Sewer and South Inglewood Orange Trunk Sewer), and the City of Inglewood 

local collector sewer lines (see Draft EIR, page 3. l 5-49). As discussed in the 

Draft EIR, "[t]he Project Site is subdivided into four tributary areas associated 

connection points. These points of connection include: (1) the City's sewer line 

at South Prairie A venue and West l 02nd Street (point of connection 1 ); (2) the 

City's sewer line at West 102nd Street west of South Doty Avenue (point of 

connection 2); (3) the LAC SD Prairie Trunk Sewer at Freeman A venue and 

103rd Street (point of connection 3 ); and ( 4) the City's sewer line at West 102nd 

Street at a manhole east of South Doty Avenue (point of connection 4)" (see 

Draft EIR, page 3. l 5-55). The Proposed Project would contribute sewage flows 

to LACSD's Prairie Avenue Trunk Sewer and the South Inglewood-Orange 

Avenue Sewer. The comment does not raise environmental issues or an issue 

specific to the Draft EIR and the environmental impacts addressed therein. This 

comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the 

decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

The estimated wastewater generation (12,764 gallons per day (gpd)) in Table 

3.15-13 (see Draft EIR, page 3.15-50) was based on Districts' wastewater 

generation factors, existing land uses and areas in square feet. It is understood 

that the measurements of existing wastewater flows (8,955 gpd) can differ 

depending on current occupancy/ vacancy rates, specific types of commercial 
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and residential uses, and seasonality. The difference between actual flows 

presented in the comment and the estimated flows shown in the Draft EIR is 

approximately 3,800 gpd. The Draft EIR is conservative and provided a baseline 

for the analysis to assist in comparing existing wastewater flows to those 

estimated flows from the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project daily average 

wastewater flows are estimated to be 0.056 million gallons per day (MGD). 

Because existing wastewater flows are less than the estimated flows, this results 

in greater available flow and treatment capacity within the existing sewer and 

wastewater treatment systems than was presented in the Draft EIR. The analysis 

in the Draft EIR reviewed the sewer pipeline sizes and evaluated whether there 

would be capacity within the sewer systems to convey wastewater flows from 

the Project Site to the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) facility (see 

Draft EIR, page 3. l 5-57). Estimates of new wastewater flows associated with 

the Proposed Project are based on potable water quantities entering the Proposed 

Project and then leaving the Proposed Project through sewer systems; the 

difference between estimated wastewater flows of3,800 gpd and the existing 

wastewater flows is inconsequential to the analysis. Upsizing the 12-inch sewer 

line along West 103rd Street, in combination with the existing City collector 

sewer lines and LAC SD sewer system there would be adequate capacity to serve 

the Proposed Project (see Draft EIR, page 3.15-58). The results of the analysis 

are unchanged and the determination of less-than-significant impacts remains as 

and no new analysis is necessary. 

In order to incorporate the information provided by the comment, Draft EIR, 

page 3. l 5-50, the second paragraph is revised to read: 

The West Parking Garage Site, East Transportation and Hotel Site, and 

Well Relocation Site are currently vacant and do not generate 

wastewater. The six existing developed parcels located in the Arena Site 

include a fast food restaurant, a motel, a warehouse and light 

manufacturing facility, a commercial catering business, and a 

groundwater well and related facilities. These existing uses, excluding 

the groundwater well and related facilities, generate wastewater that is 

conveyed by City and LAC SD sewer lines and treated at the JWPCP. 

The existing wastewater demand is estimated based on LAC SD 

wastewater generation factors. Table 3.15-13 details the existing land 

uses, the estimated daily average wastewater flow, and estimated peak 

flow. Based on the existing land uses, the estimated existing peak 

wastewater flow generated at the Project Site is approximately 

0.032 MGD. According to LACSD the existing wastewater generation at 

thtJJ'IQ1JQ:l(JclJ'rnj(J<;L:>i1(Ji:>H8~255_gpcl,HB'1:>(JclHQI1Hthi:>i!lformJ1JiQ!LHJ2()'1k 

flows could be 22, 388 gpd or 0.024 MGD. The difference between 
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Sanitation-4 

actual flows and the estimated flows is armroximatelv 3.800 gallons J,Jer 

d:wHorQ,QQ38HMGD. 

The Draft EIR states that estimated average daily flows from the Hollywood 

Park Specific Plan (HPSP) will be 953,992 gpd (see Table 3.15-14 on page 

3.15-52 of the Draft EIR). The comment stales that estimated average daily 

flows from the HPSP will be 1,070,559 gpd. Both estimates are based on 

LACSD's average wastewater generation factors. The difference in the 

estimates is due to the use of different land use categories in applying these 

factors. 

The districts within LACSD are using 325 gallons (gal)/l ,000 square feet (st) 

for the Shopping Center category. The Draft EIR uses of 100 gal/1,000 sf used 

for Retail (Store) Category. The difference is 225 gal/1,000 sf. The HPSP 

includes 518,077 sf of Retail uses. Multiplying the 225 gal/1,000 sf by the 

518,077 sf of Retail uses, there would be an increase of 116,567 gpd (Daily 

Average Flow) for a total of 168,375 gpd. The total calculated Daily Average 

Flow would be approximately 1,070,559 gpd. This would be a 12 percent 

increase above the 953,992 gpd. 

Based on the information provided by LACSD, Draft EIR, page 3.15-51, the 

fifth and sixth paragraphs are revised to read: 

Table 3 .15-14 details the land uses, daily average, and peak flows for the 

HPSP Adjusted Baseline projects, which shows that the HPSP Adjusted 

Baseline projects would generate an estimated peak wastewater flow of 

~:2,_6_7_ MGD. This estimate conservatively assumes that no wastewater 

is currently being generated at the HPSP area under existing conditions. 

The JWPCP currently provides treatment for a peak flow of330 MGD, 

with a capacity of 400 MGD. With the HPSP Adjusted Baseline projects 

peak flow included as part of the Adjusted Baseline, this analysis reflects 

that the JWPCP provides treatment for a peak flow of~ 

332,67 MGD ofwaslewater. 57 

(Footnote 57: The HPSP peak flow, rather than average flow, was added to existing average flow 
conditions to provide a conseJVative analysis.) 

Draft EIR, page 3. I 5-52, Table 3.15-14 is revised per LACSD's Shopping 

Center wastewater generation rate of 325 gal/1,000 sf: 
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TABLE 3.15-14 
ESTIMATED HOLLYWOOD PARK SPECIFIC PLAN WASTEWATER GENERATION 

Daily Average Daily Peak Flow 
Hollywood Park Wastewater Average (2.5 x Peak 
Specific Plan land Unit Generation Flow Average) Flow 
Use Contribution Factor (gpd) (gpd) (MGD) (cfs) 

Stadiuma 70,000 seats 10 gallons/seat/day 700,000 1.75 2.71 

Performance Venuea 6,000 seats 10 gallons/seat/day 60,000 0.15 0.23 

Retail 518,077 sf W002_5_gallons/1,000 sf 51,-300 168375 °'1-3 042 °'W065 

Office 466,000 sf 200 gallons/1,000 sf 93.200 0.23 0.36 

Residential 314 du 156 gallons/du 48,984 0.12 0.19 

Total ~1070559 bl& 2.67 ~4.14 

NOTE: 
gpd = gallons per day; MDG = million gallons per day; cfs =cubic feet per second; sf= square feet; du= dwelling unit 

a The Sewer Area Study differentiates generation rates between the stadium use and the performance venue use. Since the uses of a 
stadium and a performance venue are similar in nature, the generation rate for both the stadium and the performance venue is the 
number of seats. 

SOURCE ESA, 2019. Generation rates are based off of AECOM, 2019. Sewer Atea Study Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment 
Center. April 30, 2019 and_S.anilatlonDjfiliicls_otLo_s_l\ngeJe_s_Couo!)l .. 2020 .. 

Sanitation-5 

The calculated 12 percent increase of 116.567 gpd, or 0.29 MGD of Peak Flow 

Average (0.42 MGD Total Peak Flow Average) would not be significant as the 

JWPCP can treat up to 400 MGD and this still within the additional 67.33 MGD 

of peak flow capacity. Even with these additional wastewater flows, this would 

not change the conclusion that the impact would be less than significant. 

Table 3.15-15 presented the Proposed Project wastewater generation quantities, 

each of the Point of Connection is subtotaled accordingly. According to this 

table, the Proposed Project would generate an increase estimated al 269,850 gpd 

in average daily wastewater flow. The comment estimates this increase at 

276,794 gpd. a difference of 6,944 gpd, or approximately 2.6 percent In order 

to determine the reason for this difference. the City contacted the commenter 

and obtained a copy of its calculations. Based on a review of these calculations. 

the following revisions to the estimate have been made. 

First, there is a subtotal error in Point of Connection 3 Sports Medicine Clinic 

and the Community Space generation rates was not included in the subtotal, the 

subtotal should have been 198,200 gpd for Daily Average Flow, instead of 

187.700 gpd. However, the Peak Flow Average (MGD) and Peak Flow (cfs) 

were subtotaled correctly. 0.50 MGD and 0.77 cfs, respectively. The Peak Flow 

Average and Peak Flow were used to assess the Proposed Project's contribution 

to wastewater flows into LACSD's sewer system. As such, the results of the 

analysis remain unchanged and no new analysis would be necessary. 
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Second, LAC SD removed the existing wastewater generation of 8,955 gpd from 

the existing land uses at the Project Site. 

Third, based on its Table 1, Loadings for Each Class of Land Use, LACSD used 

325 gal/1,000 sf for Mixed Use Bldg. 

Taking all three of these revisions into account, the comment estimates 

wastewater generation would be 276,794 gpd (average daily flow. Using 

LACSD's methodology, the change in average daily flows results in 

corresponding changes to the estimate of peak flows. As set forth below, the 

wastewater generation flows and averages presented in the Draft EIR have been 

revised to correspond with the information provided by LACSD. 

The revised estimate of wastewater flows does not alter the Draft EIR's 

conclusions. There remains adequate capacity to convey and treat the 

wastewater flows from the Proposed Project. This difference does not change 

the results of the analysis presented in the Draft EIR. Because the surrounding 

sewer mains are sized to accommodate peak wastewater flows and the J\VPCP 

has adequate capacity to serve the Proposed Project, this impact would be less 

than significant (Draft EIR, page 3.15-58). 

In order to correct the estimated Project Peak Flow (MGD and cfs) for Point of 

Connection 1 and the Daily Average Flow (gpd) for Point of Connection 3 

Sports Medicine Clinic and the Community Space, Draft EIR, page 3.15-56, 

Table 3.15-15 is revised lo read: 
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TABLE 3.15-15 
ESTIMATED PROPOSED PROJECT WASTEWATER GENERATION AND SEWER CAPACITY SUMMARY 

Daily Average Project Project Peak Project Total Cumulative 
Wastewater Daily Flow(2.5 x Peak Pipeline Pipe Cumulative Contributing 

Proposed Unit Generation Average Average) Flow Segment Capacity" Contributing Flow 
Point of Connection Land Use Contribution Factor (gpd) Flow(gpd) (MGD) (cfs) Diameter (cfs) Flow (cfs)b (MGD)b Capacity?b 

1 (City's sewer line at South Food and 24,000 sf 1,000 gallons/ 24,000 0.06 0.09 8 0.34 0.06 0.04 Yes 
Prairie Avenue and West Drink Building 1,000 sf 

8 0.34 0.10 0.07 Yes 102nd Street) 

Mixed Use 24,000 sf ~too gallons/ MOO 781]0 002 oat 8 0 77 0.01 0.01 Yes 
Building 1,000 sf 0.03 

Subtotal 48.000 ~ 0.07JMJ§, (h.'f(J Yes 
:JLQQQ Qt; 

2 (City's sewer line at West 20% Arena 3,700 Seats 10 gallons/ 37,000 0.09 0.14 8 0.54 0.14 0.09 Yes 
102nd Street west of South Seat/Day 

Doty Avenue) 
Subtotal 3,700 37,000 009 014 054 0.14 Yes 

3 (LACSD Prairie Trunk 80% Arena 14. 800 Seats 10 gallons/ 148,000 0.37 0.57 12 0.83 0.83 0.54 Yes 
Sewer at Freeman Avenue Seat/Day 

and 103rd Street) 
Practice 85,000 sf 300 gallons/ 25,500 0.06 0.10 
Facility 1,000 sf 

Office Space 71,000 sf 200 gallons/ 14,200 0.04 0.05 
1,000 sf 

Sports 25,000 sf 300 gallons/ 7,500 0.02 0.03 
Medicine 1,000 sf 

Clinic 

Community 15,000 sf 200 gallons/ 3,000 0.01 0.01 
Space 1,000 sf 

4 (City's sewer line at West Hotel 150 rooms 125 gallons/ 18,750 0.05 0.07 8 0 77 0.07 0.05 
102nd Street at manhole east room/Day 

of South Doty Avenue) 
Subtotal 18,750 0.05 0.07 077 0.07 Yes 

Total 

NOTE: 
gpd =gallons per day; MDG =million gallons per day; cfs =cubic feet per second; sf= square feet; du= dwelling unit 

a Proposed total sewer pipe design capacity was calculated as% full for pipe diameters of 12 inches or lower, and% full for pipe diameters of 15 inches or higher. Total pipe capacity does not include 
residual capacity. 

b Includes peak flow volumes from the Adjusted Baseline. 

SOURCE: AECOM, 2019. Sewer Area Study Inglewood Basketball and Enterlainment Center Project. April 30, 2019 and Sanjtatjon Djstrjcts of I os Angeles CotJnty 2020. 
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Sanitation-6 

Draft EIR, page 3.15-58, the first bullet point is revised to read: 

• The Proposed Project peak wastewater flows would contribute 
Gc-J-0 0.12 cubic feet per second (cfs) (or G-,W 0.08 MGD) to the 
City's sewer line at point of connection l, which d5oes not exceed 
the available capacity of 0.17 MGD~61 Therefore, point of connection 
1 would have a remaining capacity of 0.10 MGD; 

capacity of0.17 

City's sewer line at South Prairie Avenue and West 102nd Street 
flow shows an existing peak of0.06 MGD. This results in an available 

Draft EIR, page 3.15-58, the last paragraph, second sentence is revised to read: 

The wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would be treated at 

the JWPCP, which has a maximum treatment capacity of 400 MGD and 

currently provides treatment for a peak flow of 330 MGD. Including 

peak flows of the Adjusted Baseline projects, the JWPCP provides 

treatment for a peak flow of~ 332.67 MGD. Thus, the JWPCP has 

the capacity to treat an additional ~7.33 MGD of peak wastewater 

flows. 

Prior to issuance of building permits the City would require the Project Sponsor 

to adhere to LACSD's policies for review, approval aud/or permitting of new 

connections to LACSD's Prairie Trunk Sewer. This comment raises neither 

si~'llificaut environmental issues nor specific questions about the aualyses or 

information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines section l 5088. The comment will be included as a part of the record 

and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

Proposed Project. 

Draft EIR, page 3. l 5-58, the first full paragraph is revised to read: 

An existing City 8-inch-diameter sewer line along West 103rd Street 

would be upsized to a 12-inch-diameter sewer line and would extend to 

the Project Site, with a capacity of0.83 cfs (or 0.54 MGD). With 

proposed improvements along West 103rd Street to upsize the existing 

8-inch-diameter sewer line to a 12-inch-diameter sewer line extended to 

the Project Site, the existing City collector sewer lines and LACSD 

sewer system would have adequate capacity to serve the Proposed 

Project. I'riQL1QiSS\l<l!J9\;HQLblliLdingJ)\;IIDi1sHU1~HCitxwm!ldr~@iL\;Jh~ 

Project Sponsor to adhere to the LAC SD' s policies for review approval 

'1ndirnnkS\;W\;IJ'~i:mitfoLil\;\.Y9QI111~9tiQ!l:>JQLACSD':>Jrnnk:>~w~r: 

system. 
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Sanitation-7 

Sanitation-8 

The City consults with LAC SD on an ongoing basis to confirm its ability to 

convey wastewater flows and treat new wastewater flows at its existing 

facilities. and will continue to do so in the context of other cumulative 

development in the future. This comment raises neither significant 

environmental issues nor specific questions about the analyses or information in 

the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 

l 5088. The comment will be included as a part of the record aud made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

This comment notes that all information concerning the LAC SD contained in 

the Draft EIR is current. 

This concluding comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant lo CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Letter SCAQMD3 (2 of 11) 
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Letter 
SCAQMD3 
Response 

Lijin Sun, South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
March 10, 2020 

SCAQMD3-1 This comment is introductory correspondence from SCAQMD to the City, and 

also provides a brief summary of the Proposed Project. The comment raises 

neither significant environmental issues nor specific questions about the 

analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment will be included as a part of the 

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

Proposed Project. Specific comments regarding the Draft EIR responded to in 

Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-2 through SCAQMD3-22. 

SCAQMD3-2 Indirect air quality emissions impacts resulting from backfilled events at the 

Staples Center do not need to be quantified in a manner similar lo how they 

were analyzed for GHG emission impacts. because air quality impacts are 

assessed on a different time and spatial basis. GHG emission impacts are 

generally calculated on an annual basis while regional criteria pollutants are 

calculated as a snapshot of peak daily activities. The analytical approach to the 

Draft EIR analyses of air quality impacts reasonably differs from the analysis of 

GHGs including how backfill events that could potentially replace LA Clippers 

basketball games at Staples Center were accounted for. 

The assessment of short- and long-term localized criteria pollutant impacts and 

annual Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) impacts appropriately account.~, for the 

direct emissions being net new to the local study area. The assessment of 

regional criteria pollutants in the Draft EIR presents the daily direct emissions 

associated with basketball events at IBEC as net new to the Basin as if daily 

peak emissions associated with LA Clippers games at Staples Center remain 

unchanged (essentially creating an assumption of full backfill of all vacated 

event dates at Staples Center). This scenario is unlikely, making the analysis 

highly conservative, since there is no evidence that a new NBA team or similar 

tenant with the ability to consistently draw large capacity crowds would be 

available to replace the LA Clippers dates at the Staples Center. As stated on 

Draft EIR page 3.7-49 it is likely that most backfilled events at Staples Center 

would be smaller events with less attendance than typical LA Clippers games. 16 

For this reason, the indirect regional criteria pollutant emissions associated with 

backfill events most likely would be less than the existing baseline emissions for 

basketball events. Thus, the analysis of regional peak daily criteria emissions in 

the Draft EIR is highly conservative because it presents results as if two LA 

Clippers games are occurring simultaneously (one at IBEC and one at Staples 

16 Conventions, Sports and Leisure (CSL), 2019. Staples Center Vacated lfrent Days Analysis. May 14, 2019 
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Center) rather than an LA Clippers game at IBEC concurrent with a smaller 

event at Staples Center. In contrast lo the daily emissions analysis of criteria 

pollutants. the analysis ofGHG emissions analyzes annual emissions, and in 

doing so realistically accounts for the move of the LA Clippers and 

conservatively assumes up lo 100 percent of the basketball games that move to 

the Proposed Project would be replaced by other events at Staples Center. 

The methodologies employed for analyses of criteria pollutants, TACs, and 

GHGs are based on assumptions that reasonably and accurately reflect the 

spatial and temporal aspects of the regional, localized, and global impacts 

described in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR appropriately analyzes the net change 

in GHG emissions on a global basis, which includes the moving and backfilling 

of some activities to the Proposed Project on an annual basis. Therefore, the 

pollutant-specific analyses in the Draft EIR for air quality and GHG emissions 

are calculated appropriately. 

SCAQMD3-3 Please see Response to Comment SCAQMD3-12. 

SCAQMD3-4 As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.2 Air Quality (see page 3.2-54), the Health 

Risk Assessment (HRA) followed the appropriate procedures and methodology 

of the approved Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 

Guidance Manualf or Preparation of H ea/th Risk Assessments (Guidance) 

which includes a 30-year resident and a 25-year worker exposure. As stated on 

page 2-4 of the Guidance, "[t]he 9 and 30-year durations correspond to the 

average and high-end of residency time recommended by the U.S. EPA." 

Additionally, on page 4-21, the Guidance states "[t]he cancer risk estimates for 

the onsite residences may use a 30-year exposure duration while the 25-year 

exposure duration is used for a worker." Therefore, the Guidance recommends 

that the risk associated with the offsite residential and worker receptors should 

be analyzed for an expected 30-year residency and 25-year career respectively 

from the start of a project, including the stait of constrnction. 

To account for a "30-year" lifetime exposure, the OEHHA Guidance 

recommends the modeled exposure for a child receptor include the last trimester 

in utero plus 30 years (for a total exposure of30.25 years). As shown on Draft 

EIR Table 3.2-6 (page 3.2-39), conslrnction of the Proposed Project is expected 

to start July 2021 and end in October 2024, a duration of3.27 years, (3 years 

and 14 weeks) with Proposed Project operation commencing immediately 

thereafter. The HRA results presented in Draft EIR Tab le 3 .2-31 are based on an 

analysis that adds 26.98 years of Proposed Project operations to the 3.27 years 

of Proposed Project construction, for a total exposure duration of30.25 years, 

consistent with the OEHHA Guidance. As operational activities result in 

substantially lower emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and mobile 
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source air toxics (MSATs), the 30-year or 25-year operational exposure starting 

after construction would be comparatively lower, resulting in lower lifetime 

risks. Therefore. by including the construction phase in the 30-year and 25-year 

exposures for offsite residences and workers, the analysis examines residential 

exposure during the 3025 year period with the greatest concentrations ofDPM. 

This results in a greater calculated overall risk to residents that live near the site 

during the 327 years of construction and the following 26.98 years of operation 

than the 30 year exposures to residents that would move into the area after 

construction and be exposed to 30 years of only operational emissions. The 

same is true for offsite workers present during the construction phase rather than 

those that start employment after completion of construction and the opening of 

the Proposed Project 

The risk calculations for the worst-case 30-year residential exposure and 25-

year worker exposure scenarios are a result of the combined risk from exposure 

to 327 years of construction emissions plus the remaining 26.98 years of 

residential exposure, or the remaining 2 L73 years of worker exposure, lo long­

term operational emissions. The HRA calculates the 327 years of construction 

exposure for residential receptors using the following exposure durations based 

on age bins: 17 0 25 years (3 months) for 3rd trimester pregnancy; 2 years for 

ages 0-2; and l .02 years for ages 2-16 (see in Draft EIR Appendix D, PDF page 

2,203). The HRA calculates the 26.98 years of operational exposure for 

residential receptors using the following exposure durations based on age bins: 

12.98 years for ages 2-16, and 14 years for ages 16-30 for residential exposures. 

For worker exposures the HRA assumed the age bin for ages 16-30 for all 25 

years (327 of construction exposure (see Draft EIR, Appendix D, PDF page 

2,777), plus 2L73 of operational exposure (see Draft EIR, Appendix D, PDF 

page 7,541). 

The risk determined from the exposures to construction emissions is added to 

the risk determined from exposures to operational emissions. Therefore, the sum 

of exposure durations (327 for construction plus 26.98 for operational 

emissions) gives a total exposure duration of3025 years for residential 

receptors, and the sum of 3 27 years of construction and 2 L 73 years of 

operational exposure results in a total exposure duration of 25 years for workers. 

As such, the HRA presented in the Draft EIR is consistent with the approved 

OEHHA Guidance. and with exposure periods recommended in the comment 

17 An "age bin" is a group of ages that is used for statistical analysis. For example, for the HRA in the Draft EIR, the 
analysis used age bins for groups that range from 0 to 2 years of age; 2 to 16 years of age, and 16-30 years of age 
based on health and exposure related characteristics. A different study for a different use or subject matter could use 
age bins of different ages if the study related to other factors such as, for example, education, economics, voting 
patterns, or other issues of academic or scientific interest 
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SCAQMD3-5 All construction equipment determined by the City to be feasible for project 

construction in electric or alternative fueled models, including 

concrete/industrial saws, pumps, aerial lifts, material hoists, air compressors, 

and forklifts, and concrete mixer trucks were identified in Section 3 .2, Air 

Quality, page 3.2-64 and in Appendix D.3-4 Resource Loaded Schedule. It 

would not be feasible to require the project applicant to use more electric 

construction equipment than stated in the Draft EIR or zero-emission (ZE) or 

near-zero emissions (NZE) heavy-duty trucks because such equipment suitable 

for project construction ;_y,;oc not now nor i.'~.2.cH\'··l'lKlf·expected to be j 

commercially available to meet the construction needs of the project within the 

project schedule. 

To assess the feasibility of deployment of ZE or NZE construction equipment, 

the City retained an air pollution reduction technology expert, Ray Gorski, to 

conduct a detailed evaluation of the potential commercial availability of 

construction equipment (including those suggested by the SCAQMD in 

comments SCAQMD3-14 to 17) and ZE or NZE heavy-duly trucks; the focus of 

the evaluation was to determine the likelihood that such equipment would be 

available from probable local equipment suppliers and fleet operators al the time 

construction would commence on the Proposed Project. 18 This review found ZE 

and NZE trucks are available but with limited applicability lo construction­

related activities. According to the City's expert, the vast majority, if not all, 

tluck and equipment operators rely on incentive programs to lower the initial 

purchase price of alternative fueled vehicles, which can be substantially higher 

than similar diesel vehicles and equipment. Because no material delivery and 

haul trucks like those used in constmction were identified as receiving a locally­

managed near-zero engine incentive, Mr. Gorski finds "under current and 

foreseeable conditions, a requirement dictating exclusive use of near-zero trucks 

would be infeasible." 

The same repmi concluded that there are limitations related to the availability/ 

suitability of electric construction equipment. The types of electric construction 

equipment cited by SCAQMD in Comment SCAQMD3-17 are compact electric 

equipment with limited capacity and capabilities, and are not suitable to support 

a major constmction project such as the excavation and construction of the 

Project. As indicated in Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description, Subsection 

2.5.9, Construction and Phasing, the vast majority of earth moving activities at 

the Project site would require heavy-duty capabilities, since the"[ e]xcavation 

depths on the Arena Site would be [to] a maximum of 35 feet below ground 

surface to accommodate the Arena bowl." Please also see Responses to 

18 Ray C3orski, Inglewood Basketball & Entertainment Center Draft ElR: Review ofSuggestedivfitigalion ;vJeasures, 
May, 2020. 
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Comments SCAQMD3-14 through-18, and Response to Comment SCAQMD3-

22. 

As identified in I> · '' lff Section 3.2, Air Quality, the use of commercially 

available electric constrnction equipment has been incorporated into the design 

of the Proposed Project, and is also mandated through mitigation measures, lo 

the extent feasible and applicable to the constrnction of the Proposed Project. 

For the reasons discussed above, and based on the conclusion of its air pollution 

reduction technology expert, the City determined that it would be infeasible to 

require additional electric equipment or ZE and NZE heavy-duty haul trncks 

during constrnction of the Proposed Project because evidence in the record 

supports the conclusion that such equipment would not be commercially 

available in sizes capable of the work needed for constrnction of the Proposed 

Project. Therefore, all feasible Project Design Features and mitigation measures 

have been identified in the Draft EIR. 

SCAQMD3-6 It is not expected that clean-up activities for hexavalent chromium or total 

petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) would be necessary. However, the Final EIR 

will be updated to include discussion of SCAQMD Rule 1466 Control of 

Particulate Emissions from Soils with Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs), and 

SCAQMD Rule 1166 Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 

Decontamination Soil. In the unlikely event that detectable hexavalent 

chromium or TPH are detected during constmction activities, 19-20 compliance 

with soil management procedures outlined within the Soil Management Plan 

(SMP) along with implementation of SCAQMD Rules 1466 and 1166 during 

the Proposed Project grading aud site preparation phases would minimize the 

emission ofTACs, ensuring that there would be no possible risk of exposure.;,., 

nearby sensitive receptorst>T,\\}. In order to reflect SCAQMD 

Rules 1166 and 1466, additions have been made to the Dratl EIR, as shown 

below. 

Draft EIR, page 3.2-30, the following is added after the seventh full paragraph 

(Rule l l 38): 

Rule 1166 - Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from 
Decontamination ofSoil: The mle specifies the requirements lo control 
1!t-,L\,JJ.!ljg>imLQ:LY:QQiLfLQJl.L\,Jo\!JJJ1;Jl1QY!J1.&oQLY:QQO£Ql11llilliJl!L§QjJ;LoIJ1~ 
mle includes requirements for a Mitigation Plan. notification prior to 
d"gQntaiIJination,HandHmDDiJmingHdwingHd"gon1aminatiQn,HArmJig;ihk 

19 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2017. Rule 1166 Volatile Organic Compound Emission from 
Decontamination of Soil. Accessed on March 13, 2020. 

20 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2001 Rule 1466 Control of Particulate Emissions from Soils with 
Toxic Air Contaminants. Accessed on March 13, 2020. 
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minimization reguirements include the a_p_plication of water or va2or 
su2wessant. 

Draft EIR, Section 3.2, page 3.2-30, the following is added after the ninth full 
paragraph (Rule 1186): 

Rule 1466- Control o(Particulate Emissions (rom Soils with Toxic Air 
Contaminants: This rule s_pecifies how to minimize off-site fugitive dust 
emissions containing TACs during earth-moving activities from sites that 
meet the applicabili_ty reguirement. Reg_uirements include monitoring and 
minimizing the generation of emissions during excavation. grading, 
handling, treating, stockpiling, transferring, and removing of soil that 

£Q!11l!JJ.1l'U!l2RlL<,"!lJ2lJ~J;Q)\i£J!iL£Q!lll!mimmllL 

In order to reflect this additional discussion and provide clarification in 

Mitigation Measure 3.8-4, Draft EIR, Section 3.8, page -44, this sentence is 

added to the last paragraph: 

If compounds in soil are identified in concentrations that trigger SCAOMD 's 

B11}gs_LL66HQrHU6-6,1lz(!_SMf'H111_i_lLl'_gqui.rnHrnm12li_1mc_(!_1v_i_tbHs_11J:kml(!_§, 

SCAQMD3-7 Please see Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-3 and SCAQMD3-6. As 

indicated, the Draft EIR does not need to quantify remediation emissions as 

remediation is not anticipated to occur on the Project Site. If contaminated soil 

is encountered during construction, as provided for in Mitigation Measure 3.8-4, 

such soils would be excavated and transpmted to an appropriate disposal 

facility. The air quality emissions associated with those activities are already 

quantified under the grading phase analysis which accounts for air pollutant 

emissions from excavation and transport of soils. 

As shown in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-3, the discussion of applicable 

rules on page 3.2-30 of the Draft EIR will be revised to include SCAQMD 

Rules 1166 and 1466 which address the potential of encountering impacted soils 

during ground-disturbing demolition and construction activities (i.e., site 

preparation, grading, and excavation). 

Please see Response to Comment SCAQMD3-4, above, which explains how the 

HRA is consistent with the appropriate procedures and methodology of the 

approved OEHHA's Guidance, including use of a 30-year resident and a 25-

year worker combined construction and operational exposure duration and 

therefore did not underestimate the cancer risk impact of the Proposed Project 

SCAQMD3-8 This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific 

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require 

response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment will be 
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included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

SCAQMD3-9 This comment provides a summary of the conclusions of the analysis of 

construction and operational emissions included in the Draft EIR. 

SCAQMD3-10 This comment provides a summary of the conclusions of the health risk 

assessment for construction and operational activities of the Proposed Project 

included in the Draft EIR. 

SCAQMD3-11 Please see Response lo Comment SCAQMD3-2. The analysis of air quality 

impacts in in the Draft EIR estimates Proposed Project-related criteria pollutant 

and TAC emissions as net new to the South Coast Air Basin and vicinity of the 

Project Site. As explained in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-2, the analysis 

in the Draft EIR is based on more conservative backfill event assumptions than 

suggested in the comment. Because the analyses of criteria pollutants and TA Cs 

assumed that all such emissions would be net new to the Air Basin, there are no 

additional indirect impacts to quantify. As farther explained in Response to 

Comment SCAQMD3-2, the analysis ofGHG emissions appropriately considers 

existing annual GHG emissions, and incorporates reasonable yet conservative 

assumptions related to emissions from backfilled and market shifted events. As 

further explained in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-2. the differences in the 

analytical methods and backfill assumptions in the criteria pollutant, TAC, and 

GHG analyses appropriately reflect the temporal and geographic differences in 

the analyses. 

SCAQMD3-12 The air quality analysis is based on the reasonable expectation that no cleanup 

activities would be required during the ground disturbing or excavation phases 

of construction of the Proposed Project. Further, any reasonably foreseeable 

transport of soil is properly accounted for in the Draft EIR, as explained below. 

The Draft EIR air quality analysis is based on the best available information 

about the existing conditions of the soils at the Project Site. As stated on page 

3.8-40 of the Draft EIR, "there are no known properties within the Project Site 

that are under active investigation or remediation." Nevertheless. it is further 

acknowledged on page 3.8-40 that "the possibility exists for future 

improvements associated with the Proposed Project to disturb previously 

unidentified contamination." The contaminants identified as potentially present 

include hexavalent chromium, chlordane, chrome, lead, and TPH. 

While the analysis of the soil samples that were collected across the Project Site 

included detections of some contaminants (see Draft EIR, pages 3.8-15 to 17). 

the levels for all the soil samples were below the screening levels for 

commercial/industrial land uses, with only one exception. A single soil sample 
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on the East Transpmtation and Hotel Site detected total petroleum hydrocarbons 

as diesel that was above the commercial/industrial screening level. However, as 

stated on page 3.8-42 of the Draft EIR, "this detection is not necessarily an 

indication of any substantive presence of legacy contaminants," and as a result, 

there is no indication from the concentrations of pollutants in onsite soil sample 

collected that any onsite or offsite remediation would be necessary as part of 

construction of the Proposed Project. 

Although not foreseeable, should cleanup activities be necessary due to an 

unexpected discovery, no specialty equipment would be needed on-site because 

it is unlikely that on-site remedial treatment would be required; rather, it is 

reasonable to expect that under such circumstances, the contaminated soil would 

be transported offsite for treatment and disposal. With regard to transport, as 

explained on Draft EIR page 3.2-73, estimated emissions associated with soil 

hauling as a result of Proposed Project construction are accounted for in the 

construction calculations of haul trips and are reported in Draft EIR, Appendix 

D.3, Regional Construction Emissions. 

As explained above, based on soil sampling undertaken to characterize the 

existing site conditions, it is not anticipated that contaminated soil would be 

encountered during construction of the Proposed Project. However, if 

construction and excavation activities encounter contaminated soil, based on the 

information developed and presented in the Draft EIR, it is reasonably 

anticipated that the amount of soil would be minimal. In an effmt to address 

known onsite contaminants disclosed in the Draft EIR, and prepare for the 

possibility that some unknown contamination could be encountered during 

construction, Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 would require the preparation of an 

SMP prior to any ground disturbing activities, and implementation of the SMP 

in the event of discovery of any unidentified or suspected contaminated soil or 

groundwater. Based on available information knovvn to date, additional cleanup 

equipment beyond that modeled in the Draft EIR is not anticipated, and 

emissions from vehicles and equipment that would be used for cleanup activities 

were already accounted for and modeled in the Draft EIR analyses. Since, as 

explained above, additional remedial activities are not expected, such analyses 

would be speculative. 

Please also see Response to Comment SCAQMD3-19 for further discussion of 

the reported detection ofhexavalent chromium on the Project Site. 

SCAQMD3-13 As discussed in detail in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-4, the health risk 

assessment included analysis of a 30-year residential exposure period for 

residential receptors and a 25-year exposure period for off-site workers. 
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SCAQMD3-14 As discussed above under Response to Comment SCAQMD3-5, the City's air 

pollution reduction technology expert, Ray Gorski, evaluated the availability 

and applicability of the Cummins Westpmi 8.9- and 6.7-liter natural gas engines 

and Roush Cleantech 6.8- liter compressed natural gas and liquefied petroleum 

gas engines, as suggested in the comment These types of engines have just 

recently entered the marketplace, and are available on a limited basis. Because 

of the current lack of availability, and future uncertainty in the market of on­

road tmcks appropriate for constmction duty, it is not feasible to commit to the 

technology at this time. Most ZE and NZE on-road vehicles are considerably 

more expensive than their diesel counterparts, and to acquire such vehicles most 

fleet owners and operators need assistance from one of several incentive 

programs offered by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), California 

Energy Commission (CEC), or programs administered by the SCAQMD. The 

City's air pollution reduction technology expert reviewed the inventory of 

vehicles receiving such grants and found that tmcks used for material delivery 

and haul tmcks were not identified as receiving a near zero engine incentive. 

The heavy-duty NZE tmcks that are commercially available have limited 

applicability to construction-related activities. Performance requirements of 

heavy-duty on-road tmcks for the activities required for the constmction of the 

Proposed Project (i.e., soil impmt/export) are typically Class 8 tmcks with a 

Gross Vehicle Weight Rating (GVWR) greater than 33,000 pounds, equipped 

with engines greater than 10 liters. Engines with displacement of6.7-, 6.8- and 

8.9-liters are not used for material delivery or soil transport. Therefore, 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c)(3) includes all feasible mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d) requires the project applicant to provide incentives 

for vendors and material delivery tmcks that would be visiting the Proposed 

Project during operations to encourage the use of ZE or NZE heavy-duty tmcks. 

Requiring NZE tmcks during operations, as requested in the comment, would be 

infeasible as tmcks visiting the Project Site would primarily be from third party 

vendors or tenants, which may be selected based on specific, possibly 

competing, criteria than their access to ZE or NZE delivery tmcks. For example, 
in order to fori:,,,,. ,,,,,,,uH .. J;,,t.the goal of additional 

employment opportunities for Inglewood residents and businesses, the proposed 

Development Agreement requires the developer, as the owner of the Arena, to 

take various actions goal of hiring qualified Inglewood 

residents for no less than 35'Yo of the employment positions needed in 

connection with event operations at the Arena; these employment positions 

include the Developer's contractors, subcontractors, and vendors providing 

services in connection with events held inside the Arena, such as food and 

beverage service, hospitality, and event security ("Event Operations Providers"). 

Local small businesses may not have the ability to secure ZE heavy-duty trucks 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 

Commented [U2]: Global changes for consistency with drnll 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

to which larger vendors may have access. As of today, there is i'hv~, .. ;,dimited I 
penetration ofNZE and ZE vehicles in commercial businesses, and specifically 

the commercial activities that would likely suppmi an event center like the 

Proposed Project. It is not currently knowable which specific vendors or tenants 

would be present during initial operations, and they may change over time. For 

these reasons, it is speculative to assume that it would be feasible to require 

vendors and suppliers lo provide deliveries and services exclusively, or even 

meaningfully, using NZE and ZEy<cL>Ls. 

The Proposed Project would use natural gas concrete trucks as identified in 

Appendix D.3-4 of the Resource Loaded Schedule. With the limited categories 

ofNZE commercially available trucks, it would be infeasible to require that all 

tlucks serving the Proposed Project during construction and operation to be 

NZE. 21 As such, Mitigation Measure 3.2.2(d) includes all feasible mitigation. 

SCAQMD3-15 The project applicant in consultation with a construction contractor, identified 

the list of equipment necessary for construction of the Proposed Project, 

including which equipment may be alternatively fueled. The types of 

construction equipment that are commercially available and feasible for 

application in the construction of the Proposed Project in electric or alternative 

fueled models are identified on page 3.2-64 of the Draft EIR, which describes 

Project Design Feature 3.2-1. Commercially available alternative fuel and 

electric construction equipment, including excavators, wheel loaders, aud soil 

compactors, are compact, medium-duty, with limited capacity and capabilities 

when viewed in the context of a major construction project like the Proposed 

Project. As indicated in Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.5.9, 

Construction and Phasing, the vast majority of earth moving activities at the 

Project Site would require heavy-duty capabilities beyond those of the ZE 

equipment recommended by the SCAQMD. 

As discussed in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-14, a review of 

commercially available alternative fueled construction equipment, including 

those listed by the SCAQMD, was conducted by the City's air pollution 

reduction technology expert. The review determined that the equipment listed 

by the SCAQMD would have limited applicability to construction-related 

activities necessary to construct the Proposed Project. The types of heavy-duty 

on-road trucks for the activities required for the Project construction (e.g., soil 

import/export, transport of steel and pre-cast concrete structure elements and 

materials) are typically larger trucks (Class 8 trucks with a displacement greater 

than 10 liters) than "''''"'"·currently available/'·,,,." /X ... 1,1:1.<.1;\>.· Therefore, the I 

21 Ray C3 orski, Inglewood Basketball & Entertainment Center Draft WR: Re\'iew of Suggested Mitigation ;vJeasures, 
May, 2020. 
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City determined that it would be infeasible to require ZE or NZE trucks for 

material delivery or soil transport during construction. 

Additionally, the supportive infrastructure for the electric construction equipment 

identified in Section 3.2 (see Draft EIR, page 3.2-64) was determined to be 

sufficient as indicated in Draft EIR, Section 3.5, Energy Demand and 

Conservation (see Draft EIR, pages 3.5-28 to 3.5-29). During construction 

electricity would be consumed to power lighting, heating, and cooling in the 

construction trailers, outdoor lighting of the site, all feasible electric construction 

equipment, and supply and conveyance of water for dust control. Electricity is 

supplied by Southern California Edison (SCE) and would be obtained from the 

existing electrical lines that connect to the Project Site. 

Existing utility services including electrical power would be relocated in the 

first phase of construction activities to maintain existing services and provide 

temporary power to the parts of the Project Site under active construction. After 

completion of these relocations and necessary site earthwork, temporary service 

power would be distributed in each of the four quadrants of the Arena Site and 

within the West Parking Garage and East Parking Garage and Transpmtation 

Hub sites for the purposes of powering electric construction equipment as soon 

as is feasible and safe, taking into consideration onsite construction activities. 

Temporary power distribution from the relocated utility power lines would 

follow building structure and floor slab installation for each of the construction 

areas or components of the Proposed Project, ab the point during construction 

activities when it is safe to deploy temporary electrical distribution panels or 

portable power distribution systems. Temporary power would be distributed 

throughout the building and site for the duration of Proposed Project 

construction. 

The temporary service would include two 1,600-amp. 480-volt temporary 

service switchboards, with the locations to be determined based on safety and 

site conditions. The switchboards would include distribution breakers with 

sufficient size and quantity to provide temporary construction power for lighting 

and equipment, and power to construction trailers. The temporary power 

distribution would include 400-amp conductors from the temporary service 

power location to the four quadrants of the Project Site. 22 

Although there would be a temporary increase in electricity consumption at the 

site during construction. approximately 671 megawatt-hours (MWh) per year, 

the electrical consumption would be within the supply and infrastructure 

22 Dennis [(anuk, 2020. Montgomery Clark Advisors. [;mail to Christina Erwin, May 6, 2020. 
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capabilities of SLLow'k'·i'·i··(,.iJi.fr,;•n.;", . .[/;.<:;•,;J. (87, 143 gigawatt-hours net energ* 

for 2018)23 (see Draft EIR, pages 3.5-28 and 3.5-29). 

As such, all feasible electric construction equipment would be powered by 

electricity served to the Project Site by S(,,J,.,,,,,.J""'''·C>Lfc>rnH··bS,"}'", and 

distributed within the Project Site by temporary systems put in place to meet the 

varying needs of the construction activities during any given phase of 

construction. The consumption of this energy, and related air emissions, has 

been accounted for both in the analyses of energy demand and air emissions in 

the Draft EIR. 

SCAQMD3-16 The Draft EIR acknowledges that Proposed Project contributes lo Basin-wide 

NOx emissions. The Draft EIR also aclmowledges that the emissions generated 

by the Project would be significant and unavoidable, and, as such, the Proposed 

Project would be required to implement mitigation measures and project design 

features (PDFs) to reduce pollutant emissions from the construction and 

~~:~~;D~ :~~ ::;~~:~~;;~~ 5Rf:::::i~~o~a~~::1:~t~1~~u~~i'~l~f~he us~ 
ZE and NZE trucks and electric construction equipment during the construction 

of the Proposed Project. 

SCAQMD3-17 The City developed the mitigation measures as presented in the Draft EIR to 

include feasible strategies based on commercially available alternative fueled 

construction equipment to reduce emissions. The examples of commercially 

available equipment provided by the SCAQMD were found to be compact 

electrical equipment with limited utility on a construction project the size and 

scope of the Proposed Project. As indicated in Response> to Comment~, 

SCAQMD3-5,5<:\Q.GLL'LU ,;n,\~;\;\<,/\JD);[), the vast majority of eaith 

moving activities al the Proposed Project would require heavy-duty capabilities 

beyond those of the\/). :•nil ZE equipment recommended by the SCAQMD. I 
Rather, major construction activities for the Proposed Project would necessitate 

the use of heavy-duty off-road construction equipment, including excavators, 

wheel loaders, and compactors, that operate on diesel fuel, and based on input 

from the City's air pollution reduction technology expert, !.li.L',..t.'"·'·J determined I 
that it would be infeasible to require this type of construction equipment to be 

electric or alternatively fueled. 

SCAQMD3-l 8 As discussed in Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-5, -14, -15, -16, and-] 7, 

the City developed the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR to 

include feasible strategies based on commercially available equipment to reduce 

emissions. Requiring the exclusive use of ZE or NZE heavy-duty vehicles, such 

23 Southern California Edison, 2018. 2018 Annual Report, p. 2. 2018. 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

as trucks with natural gas engines that meet CARB's low NOx standard, would 

not be feasible because such vehicles would not be capable of meeting the 

requirements necessary for the construction of the Proposed Project, and may 

not be available to vendors or other businesses that are contracted to deliver 

materials to support operations of the Proposed Project. 

Reiterating !'_ly __ discussion above, a review of current commercially available ZE 

and NZE vehicles undertaken by the City's air pollution reduction technology 

expert determined that commercially available ZE and NZE construction 

vehicles do not have the 

material delivery to and from the Project Site. As discussed previously, 

mandating exclusive use of ZE or NZE trucks during operations would be 

infeasible because there is currently limited penetration ofNZE and ZE vehicles 

in the commercial vocations likely to support an event center, and trucks visiting 

the Project Site would primarily be from third party vendors or tenants who may 

meet important project applicant and City criteria but that may not have access 

to ZE and/or NZE delivery vehicles. Thus, because of the uncertainty of the 

availability in the market of on-road trucks appropriate for construction of the 

Proposed Project, committing to technology that is not yet commercially 

available would be speculative and has been determined to be infeasible by the 

City. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c)(3) includes all feasible mitigation, 

as required under CEQA. 

The SCAQMD suggested the following six performance standards. Each is 

presented and discussed below. 

• Develop a minimum amount of ZE heavy-duty trucks that the 
Proposed Project must use each year during construction to ensure 
adequate progress. Include this requirement in the Proposed 
Project's Construction Management Plan. 

As described in Responses: to Comment: SCAQMD3-5, 
>;=:/\(~)j_)~J_J_!:~L:_'.L_>~~--~\~)J\:LG~~J5, above, requiring a minimum 
annual amount of ZE heavy-duty truck use at the Proposed 
Project would be infeasible because of the uncertain commercial 
availability of ZE trucks in the market or that are appropriate for 
construction of the Proposed Project. As stated previously, 
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2( c )(3), which provides for the creation 
of incentives for the use of ZE and NZE vehicles during 
Proposed Project construction represents all feasible mitigation. 

• Establish a contractor(s) selection policy that prefers contractor(s) 
who can supply ZE heavy-duty trucks during construction. Include 
this policy in the Request for Proposal for selecting contractor(s). 
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As described in Responses: to Comment: SCAQMD3-5, 
\.~·:·::/~Ll.\ff)::.LL::~~::.J .. ~~.r:·.:·)/)\TI?::.L\ above, because of the 
uncertain commercial availability of ZE trucks in the market or 
that are appropriate for construction of the Proposed Project, the 
City does not believe that the establishment of a m;:pcly::;y 
contractor preference would be an effective or enforceable 
measure that could reduce heavy-duty truck emissions. As stated 
previously. Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c)(3), which provides for 
the creation of incentives for the use of ZE and NZE vehicles 
during Proposed Project construction represents all feasible 
mi ti gati on. 

• Establish a policy to select and use vendors that use ZE heavy-duty 
trucks. Include this policy in the vendor contracts and business 
agreements. 

As described in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-14, 
establishing a policy that requires the selection and use of 
vendors that use ZE heavy-duty trucks would be infeasible 
because trucks visiting the Project Site would primarily be from 
third party vendors or tenants. Based on a review by the City's 
air pollution reduction technology expert, the availability of this 
fleet is unknown. 24 Requiring delivery trucks to be ZE could limit 
;.;:, the types of vendors and brands available lo the Project, and 
could limit the project applicant's ability to ··u······· ........•.. ·.·: .. ,,.. . .. 
<'.i.."''i•:1''"'>'""'''frfri<,;•,1,·•fr~>h>supp01ti1::t;: local small businesses and 
other similar requirements of the draft Development Agreement. 
Additionally, it is not currently knowable which vendors or 
tenants would be present during operations (either at project 
opening or over time). 

There is no evidence today that Proposed Project suppliers could 
abide by mandates to provide deliveries and services exclusively 
or meaningfully using NZE and ZE tlucks, and thus a mitigation 
measure requiring suppliers to do so would be infeasible. The 
Draft EIR included as much forecasting of the availability of ZE 
trucks as feasible. As stated previously, Mitigation Measure 
3.2-2(d), which requires the use of incentives to enhance the use 
of ZE and NZE vehicles for vendors and delivery services, 
represents all feasible mitigation. 

• Establish a purchasing policy to purchase and receive materials 
from vendors that use ZE heavy-duty trucks to deliver materials. 
Include this policy in the purchase orders with vendors. 

As previously explained in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-
14, requiring vendors to use ZE heavy-duty trucks is infeasible 
as trucks visiting the Project Site would primarily be from third 

24 Ray C3orski, Inglewood Basketball & Entertainment Center Draft ElR: Review ofSuggestedivfitigalion ;vJeasures, 
May, 2020. 
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party vendors or tenants serviced by local small businesses 
Ju,,,,,,(k(\i'-V·l'il-"''''hl'-;<--pnw-F,Bil-c'. In addition, in order to {!,cl}.li_q 
<'fr\·i'+,qJ.HHhe City'} _ _.,.,,,.\Ji,,Y6··>h-goal of additional employment 
opportunities for Inglewood residents and businesses, the 
proposed Development Agreement requires the i)Jeveloper. as 
the owner of the Arena. to take various actions ''"L '''''""'''"'''·'+ 
the goal of hiring qualified Inglewood residents for no less than 
35% of the employment positions needed in connection with 
event operations at the Arena; these employment positions 
include the Developer's contractors, subcontractors, and vendors 
providing services in connection with events held inside the 
Arena, such as food and beverage service, hospitality, and event 
security ("Event Operations Providers"). Local small businesses 
may not have the ability lo secure ZE heavy-duty trucks to which 
larger vendors have access. 

Additionally. it is not currently knowable what vendors or 
tenants would be present during operations and too speculative 
to assume that their suppliers could abide by mandates to provide 
deliveries and services using NZE and ZE exclusively or 
meaningfully. With the limited categories of ZE commercially 
available trucks, it would be infeasible to require that trucks 
serving the Proposed Project to be ZE. As stated previously, 
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d), which incentivizes the use of ZE 
and NZE vehicles for vendors and delivery services, includes all 
feasible mitigation. 

• Develop a target-focused and performance-based process and 
timeline to implement the use of ZE heavy-duty trucks. 

Developing a target-focused and performance-based process and 
timeline to implement the use of ZE heavy-duty trucks is not 
feasible at this lime since fleets that have purchased or are in the 
process of purchasing these types of trucks take advantage of 
incentives offered by CARB, CEC, and SCAQMD programs. It 
is uncertain when or the number of these incentives or programs 
will be granted ,,,;J therefore developing a timeline to implement 
the use of ZE heavy-duty trucks would be infeasible. Thus, 
Mitigation Measures 3.2-2(c)(3) and 3.2-2(d), which would 
create incentives for the use of ZE and NZE vehicles for vendors 
and delivery services, includes all feasible mitigation. Please see 
also Response to Comment SCAQMD3-14. 

• Develop a project-specific process and criteria for periodically 
assessing progress in implementing the use of ZE heavy-duty trucks. 

As stated above, implementing the use of ZE heavy-duty trucks 
is not feasible at this time. However, as required by Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-2( c )(3), records of all trucks visiting the Project and 
within the project applicant's control would be made available to 
the City upon request. As stated previously, Mitigation Measure 
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3.2-2(c)(3);i;L!} L2L1i, which incentiviw<the use of ZE and 
NZE vehicles, includes all feasible mitigation. 

SCAQMD3-l9 As part of the hazardous materials "'''+-soil sampling conducted on the Project! 

Site. hexavalent chromium was tested for presence out of an abundance of 

caution, even though there is no historical evidence that activities previously 

occurred on the Project Site that would result in the production ofhexavalent 

chromium (such as heavy welding activities). In 2017, a total of nine locations 

were sampled for hexavalent chromium at depths ranging from 0.0 ... 1.0 feet 

below ground surface (bgs) and up to 4.0 - 5.0 feel bgs for a total of nineteen 

soil samples. Of the nineteen soil samples collected, hexavalent chromium waf 

detected in one sample in the Arena Site at a concentration of 0.490 

milligrams (mg)/kilogram (kg), which is below the screening level of 

6.2 mg/kg for commercial/industrial.25 This lone sample could be the result of 

a false positive since there has been no documented onsite historic usage of 

hexavalent chromium. 

Additional soil sampling, in 2019, also detected hexavalent chromium in soil 

samples at the West Parking Garage Site and Well Relocation Site at 

concentrations ranging from 0.34 to 0.60 mg/kg at depths ranging from 0.0 ·· 1.0 

feet bgs and up to 4.0 - 5.0 feet bgs. However, laboratory results also indicated 

hexavalent chromium in the method blank,26which is a quality assurance/quality 

control measure. The presence ofhexavalenl chromium in the method blank 

would indicate that a laboratory contaminant may have affected results, aud may 

indicate that hexavalent chromium was, in fact, not in the soil samples from the 

site. Due to hexavalenl chromium showing up in one sample, below 

commercial/industrial screening levels, the presence ofhexavalent chromium in 

the method blank, aud the lack of historical evidence of industrial activities that 

could produce hexavalent chromium at the site, the detected hexavalent 

chromium is likely due to a false positive, rather than any trne presence of 

hexavalent chromium in soil at the Project Site. It is therefore not expected that 

clean-up activities for hexavalent chromium would be necessary. 

However, because impacted soil could be unexpectedly encountered during 

earth moving activities, Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 would require the project 

contractor prepare an SMP prior to the issuance of the first permit for ground! 

disturbing activities. The SMP would ensure that work would be stopped in the 

excavation area where potential contamination is encountered. "i:i)J\{.samplesi 

would be collected and then tested to determine the type and extent of 

contamination that may be present. The development of an SMP prior to ground 

25 EKI Environment & \Vater, Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Project Investigations, June 28, 2019. 
26 In accordance with standard laboratory procedures for QA/QC, a method blank which is an analyte free matrix, is 

carried through the complete preparation and analytical procedure. The method blank is used lo evaluate 
contamination resulting from the complete preparation and analytical procedure. 
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disturbing construction activities would be precautionaiy and is industry 

practice when completing ground disturbing activities where legacy 

contaminants have been detected. Any suspect materials would be isolated, 

protected from wind and runoff, and disposed of in accordance with transport 

laws and the requirements of the licensed receiving facility and type of 

contamination. 

SCAQMD3-20 Since TPH was detected in onsite soils above the industrial/commercial 

screening levels, the Draft EIR has been updated to include the requirements of 

SCAQMD Rule 1166 requiring a mitigation plan in the event that additional 

TPH impacted soils are found during earth moving activities. The mitigation 

plan would be submitted to the Executive Officer for approval prior to 

commencement of excavation or hauling ofVOC-containing soil. Please see 

Response to Comment SCAQMD3-6. 

SCAQMD3-21 Please see Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-l through SCAQMD3-20, and 

SCAQMD3-22. As described in the responses to letter SCAQMD3, and 

elsewhere in this Final EIR, the analysis contained in the Draft EIR is accurate, 

objective, and based on substantial evidence in the record. The Draft EIR 

provides a detailed explanation of the methodologies used, the analytical trail 

from the Proposed Project through the analyses, to the conclusions regarding the 

significance of the impacts of the Proposed Project The conclusions are clearly 

explained and well-founded based upon thorough, fact-based study; they are 

anything but conclusmy. Finally. the responses in this Final EIR represent a 

good faith response to the SCAQMD's comments, as required pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines section l 5088. 

SCAQMD3-22 As stated in Response to Comment SCAQMD3-5, the City reviewed the electric 

equipment included in Attachment B, List of Companies and Electric Powered 

Constrnction Equipment As previously mentioned the ZE or alternative fuel 

construction equipment cited as commercially available by SCAQMD, 

including excavators, wheel loaders, and soil compactors have limitations that 

make them infeasible for the These pieces of construction 

equipment are compact, medium-duty, electric equipment with limited capacity 

and capabilities when viewed in the context of a major construction project (see 

Response to Comment SCAQMD3-14). As indicated above, the vast majority of 

earth moving activities at the Project Site would require heavy-duty capabilities 

beyond those of the ZE equipment recommended by the SCAQMD. Thus. the 

use of electric-powered or alternative construction equipment presented in 

Project Design Feature 3.2-1 (see Draft EIR page 3.2-64) and in Mitigation 

Measure 3.2-2, includes all feasible mitigation. 
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Letter 
West Basin 
Response 

West Basin-I 

West Basin-2 

West Basin-3 

Uzi Daniel, West Basin Municipal Water District 
March 16, 2020 

This introductory comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to in Response to Comment 

West Basin-2. 

The City completely understands and appreciates the West Basin Municipal 

Water District's interest in establishing a sanitation station in the area. As such, 

the City remains committed as part of its current and continuing discussions 

with the West Basin Municipal Water District to assist it with finding an 

acceptable alternative site. 

This concluding comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a paii of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project 
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Letter 
LACDPW2 
Response 

LACDPW2-1 

Toan Duong, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
March 24, 2020 

This comment is a duplicate of Letter LACDPW 1, above. Please see Responses 

to Comments LACDPWl-1 through LACDPWl-11. 
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Letter 
LAD OT 
Response 

LADOT-1 

LADOT-2 

LADOT-3 

Tomas Carranza, Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LAD OT) 
March 24, 2020 

This introductory comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to in Responses to 

Comments LADOT-2 through LADOT-17. 

The comment correctly states the number of scenarios and the approximate 

geographic range of study intersections that were analyzed in the Draft EIR to 

assess transportation impacts of the l:'proposed ''rroject. Please note that the 

comment inadvertently refers to Table 3.124-3, however the table being referred 

to is in fact Table 3.14-3 on page 3.14-8 of the Draft EIR. 

The comment period on the Draft EIR extended for 89 days, from December 27, 

2019 through March 24, 2020. This Final EIR provides responses to comments 

received by the City during this comment period. The comment's request to 

continue to provide feedback on the analysis is noted. The CitJ! 

welcomes such feedback from the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

(LADOT), both during the environmental review process and, if the Proposed 

Project is approved, during Project construction and implementation. The City 

notes that, as required by AB 987, additional comments provided by the 

commenter will be posted to the City's website containing the record of 

proceedings. 

It is noted that LADOT concurs with the analytical approach used in the Draft 

EIR which assesses project impacts against Adjusted Baseline Conditions, 

rather than against Existing Conditions. The City agrees that there is a need for 

coordination between the HPSP project, particularly hf "··'+H;,,,,,>.'''·'\.t'n.ri. I 
events, and the Proposed Project as the mitigation program is finalized and 

implemented. The Draft Event TMP, included in the Draft EIR as Appendix 

K.4, provides for such coordination. Page 41 of the Draft Event TMP slates that 

"[t]he City of Inglewood should convene recurring as-needed meetings of the 

IBEC, Forum, and NFL Stadium operators to coordinate traffic management 

activities for overlapping or concurrent events at the three venues and shall 

ensure that such coordination occurs." As stated on page 1 of the Draft Event 

TMP, it is intended lo be adaptable and updated based on, among other things, 

"[c]oordination with the operators of the NFL Stadium TMOP and The Forum." 
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LADOT-4 

LADOT-5 

LADOT-6 

The comment correctly states the number of intersections wholly or partly in 

Los Angeles and the number that would be significantly impacted by events at 

the Proposed Project without and with concurrent events at The Forum. 

The comment refers to the Event TMP as Mitigation Measure 3.14-l(a), 

however in the Draft EIR the Event TMP is Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (see 

Draft EIR, pages 3.14-191and3.14-193). 

The comment requests that the Event TMP be augmented to require 

communication with LADOT Special Traffic Operations (STO) staff to ensure 

appropriate measures are considered to address event-related queuing on streets 

controlled by Los Angeles. The City agrees that ongoing coordination between 

itself and LADOT is appropriate. As such, Draft EIR. Appendix K.4, Table 1 is 

revised to add the following at the bottom of the table: 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of 
Transportation !LADOTl 

LADOT manages and maintains streets and other local 
mads jn the City of I as Angeles lmplementatjon o{ 
measures to address potential event queuing conditions on 
streets managed by LADOT including deployment of traffic 
control officers require communication with the LADOT 
Spi;_claJ _ _Ir_a!fic __ Qpi;_ra_\lQD_s_JS_IQ) __ ~ta_tt 

Any locations in Los Angeles where traffic management teclmiques are 

deployed as pait of the Event TMP would be included in the First Year Typical 

Event Monitoring Plan. as described in the Draft EIR, Appendix K.4, page 45. 

The Event TMP includes monitoring of operations during events. If, during 

adaptive management of the Event TMP, there is a need to deploy TCOs at 

locations outside of the City of Inglewood, City staff would coordinate with the 

affected jurisdictions including the City of Los Angeles. The City of Inglewood 

has been and is currently coordinating with LADOT as planning for Opening 

Day of the NFL Stadium in mid-2020 proceeds. The NFL Stadium will have a 

seating capacity that is almost four times that of the Proposed Project The 

development of the TMOP will fulfill a function for the NFL Stadium that is 

similar to that of the Event TMP for the Proposed Project Coordination between 

the City of Inglewood and other agencies will be ongoing after the opening of 

the NFL Stadium. Thus. ifthe Proposed Project opens as proposed in Fall 2024, 

the City would have gained at least three years of experience with managing 

traffic during major events in the immediate vicinity. The City anticipates that 

this real-world experience would have significant value in enabling the City, the 

Project Sponsor, and other stakeholders to refine the Event TMP before the 

Proposed Project commences operations. 

The comment requests that Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(c) be modified to 

acknowledge that LADOT may determine that these improvements are 
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LADOT-7 

LADOT-8 

LADOT-9 

infeasible. The City of Inglewood is amenable to this request. The City of 

Inglewood has determined that it is appropriate to implement the requested 

modification to clarity the timing when that determination must be made and to 

specity that the substitute mitigation measure must be of substantially the same 

effectiveness and have a substantially similar cost. As such, on page 3 .14- l 99 of 

the Draft EIR, the following is added at the end of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(c): 

Shm1cldlhi!_s_i!_ffllJYQ\J_i!_I1JeI1ls_Hbi!_Hd_1!_1!_r11<~di_n/e_g/',i_b_l1!_,Hlhi!_p[Qji!_c_Lgpp_lirn11[ 

and City oflnglewood shall work with LADOT to identify_ and if feasible. 
implement a substitute measure of equivalent effectiveness at 

§JJ}2§lfl!J-lifll!JL~il!J-il!£LfLQ~LlL~Y/2§J)JJiffjJJ£f!§JJLfL1iJIJLfiff:LL!!Jl!!1JJlJLflJir 
overall sa(ef)J_ of this intersection could include. but not be limited to. 
provision of transportation system management ([Sl\1) measures or a 
commensurate contribution to such measures. 

The comment requests that Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(j) be modified to 

acknowledge that LADOT may determine it is infeasible. The City of 

Inglewood is amenable to this request. The City ofinglewood has determined 

that it is appropriate to modity the requested modification to clarify the timing 

when that determination must be made and to specify that the substitute 

mitigation measure should be of substantially the same effectiveness and have a 

substantially similar cost As such, on page 3.14-216 of the Draft EIR, 

Mitigation Measure 3. l4-3(j) is revised to read: 

The project applicant shall work with the City C!f Inglewood and the City 
of Los Angeles to remove the median island on the north leg and 
construct a second left-turn lane on southbound La Cienega Boulevard 
at Centinela Avenue. Should these improvements be deemed infeasible 
the woject a1212licant and City_ of_ Inglewood shall work with L4DOT to 
identifY and jffeasible imJJlement a substitute measure qf equivalent 
effectiveness at substantiallv similar cost. A substitute measure that can 
i_/]l_{}_l'Q\J_i!_jh_i!_HQ\J(!_l'(lfLs_gfi!_l)i_Qflhi_s_i_flli!_l'_s_l!_G_fiQf]HG_Qt/id_ill{;_lt/<koHQIJLllQ[QI!_ 
limited to. provision of transportation svstem manaf!ement rTSlvf) 
measures or a commensurate contribution to such meamres. 

The comment requests that Mitigation Measure 3. l 4-2(b) be modified to require 

that the annual TDM monitoring report be made available to LADOT. The City 

of Inglewood is amenable to this request. As such, Mitigation Measure 3. l 4-

2(b ), Draft EIR, page 3 .14-198, last full paragraph on this page, the last sentence 

is revised to read: 

The monitoring report shall be provided to the City Traffic Engineer 
(ongoing) and the State of California Office C!f Planning and Research 
(through 20 3 O) 1md_mgd_cgy_gJJflb_klQL/1DQT 

The City of Inglewood agrees that collaboration and coordination with other 

stakeholders, including LADOT, is an important component of successful 
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LADOT-10 

implementation of the Event TMP. Among other thing, such coordination would 

enable the City of Inglewood to benefit from LA DOT Special Traffic 

Operation's experience managing other large events. Please see Response to 

Comment LADOT-5. The Arena Operator and City ofinglewood would 

develop a mechanism and formal agreement for cost-sharing in the event that 

the First Year Typical Event Monitoring Plan and subsequent monitoring find 

that there is a regular and recurring need lo deploy TCOs or other traffic control 

measures on key corridors in the City of Los Angeles. 

The comment requests that fonding for ITS improvements at intersections in 

Los Angeles with unmitigated significant impacts be provided, similar to 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0) (see Draft EIR, page 3.14-200). The City of 

Inglewood is amenable to this request. As such, on page 3.14-270 of the Draft 

EIR, the following is added after Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(r): 

!\!litigation Measure 3.14-18(s) 

The prqject aJJPlicant shall make a one-time contribution of $280 000 to 
the LADOT to help fund and implement Intelligent Transportation 
Systems l]TSJ imp_rovements at intersections in which the Project causes 
a significant impact for which a specific mitigation that would reduce 
this impact to less than significant could not be identified These 12 
i_rttn~e.c_ti.Qll§H(J_"f'(!_i_de_111iiie.di_rtTC1b.k.3_.Uc6-3-HCu11111}qtjy_e_p_h1:>_}'rQje.c_[ 

Major Event) with Mitigation Conditions and Table 3.14-99 Cumulative 
(with The Forum) plus Project (Major Event) with Mitigation 
C'Qndi.liQm 

• Concourse Wav /West Centurv Boulevard 

• TYesternAvenue I TYest Centurv Boulevard 

• Vermont Avenue/ West Century Boulevard 

• Van Ness Avenue/ Manchester Boulevard 

• Western Avenue/ lvfanchester Boulevard 

• Normandie Avenue/ Afanchester Boulevard 

• Vermont Avenue/ lvfanchester Boulevard 

• Hoover Avenue/ lvfanchester Boulevard 

• Figueroa Street/ lvfanchester Boulevard 

• 1-110 Southbound On/Off-Ramps/ lvfanchester Boulevard 

• 1-110 Northbound On/Off-Ramps I Afanchester Boulevard 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/ Florence Avenue 

The comment does not include a request for a specific amount of funding nor 

for specific ITS improvements at the intersections in the City of Los Angeles 

found to be significantly impacted by Proposed Project traffic. The City and the 
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LADOT-11 

LADOT-12 

project applicant consulted with LADOT and mutually agreed that this amount 

represents an appropriate contribution. This is consistent with what has been 

required for other recent projects that have implemented similar mitigation 

measures such as: Intersection Traffic Signal Upgrades that will replace older 

model Type 170 controllers with newer Type 2070 controllers; Closed Circuit 

Television (CCTV) Cameras that will fund the installation of new CCTV 

cameras (including necessary mounting poles, fiber optic and electrical 

connections); and System Loop Detectors (including necessary fiber optic and 

electrical connections). The City has determined, in consultation with LADOT, 

that this payment would constitute the Proposed Project's fair-share contribution 

towards expanding LADOT's existing ITS network. This approach is consistent 

with CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(3). 

The City of Inglewood acknowledges that LADOT's processes would have to 

be followed for review and approval of physical and other mitigation measures 

that affect intersections in Los Angeles, and that cooperative mitigation should 

be coordinated through LADOT's West Los Angeles and Coastal Development 

Review offices. 

The results of the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR generally show a pattern of 

identifying more impacts in the scenarios with higher levels of activity in the 

study area, as shown in Table 3.14-79. Similarly, the results generally show that 

more impacts occur under cumulative conditions than under conditions with the 

Proposed Project alone. In fact the comment's assumption makes intuitive 

sense, and is generally correct for most projects under most conditions. In this 

instance, however, there are several reasons why an impact might occur under a 

scenario with fewer Project-generated trips than under one with more Project­

generated trips or under a scenario with more total traffic than under a scenario 

with less total traffic. An example situation is discussed below. 

An impact may occur in a Major Event scenario, but not all concurrent event 

scenarios because of the varying assumptions regarding trip assignment, 

including Project-generated traffic, result in shifting patterns around the street 

and highway network. For example, as described on page 3.14-100 of the Draft 

EIR, in the analysis of Major Events at the Proposed Project when there is no 

overlapping event at the NFL Stadium, trips are assigned to the Proposed 

Project on-site parking and to parking in the HPSP area. However, in the 

scenarios that include a mid-sized event or an NFL game at the NFL Stadium, as 

described on pages 3.14-331and3.14-332, and depicted in Figure 3.14-23, it is 

assumed that parking within the HPSP area is in use by NFL Stadium attendees. 

For this reason, Project-related parking would have to occur at various other off­

site locations, and trips are therefore assigned to travel to or from those other 

parking locations. Further, in the analysis of Major Events, over half of the 
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LADOT-13 

LADOT-14 

LADOT-15 

study intersections were analyzed with the Highway Capacity Manual 

Methodology using microsimulation. Under congested conditions, bottlenecks 

form in the system that can cause a reduction in the amount of traffic reaching 

downstream locations or can othe1wise alter the operation of an intersection. 

This phenomenon is described on page 3.14-219 of the Draft EIR. Thus, 

compared to a Proposed Project Major Event scenario, concurrent events are not 

strictly additive and the impacts are not necessarily as linear in terms of 

worsening LOS in the simulation as they might be using ICU/CMA methods. 

The reason that significant impacts are identified at the intersections of West 

Century Boulevard & Western Avenue and at Manchester Boulevard & 

Vermont Avenue in the Cumulative (with The Forum) plus Project (Major 

Event) in the weekday pre-event peak hour, but not in the Cumulative (with The 

Forum and Mid-Sized NFL Stadium Event) plus Project (Major Event) in the 

same peak hour, is described in Response to Comment LADOT-12. In the 

Cumulative (with The Forum) plus Project (Major Event) scenario, all Proposed 

Project vehicles park in on-site parking structures or in the HPSP area, and all 

Forum trips park at The Forum site and in the HPSP area. In the Cumulative 

(with The Forum and Mid-Sized NFL Stadium Event) plus Project (Major 

Event) scenario, the HPSP area is not available for use by the Proposed Project 

or by The Forum attendees because it is used by attendees to the Mid-Sized 

Event at the NFL Stadium. In this scenario, the shifts in the assumed location of 

off-site Project-related parking combine to reduce the volume of traffic ik·ih···at 

the West Century Boulevard & Western A venue and '·+·Manchester Boulevard 

& Vermont Avenue intersections. 

The reason that significant impacts are identified at the intersections of West 

Century Boulevard & Concourse Way in the Adjusted Baseline (with Mid-Sized 

NFL Stadium Event) plus Project (Major Event) in the weekday pre-event peak 

hour but not in the Cumulative (with Mid-Sized NFL Stadium Event) plus 

Project (Major Event) in the same peak hour is described in Response to 

Comment LADOT-12. The West Century Boulevard & Concourse Way 

intersection was analyzed with the HCM methodology using microsimulation, 

and is an example of where the simulation results vary in concurrent events 

scenarios due to changing congestion in the network. In this instance, congested 

operations at the nearby intersection of La Cienega Boulevard & West Century 

Boulevard result in reduced levels of congestion at the West Century Boulevard 

& Concourse Way intersection. 

The Draft EIR analysis of the intersection of West Century Boulevard & Van 

Ness Avenue incorrectly analyzed the northbound approach as having one left­

tum laue, one through lane and one shared through/right-tum lane. As noted in 

the comment, the northbound approach of that intersection has one left-tum lane 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 
June 2020 



# 

50 

# 

50 

[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In It][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" I' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" I' MERGEFORMAT] 

and one through lane and one de facto right-tum lane. The LOS calculations 

have been revised using the ICU methodology used by Inglewood and the 

Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology used by Los Angeles. This 

correction results in no changes to V/C ratios in the AM peak hour and in the 

weekday pre-event peak hour. The incremental differences were insubstantial in 

the other analyzed peak hours: no additional significant impacts were identified 

and previously identified significant impacts identified were found not to be 

substantially more severe. Detailed LOS worksheets will be included in the 

Final EIR. Revised tables 3.14-7, 3.14-8, 3.14-15, 3.14-22B, 3.14-31, 3.14-44, 

3.14-48B, 3.14-52, 3.14-59, 3.14-60, 3.14-62, 3.14-63, 3.14-64, 3.14-67, 

3.14-70, 3.14-73, 3.14-76. 3.14-81, 3.14-84, 3.14-87, 3.14-90. 3.14-93, 3.14-98, 

and 3.14-99 are shown in Chapter 2. Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

TABLE 3.14-7 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS - EXISTING WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS 

Peak V/Cor 
Intersection Methodologya.b Jurisdictiona Hour Delay LOS 

AM 0.700 B 

ICU 
lnglewoodiLos Angeles PM 

CQ_Uoty ~ c 
Van Ness Ave/ Q.Z83 
West Century Blvd AM 0.640 B 

CMA City of Los Angeles PM 
(H'Q-1. c 
0728 

TABLE 3.14-8 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS - EXISTING PRE-EVENT AND POST-EVENT PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS 

VIC or 
Intersection Methodology•·b Jurisdictiona Peak Hour Delay LOS 

Weekday Pre-Event 0.708 c 

Inglewood/Los Weekday Post-Event il.3M A 
ICU 

Angeles County QA28 

Weekend Pre-Event G.GOO 
B 

Van Ness Ave/ Q.616 
West Century Blvd Weekday Pre-Event 0.648 B 

Weekday Post-Event ~ 
A 

CMA City of Los Angeles ~ 

Weekend Pre-Event O.M~ 
A 0.551 
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TABLE 3.14-15 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE PLUS PROJECT (ANCILLARY LAND USES) CONDITIONS 

# 

50 

Intersection 

Van Ness Ave/ 
West Century Blvd 

Methodology"·b 

ICU 

CMA 

Peak 
Jurisdictiona Hour 

AM 
Inglewood/Los 

Angeles Count¥ PM 

AM 

City of Los Angeles 
PM 

TABLE 3.14-22B 

Adjusted Adjusted 
Baseline Baseline 

No Project Plus Project0 

V/Cor V/Cor 
Delay LOS Delay LOS 

0728 c 0.734 c 
MW 

D 
Q.,gQ& 

D 
0828 0832 

0670 B 0.677 B 

o.+49 o.+<>ii 
o.ns c 

0780 
c 

WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE PLUS PROJECT 

(DAYTIME EVENTS) CONDITIONS 

Intersection Methodologya.b 

Van Ness Ave/ 
50 

West Century Blvd 
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CMA 

Peak 
Jurisdictiona Hour 

Inglewood/Los 
PM 

Anueles County 

City of Los Angeles PM 
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Adjusted 
Baseline 

No Project 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

0.002 
D 

0.828 

Q.,+49. 

OB6 
c 

Adjusted 
Baseline Plus 

Project° 

VIC or 
LOS 

Delay 

Q,S44 
D Q,.8.68 

(M'.94 

Q • .8.19. D 
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TABLE 3.14-31 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS-ADJUSTED BASELINE PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

Adjusted Adjusted 
Baseline No Baseline Plus 

Project Project 

# Intersection Methodology1•2 Jurisdiction 1 Peak Hour 
VIC or LOS VIC or LOS Delay Delay 

Weekday Pre-Event 0.754 c 0.790 c 
Inglewood/ 

Weekday Post-Event 
QA.Q.1-

A 
~ 

B 
ICU Los Angeles 0.444 0.660 

County 
~ 

Van Ness Ave/ Weekend Pre-Event 
QJ366 

B 0.740 c 
50 West Century 

Blvd Weekday Pre-Event 0.696 B 0.736 c 

City of Weekday Post-Event 
~ 

A 
~ 

A 
CMA 

Los Angeles 
Q365 0586 

Weekend Pre-Event 
ll~93 A 

0.683 B 
0.603 § 

TABLE 3.14-44 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT (ANCILLARY LAND USES) CONDITIONS 

Cumulative No Cumulative Plus 
Project Project' 

Peak VIC or 
LOS 

VIC or 
LOS 

Intersection Methodology'" Jurisdiction 1 Hour Delay Delay 

AM 0.873 D 0.885 D 

ICU 
Inglewood~ 

~ Q ~ Q AOJJ~Ji;_~_CQ_UDii' PM 
Van Ness Ave/ Q.933 s Q.931 s 

50 
West Century Blvd AM 0.725 c 0.737 c 

CMA City of Los Angeles ~ ~ 
PM 

Q.188 
c 

Q.182 
c 

TABLE 3.14-48B 

WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT (DAYTIME EVENTS) 

Intersection Methodology"·b 

Van Ness AveNVest 
50 

Century Blvd 
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ICU 

CMA 

CONDITIONS 

Peak 
Jurisdictiona Hour 

lnglewoodi_LQ~ 
PM 

An!Jeles Counti' 

City of Los Angeles PM 
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Cumulative 
No Project 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

~ Q 

0933 s 
~ 

0.788 
c 

Cumulative 

Plus Project0 

VIC or 
LOS 

Delay 

~ E 
9_191_'.l 

~ 
0831 

D 
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TABLE3.14-52 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS - CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

Cumulative No Cumulative 
Project Plus Project 

V/Cor V/Cor 
# Intersection Methodology''' Jurisdiction' Peak Hour Delay 

LOS 
Delay 

LOS 

Weekday Pre-Event 0.841 D 0.878 D 

Inglewood/ 
Weekday Post-Event 

()AJS 
A 
~ 

B 
ICU Los Angeles 0.478 0.694 

County 
~ ~ 

Van Ness Ave/ Weekend Pre-Event on2 c 
0.832 

D 

50 West Century 
Blvd Weekday Pre-Event 0.691 B 0.730 c 

City of Los Weekday Post-Event 
~ 

A 
~ 

A 
CMA 

Angeles 
0.303 0.533 

Weekend Pre-Event 
~ A G-@1-1-

B 
QJi11 l:l QJ382 

TABLE3.14-59 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS-ADJUSTED BASELINE PLUS PROJECT (DAYTIME EVENT) WITH MITIGATION 

Method-
# Intersection 

ology1
" 

ICU 
Van Ness Ave/ 

50 West Century 
Blvd 

CMA 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Jurisdic-
tion1 

Inglewood/ 
Los Angeles 

County 

City of Los 
Angeles 

CONDITIONS 

Adjusted 
Baseline No 

Peak Project 

Hour 
V/C 
or LOS 

Delay 

AM 0728 c 
Q.<lQ.2 

PM 
0828 

D 

AM 0.670 B 

PM 
Q.-1'49 c 
0.776 
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Adjusted 
Baseline Plus 

Project 

V/Cor 
Delay 

LOS 

0.740 c 
Q,844 
QJl§.§. D 

0.683 B 

Q,:;z.94 G 
0.819 Q 

Adjusted 
Baseline Plus 
Project with 
Mitigation 

VIC or 
Delay 

LOS 
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TABLE3.14-60 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) WITH MITIGATION 

Method-
# Intersection ology1

" 

ICU 

Van Ness Ave/ 
50 West Century 

Blvd 

CMA 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

CONDITIONS 

Jurisdic-
tion 1 Peak Hour 

Weekday 

Inglewood/ 
Pre-Event 

Los Weekday 
Angeles Post-Event 
County 

Weekend 
Pre-Event 

Weekday 
Pre-Event 

City of Los Weekday 
Angeles Post-Event 

Weekend 
Pre-Event 

[PAGE] 

Adjusted 
Baseline No 

Project 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

0.754 c 

()A().j_ 
A 

0.444 

QAlW 

~ 
B 

0.696 B 

~ 
A 

0.365 

~ A 
0.603 ~ 

Adjusted 
Baseline 

Plus Project 

VIC or 
LOS 

Delay 

0.790 c 

~ 
B 

0.660 

0.740 c 

0.736 c 

~ 
A 

0.596 

0.683 B 

Adjusted 
Baseline Plus 
Project with 
Mitigation 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 
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TABLE 3.14-62 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS - CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT (DAYTIME EVENT) WITH MITIGATION CONDITIONS 

Cumulative No Cumulative Plus 
Project Project 

Peak V/Cor 
LOS 

VIC or 
LOS 

# Intersection Methodology1" Jurisdiction' Hour Delay Delay 

AM 0.873 D 0.899 D 
ICU Inglewood/Los Angeles Count~ ()004 Q Q,936 

PM 
O.B3:2 E QJl.7.3 E 

Van Ness Ave & 
50 

West Century Blvd AM 0.725 c 0.753 c 
CMA City of Los Angeles ~ ~ G 

PM 
07~8 

c 
Q~~1 Q 

TABLE 3.14-63 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS-CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) WITH MITIGATION CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology'" 

Van Ness Ave/ 
50 

West Century Blvd 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

ICU 

CMA 

Jurisdiction' Peak Hour 

Weekday Pre-Event 

Inglewood/ Weekday Post-Event 
Los Angeles County 

Weekend Pre-Event 

Weekday Pre-Event 

City of Los Angeles 
Weekday Post-Event 

Weekend Pre-Event 
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Cumulative No Cumulative Plus 
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TABLE3.14-64 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE (WITH THE FORUM) PLUS PROJECT 

(MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

Intersection Methodology1
•
2 Jurisdiction' Peak Hour 

Weekday Pre-Event 

Inglewood/ 
Weekday Post-Event 

ICU Los Angeles 
County 

Van Ness Ave/ Weekend Pre-Event 

Adjusted 
Baseline (with 

The Forum) 
No Project 

VIC or 
Delay 

0.758 

G,W& 

0611 

G.e&a 
0.668 

LOS 

c 
A 

l:i 

B 

Adjusted 
Baseline (with 

The Forum) 
Plus Project 

(Major Event) 

VIC or 
Delay 

LOS 

0.870 D 

(),.goo 
D 

Q827 

0.786 c 
50 West Century 

Blvd Weekday Pre-Event 0.701 c 0.821 D 

City of Los Weekday Post-Event 
IJAOO 

A 
o.+&+ c 

CMA 
Angeles 

ll5A4 QID 

Weekend Pre-Event 
Q.W& A 

0.731 c 
0.60(2 ~ 

TABLE 3.14-67 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE (WITH FOOTBALL GAME AT NFL STADIUM) PLUS 

PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

# 

50 

Intersection 

Van Ness Ave/ 
West Century Blvd 

Methodology'" Jurisdiction' 

ICU 
Inglewood/ 

Los Angeles County 

CMA City of Los Angeles 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 
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Peak Hour 

Weekend 
Pre-Event 

Weekend 
Pre-Event 

Adjusted 
Baseline (with 
Football Game 

at NFL Stadium) 
No Project 

VIC or 
LOS 

Delay 

M+<> 
B 

0.688 

G.&1-+ 
B 

0627 

Adjusted 
Baseline (with 

Football Game at 
NFL Stadium) 
Plus Project 

(Major Event) 

VIC or 
LOS 

Delay 

0.802 D 

0.749 c 
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TABLE3.14-70 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE (WITH MIDSIZE NFL STADIUM EVENT) PLUS PROJECT 

(MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

Adjusted 
Adjusted 

Baseline (with 
Baseline (with 
Midsize NFL 

Midsize NFL 
Stadium Event) 

Stadium Event) 
No Project 

Plus Project 
(Major Event) 

V/Cor 
LOS 

V/Cor 
LOS # Intersection Methodology''' Jurisdiction 1 Peak Hour Delay Delay 

Weekday Pre-
0.775 c 0.846 D 

Inglewood/Los Event 
ICU 

Angeles County Weekday Post- ~ ~ 
Van Ness Ave/ Event 0579 

A 
0720 

c 
50 West Century 

Blvd Weekday Pre-
0.720 c 0.795 c 

City of Los Event 
CMA 

Angeles Weekday Post- ()-4(B ~ 

Event 0.510 
A 

0.661 
B 

TABLE3.14-73 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -ADJUSTED BASELINE (WITH THE FORUM AND MIDSIZE NFL STADIUM EVENT) 

PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology'" 

ICU 
Van Ness Ave/ 

50 West Century 
Blvd 

CMA 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Jurisdiction' Peak Hour 

Inglewood/ Weekday Pre-Event 

Los Angeles Weekday Post-
County Event 

Weekday Pre-Event 
City of Los 
Angeles Weekday Post-

Event 
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Adjusted 
Baseline (with 
The Forum and 

Midsize NFL 
Stadium Event) 

No Project 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

0.780 c 
~ A 
Q.630 ~ 

0.725 c 
~ 

A 
Q,5(25 

Adjusted Baseline 
(with The Forum 
and Midsize NFL 

Stadium Event) 
Plus Project 

(Major Event) 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.873 

G-+M 
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0.824 

G-BW 
0115 
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D 

c 

D 
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TABLE 3.14-76 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS-ADJUSTED BASELINE (WITH THE FORUM AND FOOTBALL GAME AT NFL 

STADIUM) PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

Adjusted Adjusted 
Baseline (with Baseline (with 

The Forum The Forum and 
and Football Football Game 
Game at NFL at NFL Stadium) 
Stadium) No Plus Project 

Project (Major Event) 

Intersection Methodology1·2 Jurisdiction' 
VIC or 

LOS 
VIC or 

LOS 
Peak Hour Delay Delay 

ICU 
Inglewood/Los 

Van Ness Ave/ Angeles County 
Weekend Pre- ~ g 

0.887 D 
Event Q]Q1 ~ 

West Century 
Blvd CMA 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Weekend Pre- Q.-OW 
B 0.839 D 

Event 0641 

TABLE 3.14-81 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE (WITH THE FORUM) PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) 

CONDITIONS 

Cumulative 
Cumulative 

(with The 
(with The 

Forum) No 
Forum) Plus 

Project 
Project (Major 

Event) 

VIC or 
LOS 

VIC or 
LOS 

Intersection Methodology'" Jurisdiction 1 Peak Hour Delay Delay 

Weekday Pre-Event 0.845 D 0.957 E 
Inglewood/ Los 

Weekday Post-Event 
Q.-003 

B 
O.M4 

D 
ICU Angeles 0645 0861 

County 
~ (M\@ 

Van Ness Ave/ Weekend Pre-Event 
0.774 

c 
0.878 

D 

West Century 
Blvd Weekday Pre-Event 0.695 B 0.813 D 

City of Los Weekday Post-Event 
~ 

A 
~ g 

CMA 
Angeles 

0.481 0.711 g 

Weekend Pre-Event 
~ A o.+W c 
QJ320 ~ a.no 
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TABLE3.14-84 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE (WITH FOOTBALL GAME AT NFL STADIUM) PLUS PROJECT 

(MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology''' Jurisdiction1 Peak Hour 

Inglewood/ 

ICU Los Angeles Weekend Pre-Event 
Van Ness Ave/ County 50 
West Century Blvd 

CMA 
City of Los Weekend Pre-Event 

Angeles 

TABLE 3.14-87 

Cumulative 
(with Football 
Game at NFL 

Stadium) 
No Project 

V/Cor 
Delay 

~.-1'6& 

0}94 

Q.,@.1-1-

0641 

LOS 

c 

B 

Cumulative 
(with Football 
Game at NFL 
Stadium) Plus 

Project 
(Major Event) 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.886 

0738 

LOS 

D 

c 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE (WITH MIDSIZE NFL STADIUM EVENT) PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR 

EVENT) CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology'" 

ICU 
Van Ness Ave/ 

50 West Century 
Blvd 

CMA 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Jurisdiction1 Peak Hour 

Inglewood/ Weekday Pre-Event 

Los Angeles 
County Weekday Post-Event 

City of Los 
Weekday Pre-Event 

Angeles Weekday Post-Event 
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Cumulative 
(with Midsize 
NFL Stadium 

Event) No 
Project 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

0.862 D 

G,B+-1- A 
0.613 ~ 

0.714 c 
GAW 
0.447 
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Cumulative (with 
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Stadium Event) 
Plus Project 
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V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

0932 E 
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TABLE3.14-90 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE (WITH THE FORUM AND MIDSIZE NFL STADIUM EVENT) PLUS 

PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

Cumulative (with 
Cumulative (with 

The Forum and 
The Forum and 

Midsize NFL 
Midsize NFL 

Stadium Event) 
Stadium Event) 

Plus Project 
No Project 

(Major Event) 

VIC or 
LOS 

VIC or 
# Intersection Methodology'" Jurisdiction' Peak Hour Delay Delay LOS 

Inglewood/ Weekday Pre-Event 0.867 D 0.959 E 

ICU Los Angeles ~ ~ G 
Van Ness Ave/ County Weekday Post-Event 

Q.ill3A 
B 

QJlli6_ Q 
50 West Century 

Blvd Weekday Pre-Event 0.719 c 0.817 D 

CMA 
City of Los 
Angeles Weekday Post-Event 

GAW 
A 
~ 

B 
0.501 0.653 

TABLE3.14-93 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS - CUMULATIVE (WITH THE FORUM AND FOOTBALL GAME AT NFL STADIUM) 

PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology'" 

Van Ness Ave/ ICU 

50 West Century 
Blvd 

CMA 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

Jurisdiction' Peak Hour 

Inglewood/ 
Angeles Weekend Pre-Event 
County 

City of Los 
Angeles 

Weekend Pre-Event 
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Cumulative {with 
The Forum and 
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No Project 
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LOS 
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TABLE 3.14-98 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS-ADJUSTED BASELINE (WITH THE FORUM) PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) WITH MITIGATION CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology'·' 

Van Ness Ave/ 
50 

West Century Blvd 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

ICU 

CMA 

Jurisdiction' Peak Hour 

Weekday Pre-Event 

Inglewood/Los Angeles Weekday Post-Event 
County 

Weekend Pre-Event 

Weekday Pre-Event 

City of Los Angeles 
Weekday Post-Event 

Weekend Pre-Event 
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Baseline (with The 
Forum) No Project 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay 

0.758 c 
~ A 
0.611 § 

G-G8il B 

DJ3fi8 
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QA.00 A 
il-54_4 

Q."'95 A 

Qiill6 ~ 

Baseline (with The 
Forum) Plus Project 
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LOS 

Delay 

0.870 D 

(µlQ9 D 
0.827 

0.786 c 

0.821 D 

~ c 
Q.ll5_ 
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Baseline (with The Forum) 
Plus Project With 

Mitigation 
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TABLE 3.14-99 
INTERSECTION OPERATIONS -CUMULATIVE (WITH THE FORUM) PLUS PROJECT (MAJOR EVENT) WITH MITIGATION CONDITIONS 

# Intersection Methodology1•2 

Van Ness Ave/ 
50 

West Century Blvd 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 
Final Environmental Impact Report 

ICU 

CMA 

Jurisdiction 1 

Inglewood/ 
Los Angeles County 

City of Los Angeles 

Cumulative (with 
The Forum) No 

Project 

VIC or 
LOS 

Peak Hour Delay 

Weekday Pre-Event 0.845 D 

Weekday Post-Event 
~ B 
QJ245 

Weekend Pre-Event 
Q.:;"45 c 
ORLJ 

Weekday Pre-Event 0.695 B 

Weekday Post-Event 
~ A 
0.481 

Weekend Pre-Event 
~ A 

0.620 !:'! 
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LADOT-16 The Draft EIR inconsistently shows the results of the impact analysis for the 

intersection of Manchester Avenue & Western Avenue. Table 3.14-22B and 

Figure 3 .14-13 correctly show that it would be significantly impacted under 

Adjusted Baseline plus Project (Daytime Events) in the PM peak hour. The 

results for this intersection were inadvertently omitted from Table 3.14-59. The 

corrected table is shown in full in Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

TABLE3.14-59 

INTERSECTION OPERATIONS-ADJUSTED BASELINE PLUS PROJECT (DAYTIME EVENT) WITH MITIGATION 

CONDITIONS 

# Intersection 

Western Ave/ 
~ Manchester 

Bllid 

Methodology Jurisdiction Peak 
1,2 Hour 

Adjusted 
Baseline No 

Project 

V/Cor 
Delay 

LOS 

Adjusted 
Baseline Plus 

Project 

VIC or 
Delay 

LOS 

Adjusted 
Baseline Plus 
Project with 
Mitigation 

VIC or 
Delay 

LOS 

LADOT-17 Please see Responses to Comments LADOT-2, -3, -5, -6, -7, -8, -10, and -11. 
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Letter Metro (page 1 of 90) 
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Letter Metro (page 2 of 90) 

advance page numbers to equal a 
90-page letter before response 
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Letter Metro 
Response 

Metro-1 

Shine Ling, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro) 
March 24, 2020 

This comment is introductory correspondence from the Los Angeles 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) to the City. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded to in Responses to 

Comments Metro-2 through Metro-28. This comment raises neither significant 

environmental issues nor specific questions about the analyses or information in 

the Draft EIR that would require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 

15088. The comment will be included as a part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

The comment cites to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (a). That 

section states: "This section describes specific considerations for evaluating a 

project's transportation impacts. Generally. vehicle miles traveled is the most 

appropriate measure of transportation impacts. For the purposes of this section, 

'vehicle miles traveled' refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel 

attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations may include the effects of 

the project on transit and non-motorized travel. Except as provided in 

subdivision (b)(2) below (regarding roadway capacity), a project's effect on 

automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental impact." 

The comment also cites to guidance issued by the Governor's Office of 

Planning and Research concerning analysis of transportation impacts. (OPR, 

Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts In CEQA (December 

2018)). That technical advisory states: 

Impacts to Transit 

Because criteria for determining the significance of 
transportation impacts must promote "the development of 
multimodal transportation networks" pursuant to Public 
Resources Code section 21099, subd (b)(l), lead agencies 
should consider project impacts to transit .1ystems and bicycle 
and pedestrian networks. For example, a project that blocks 
access to a transit stop or blocks a transit route itself may 
inteifere with transit functions. Lead agencies should consult 
with transit agencies as early as possible in the development 
process, particularly for projects that are located within one half 
mile of transit stops. 

When evaluating impacts to multimodal transportation networks, 
lead agencies generally should not treat the addition of new 
transit users as an adverse impact. An infill development may 
add riders to transit systems and the additional boarding and 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Metro-2 

Metro-3 

Metro-4 

Metro-5 

alighting may slow transit vehicles, but it also adds destinations, 
improving proximity and accessibility Such development also 
improves regional vehicle flow by adding less vehicle travel onto 
the regional network. 

Increased demand throughout a region may, however, cause a 
cumulative impact by requiring new or additional transit 
infrastructure. Such impacts may be adequately addressed 
through a fee program thatfairly allocates the cost of 
improvements not just to projects that happen to locate near 
transit, but rather across a region to all projects that impose 
burdenY on the entire transportation system. since transit can 
broadly improve the function of the transportation system. 

(Ibid., p. 19.) 

The City has considered CEQA Guidelines section l 5064.3 and OPR's technical 

advisory in preparing the transportation analysis (see, e.g., Draft EIR, 

pages 3.14-131through3.14-132). 

As noted in the comment, Metro and the City of Inglewood have collaborated 

on numerous projects within the city. This collaboration would continue as the 

Proposed Project is constructed and operated. 

This comment expresses the Proposed Project's significance to the City as well 

as summary of the past collaborative efforts between the commenter and the 

City. This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific 

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require 

response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment will be 

included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

This comment provides an accurate summary of the key elements of the 

Proposed Project. This comment raises neither significant environmental issues 

nor specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that 

would require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The 

comment will be included as a paii of the record and made available to the 

decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

As described on page 2-58 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project as proposed 

and analyzed in the Draft EIR would operate shuttle service that would connect 

the Project Site to the Metro Green Line (C Line) Hawthorne/Lennox Station 

aud the Metro Crenshaw/LAX Line (K Line) Downtown Inglewood Station. 

The transportation analysis in the Draft EIR therefore assumed shuttles to these 

two stations. However, the TDM Program identified as Mitigation Measure 

3.14-2(b ), expands on this and calls for three stations to be served. including the 
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Metro-6 

Metro-7 

Metro-8 

Metro Crenshaw/LAX Line (K Line) AMC/96th Station (see Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-2(b) on pages 3.14-195 and 3.14-196 of the Draft EIR). The third 

station is also referenced in the Draft Event Transportation Management Plan in 

Draft EIR, Appendix K.4, as noted in the comment. 

While it is anticipated that the Havvthorne/Lennox Station Green Line (C Line) 

station and the Downtown Inglewood Crenshaw/LAX (K Line) station would be 

the two primary stations from which attendees would transfer between rail and 

shuttle buses, the project applicant's application for approval under AB 987 and 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) both provide that a third station (Aviation/ 

Century Station) on the Crenshaw/LAX line would be served by the shuttle 

system. Shuttle service to this third station would therefore be provided if this 

mitigation measure is adopted as proposed. Refer to Response to Comment 

Metro-17 for more in-depth information pertaining to coordination with Metro 

regarding shuttle buses and stations. 

The comment provides a correction to the timing of "shake ups," minor 

adjustments to bus service. As such, on page 3.14-47 of the Draft EIR, last full 

paragraph is revised to read: 

Metro provided ridership data for Lines 117, 211, and 212, which 

represent averages for April 2018. Both rail and bus ridership are 

reflective of the service levels in effect in the first half of2018. Metro 

typically makes minor and maior adjustments ('"shake ups") to their bus 

service in June Jilly-and December. so the ridership is reflective of the 

December 2017 "shake up". Bus data for weekdays includes average 

daily boardings (i.e., "ons"), alightings (i.e., "offs"), and counted 

passenger load per bus rnn approaching each stop. 

The comment provides a correction to the proscribed period for the Metro rail 

plan. As such, on page 3.14-53 of the Draft EIR, last paragraph, the third 

sentence is revised to read: 

The Metro board has currently approved Alternative C-3 for a iwe--Qn~­

year pilot program as opposed to the staff recommended 

Alternative C- I . 4 

(Footnote 4: https:/ /boardagendas.metro.neUboard-report/2018-0710 

The analysis presented in Table 3.14-37 presumed two-car trains would operate 

on the Metro C Line (Green Line) on weekdays after 9:00 PM. This assumption 

was based on data provided by the Metro Service Performance Analysis Group 

indicating that, based on trips sampled in fiscal year 2018, two-car trains were 

operational on weekdays after 9 PM. Additionally, a presentation given to the 
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Metro-9 

Metro-10 

Metro-11 

Metro Operations, Safety, and Customer Experience Committee on November 

l 5, 20 l 8 regarding the Crenshaw/LAX - Green Line Operating Plan did not 

indicate plans to operate the C Line with one-car trains. Thus, when the analysis 

was performed, there was no available data or other indications to suggest that 

service could be reduced to one-car trains. This comment does not directly slate 

that one-car trains would be operating after 9 PM on weekdays. Rather, it 

suggests that resource availability (i.e., rail cars, train operators, and budget) 

would help determine whether two-car trains can operate after 9 PM. Under a 

scenario in which an event was not being held at the Proposed Project, a service 

reduction lo one-car trains would result in the eastbound load of 622 passengers 

during the post-event peak hour exceeding the line capacity of 425 passengers. 

Hence, the line would be overcapacity without an event at the Proposed Project, 

which suggests this line would be as or more appropriate than other lines lo 

maintain two-car trains after 9:00 PM. 

The remainder of this comment relates lo platform design considerations for the 

K Line, for which a conclusion is reached that if grant funding is not secured 

from the State, trains may be limited to two-car service (versus three). Since the 

analysis of the Metro K Line (Crenshaw/LAX Line) relied on two-car trains, 

this uncertainty does not affect the Draft EIR analysis of this transit line. 

This comment is advisory in nature, to inform the City of Inglewood and 

operator of the Proposed Project that the Metro K Line (Crenshaw/LAX Line) 

may have temporary operational limitations when the Proposed Project is under 

construction and would open due to construction activity in the vicinity of 

Centinela Avenue and Florence Avenue. The Florence Avenue/Centinela 

A venue intersection was analyzed as an at-grade light rail crossing that would 

be pass through the intersection. Because the potential future Centinela/Florence 

grade separation project is currently under preliminary study, and has not yet 

moved into the engineering design and environmental study stage, it is not 

appropriate for consideration as a cumulative project. 

The public bus services currently operating in the vicinity of the Proposed 

Project are described on page 3.14-47 of the Draft EIR and in Technical 

Memorandum# 1-Suppemental Information Regarding Existing Conditions in 

Draft EIR, Appendix K.1. This comment is advisory in nature, to inform the 

City ofinglewood and operator of the Proposed Project that bus service in the 

immediate vicinity of the Project Site may be expanded in the future. 

Metro's support for the relocated nmthbound South Prairie Avenue bus stop 

from the near side of West Century Boulevard to the far side is noted, as is its 

support for the permanent relocation of the stop on the south side of West 

Century Boulevard east of South Prairie A venue. 
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Metro-12 

Metro-13 

Metro-14 

Metro-15 

Metro-16 

Metro's request to situate the temporary bus stop on West Century Boulevard at 

a location 60 feel west of the Starbucks driveway (instead of directly west of 

South Prairie A venue) has been forwarded to the City for its consideration. The 

City and the project applicant would coordinate with Metro to identify a 

mutually acceptable temporary bus stop. It is possible that this bus stop may 

need to be temporarily relocated during different phases of construction. For 

instance, an alley connecting to West Century Boulevard is proposed for 

construction west of the Starbucks driveway (i.e., in the vicinity of Metro's 

identified temporary stop location). Farther west is the site of the West Parking 

Garage. The temporary bus slop may need to be relocated during construction 

between the alley and the garage frontage (depending on construction staging, 

open/closed to traffic, etc.). 

This comment is advisory in nature, lo inform the City of Inglewood and 

operator of the Proposed Project that bus stops (either temporary or permanent) 

must be designed in accordance with ADA standards. The comment will be 

included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-15 requires the preparation by the project applicant 

and the review and approval by the City of a Construction Traffic Management 

Plan. The measure requires that the plan be developed ·'in consultation with 

affected transit providers and local emergency providers." Specifically, 

subsection g requires that the plan include provisions to "[m]aintain safe and 

efficient access routes for emergency vehicles and transit." In order to reflect the 

request of the commenter, Draft EIR, page 3.14-253 is revised to add the 

following as a footnote to Mitigation Measure 3.14-15. bullet g): 

g) A1aintain safe and efficient access routes for emergency vehicles and 
transit. 30 

(Footnote 30: The project applicant shall coordinate with Metro Bus Operations Control Special 
Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 and Metro's Stops and Zones Department at 213-922-5190 not 
la!~Lthan_JD __ days __ b_c_forc __ the__s_tact __ oJJ?_rni~~Lc_o_nsJ:ruQti_o_nc_Qtl1cr_nrnDi_ciRaLbJJ_S_fie_IYic_c_s_1na1~-als_o __ b_e_ 
im12ac_t~d_filld_HhillLb_©__i_rn:~lm:l~dj_:o __ QQnfitD1c_ti_QD_Qlltr~agh_~fforts~-

This is an introductory paragraph regarding recommended changes to the Event 

IMP. The comment will be included as a part of the record and made available 

to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

The request for long-term funding for additional rail service and personnel is 

noted and has been forwarded to the City and the project applicant for their 

information and consideration. The comment will be included as a part of the 

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

Proposed Project. 
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Metro-17 

Metro-18 

Metro-19 

As discussed in the Response to Comment Metro-5, the Proposed Project as 

analyzed in the Draft EIR would operate shuttle service to two stations. The 

project applicant's application for approval under AB 987 and Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-2(b) expanded on this and provided for three stations to be served. 

However, as noted in the Response lo Comment Melro-5, compliance with 

requirements of AB 987 and Mitigation Measure 3. l 4-2(b) require inclusion of 

three Metro stations in the project shuttle system. The project applicant would 

coordinate with Metro's Special Events Bus and Rail Team to determine how 

best to meet demand and make changes to servicing rail stations, if warranted, 

with Metro's input. The Event TMP has been modified to require such 

coordination. and notes that there would be ongoing discussions regarding 

which stations are most appropriate for use. This approach ensures that shuttle 

service would be monitored and, if appropriate, adjusted. As such, the following 

is added as the second paragraph in the LRT Station Access section on page 17 

of Draft EIR, Appendix K.4: 

The IBEC operator will coordinate with Metro's Special Events Bus and 

Rail Team to determine how best to meet demand to discuss which 

statiQnsHar~mQsUu212rnmiat"Hfm:llS\;,andJQmak~Hghm1_g"sHtQS\;Ixiging 

rail stations, if warranted, with Metro's input. 

The comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the 

decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) describes the TDM Program that the project 

applicant must implement. Part 1 of the TDM Program states that the project 

applicant must encourage alternative modes of transportation by providing 

monetary incentives and bus stop improvements near the Proposed Project. 

Integrated event-transit ticketing, discounted event tickets with a transit 

purchase, giveaways to transit users, bus stop improvements, transit subsidies, 

and marketing outreach campaigns are all examples of 'leveraging' existing 

Metro bus service to encourage bus usage. 

As described above. Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) describes the TDM Program 

that the project applicant must implement. Part 2 of the TDM Program states 

that the project applicant must operate a dedicated shuttle service on event days 

to transport attendees between the Proposed Project and Metro Rail stations. An 

estimated 27 shuttles with a capacity of 45 passengers each would be operated. 

Shuttles would pick-up and drop-off attendees on the east side of South Prairie 

A venue south of West Century Boulevard. Approximately 250 feet of curb 

space would be dedicated for this activity, and managed by a TCO. Assuming 

24 of the 27 shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees (with the 

remaining three dedicated for employees who are typically not traveling to/from 
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Metro-20 

these venues right before or after the event concludes), this would provide 

capacity lo transport up lo 1,980 persons per hour (i.e., 44 busloads) based on a 

30-minute round trip travel time (based on Sim Traffic microsimulation analysis 

output and considering dwell time to drop-off/pick-up passengers). This shuttle 

capacity implies that 20 of the 24 buses in circulation could complete two fully 

loaded attendee drop-offs during the pre-event peak hour. This capacity would 

be more than twice the number of transit riders expected during either the 

weekday pre-event peak hour condition (900 riders) or the post-event peak hour 

condition (740 riders) for a Major Event. 

While most of the details of the shuttle service have not been finalized al this 

time. it is anticipated that a series of private shuttles would be in operation. 

Shuttle bus riders would not be charged to use the system to travel between the 

Proposed Project and rail stations. Other details relating lo funding for the bus 

operations, headways. and staging are not known at this time and not germane to 

the Draft EIR and the environmental impacts addressed therein. But it is clear 

from the Draft EIR and the above that the shuttle service would have ample 

capacity to accommodate transit riders without causing undue delays. 

On days with concurrent events, the type of shuttle bus operation could vary 

depending on whether parking is available in Hollywood Park or occupied by an 

event at the NFL Stadium. Depending on site-specific conditions such as event 

start/end times, shuttle service hours, routes, and staffing needs could change. 

Approximately 250 feet of curb space would be dedicated exclusively (and 

controlled by a TCO via barriers) for shuttle buses to drop-off and pick-up 

passengers along the project's frontage of South Prairie Avenue. This distance 

would be sufficient for at least three buses to be simultaneously present. If buses 

operate on five-minute headways, which would be possible given the number of 

shuttle buses in circulation and round trip travel time. then 36 busloads or 

capacity for 1,620 riders would be provided. This frequency of shuttle service 

would provide capacity that would exceed the hourly pre-event peak hour 

demand by 80 percent. Thus, it is readily apparent the proposed supply of 

shuttle buses, travel times between the Proposed Project and rail stations, and 

length of curb space at the Proposed Project would enable safe and efficient 

operations by shuttle buses during major events. 

Bus staging at rail stations would need to be determined at a later date based on 

coordination with Metro on site-specific conditions. Buses may be able to pick­

up or drop-off passengers directly along public streets, or they may circulate 

within the parking lot depending on event day/time and amount of empty 

parking. Since a minimum of at least two stations with comparable levels of bus 

shuttling would be operational during Major Events at the Proposed ]>project, I 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Metro-21 

Metro-22 

this implies that a maximum of 12 buses would be circulating between a given 

station and the Proposed Project, with typically no more than two buses being 

present at the station at a given time. Lastly, it is worth noting that the TMOP 

for the NFL Stadium also calls for operating shuttles between that venue and 

(likely) these stations. Thus, there would have been at least three years of 

experience gained from these operations prior to the Proposed Project opening. 

This comment includes a number of questions and comments that are largely 

operational in nature and do not directly address the analysis and conclusions 

presented in the Draft EIR. Metro is specifically listed as one of the key 

agencies that would play an important role in helping to implement the Event 

IMP. If the Proposed Project is approved, pursuant to the Draft Event IMP, the 

project applicant and the City would continue to work with Metro to address 

these questions during the detailed design and operational planning phases of 

the Proposed Project, up to and including opening day. Nevertheless, the 

discussion below provides current thinking on the issues raised in the comment. 

The Draft Event IMP (see Draft EIR, Appendix K.4) discusses traffic 

management that would occur before and after events including lane/street 

closures, placement ofTCOs, and other elements of event transportation and 

mobility management. As noted in Response to Comment Metro-20, above, the 

need for staff to be placed at transfer locations between rail and shuttles would 

be known (by virtue of recurring events at the NFL Stadium which would be 

managed through the TMOP) prior to opening of the Proposed Project. Pursuant 

to the coordination requirements of the Event IMP, should those experiences 

reveal the need for use of officers and special wayfinding at these transfer 

locations, this would be discussed and implemented through coordination 

meetings/calls between Metro, the City of Inglewood, and the arena operator. 

Implementation of the TDM Program is required to achieve compliance with 

commitments made pursuant to AB 987 and to successfolly implement the 

mitigation requirements ofCEQA. To accomplish this, many of the suggestions 

included in this comment (e.g .. curb space allocation. wayfinding, promotion of 

use of transit and subsidy of transit passes), are included in the TDM strategies 

described in Mitigation Measure 3. l4-2(b) (see Draft EIR, pages 3.14-195 

through 3.14-199). Potential sale of transit passes inside the arena or within the 

plaza area would be determined in consultation with the City and Metro. 

This is an introductory paragraph regarding recommended measures to shift 

travel to transit and active transportation modes. The comment will be included 

as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 

decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Metro-23 

Metro-24 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) requires the implementation of a comprehensive 

and aggressive set of measures to promote active transportation in a manner that 

would reduce trip making and resultant production ofGHG emissions. 

Implementation of that program is required to achieve compliance with 

commitments made pursuant to AB 987 and to successfully implement the 

mitigation requirements ofCEQA The TDM Program provides for measures 

that would maximize walking, biking, use of transit, and other non-single 

occupant vehicle modes of transportation. The comment encourages the project 

applicant to follow through on the requirements that it would be legally 

obligated to achieve. The comment will be included as a part of the record and 

made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed 

Project. 

Draft EIR, page 2-62 documents that the Proposed Project would provide 

approximately on-site 60 bicycle parking spaces for employees. Additionally, 23 

short-term bike parking spaces for event attendees would be provided within the 

West Parking Garage. This supply of bike parking would exceed the applicable 

City code requirement. The comment cites a design guideline from the 

Association of Bicycle and Pedestrian Professionals (APBP) to provide bike 

parking for 2 percent of seating capacity at an event venue; this would 

correspond to parking for 370 bikes. Provision of such a large supply could 

result in overbuilding of bike parking since Table 3.14-26 on page 3.14-97 of 

the Draft EIR indicates that attendee travel mode by bicycle would be less than 

one percent. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) describes the TDM Program that the project 

applicant would be required to implement. Part 4 of the TDM Program states 

that lists a number of other amenities and services the Proposed Project could 

offer to encourage bicycling such as bike lockers and showers for employees, 

bike fix-it station, coordinated bike pools, and sidewalks/pathways designed as 

safe routes to bicycle parking. If needed lo accommodate demand based on 

bicycle use at the Proposed Project, a bike valet would be accommodated in the 

West Parking Garage. A bike valet program for occasional events with above 

average levels of bicycling is preferred over providing such a large amount of 

fixed bike parking supply that would be substantially undemsed during the vast 

majority of events and non-event days at the Proposed Project. 

The commenter's recommendations regarding bike parking wayfinding, site 

visibility, surveillance, and spacing have been forwarded to the project applicant 

and the City for their consideration during the final design phase of the 

Proposed Project. Similar to most other arenas, the Proposed Project would not 

place restrictions on the use of micromobility (i.e., electric scooters, bikeshare, 

etc.) that would enable attendees lo access the site via these modes, although it 
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Metro-25 

Metro-26 

Metro-27 

Metro-28 

should be noted that active bicycle use in a crowded plaza would be a safety 

hazard and thus discouraged, and e-scooters are not currently licensed lo be 

operated in the City of Inglewood. 

The use of first mile/last mile connections may be of particular benefit to 

employees and customers who work or visit the Proposed Project during non­

event days. The Inglewood First/Last Mile Plan is a joint partnership between 

the City of Inglewood and Metro to increase accessibility, safety, and comfort 

by providing first mile and last mile solutions that enhance access to four 

specifically identified stations. Identified solutions contain various 

infrastructure, lighting, and visual improvements for bicycle and pedestrian 

access to these stations. The identified stations nearest to the Proposed Project 

would be the Crenshaw/LAX Downtown Inglewood Station and the Crenshaw 

Green Line station. The Proposed Project would be designed such that first/last 

mile connections at the Project Site would be safe, convenient, and efficient. 

During non-event days, the pullout lane along the east side of South Prairie 

Avenue at the plaza could be used for pick-up/drop-off. The large plaza and 

sidewalk spaces would enable future use of micromobility devices such as 

dockless e-bikes and e-scooters. 

The project applicant would consult with Metro regarding any temporary or 

permanent wayfinding signage that references Metro services, logos, or 

branding. The comment will be included as a part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed 

Project. 

As discussed above, Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) and commitments have been 

made pursuant to AB 987 require the project applicant to implement a 

comprehensive and aggressive TDM Program that promotes active 

transportation and use of non-single occupant vehicle modes of transportation. 

The various employee transit pass programs described in this comment would 

be consistent with that program. The comment will be included as a part of the 

record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 

Proposed Project. 

This concluding comment provides contact information for the commenter. The 

comment will be included as a pmi of the record and made available to the 

decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Letter Culver City Bus (page 1 of 2) 
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Letter Culver City Bus (2 of 2) 
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Letter Culver 
CityBus 
Response 

Culver CityBus 
March 31, 2020 

The City oflnglewood received a letter from Culver CityBus commenting on the Draft EIR. The 

letter is dated ''March 2020," but does not include the specific date of the letter. The City received 

the letter on March 3 L 2020. The letter was therefore submitted after the deadline for comment 

on the Draft EIR. Because Culver CityBus submitted the letter after the deadline, the City of 

Inglewood is not required to provide responses. The City nevertheless provides the following 

responses. 

Culver CityBus-1 The City oflnglewood is leading an effort to prepare a TMOP which will 

provide the framework aud directions for management of transportation aud 

circulation for events at the NFL Stadium. The Draft TMP for the Proposed 

Project, including as Draft EIR, Appendix K.4, includes Chapter l l which 

addresses transportation management during concurrent events at The Fomm 

and/or the NFL Stadium. Regarding the NFL Stadium, the Draft Event TMP 

slates: 

The IBEC operator should coordinate with the City and with the 
operator responsible for implementation of the Transportation 
Jtianagement and Operations Plan for events at the NFL Stadium 
when concurrent or overlapping events are scheduled to occur at 
the IBEC and the NFL Stadium. Coordination may be required 
on numerous aspects of the 1li1P and the Stadium T'.MOP, 
including but not limited to placement of TC Os, temporary lane 
changes, and neighborhood protection. 

As such, the Draft TMP already provides for the type of coordination between 

the Proposed Project arena operator aud the NFL Stadium that is suggested in 

the comment. 

In addition, Chapter 4 of the Draft TMP addresses transit service to and from 

the Proposed Project events. The Transit Element addresses access and shuttle 

operations to and from the LA Metro Green Line's Hawthorne/Lennox Station, 

the Metro Crenshaw/Li\X Line's Downtown Inglewood Station (at La Brea 

Avenue and Florence Avenue), and possibly the Metro Crenshaw/LAX Line's 

Aviation/Century Station before and after LA Clippers basketball games aud 

other large events. It does not currently address coordination with transit 

providers for other types of transit service. As such, Draft EIR, Appendix K.4, 

page 18, the following is added after the final paragraph: 
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SERVICE PROVIDER COORDINATION 

Ih"Hmm::HQll"rntouhm1JdgQmdim1t"HwithHrngiQnaLtrnnsiL12rnYid"rnHQn 
route and bus stop planning should any transit provider choose to service 

events at the arena. 

It is anticipated that the Proposed Project. and the implementation of the 

Event IMP will benefit significantly from the Citv's experience 

impkID\;!l!ing_Jh\;IMQI'Hfor:th\;HStaditJJILBYHth\;Jim\;JhdBEC 
commences operations, the stadium will have been in operation for three 

years. The Ci_ty will thus have three years' of actual experience 

im-0km~ntingJh"HIMQP,ind11dingHdfort~JQHgQmdinakwithHtrnnsit 

service providers such as Culver CitvBus. This experience will inform 

the City's and the IBEC OJ,Jerator's im_plementation of the TMP. The Ci_ty 

welcomes the o_p_portunity to coordinate with Culver CityBus and other 

transit providers. 

Culver CityBus-2 Separate from the Proposed Project, the City is exploring operating, on a trial 

basis, a transit-only lane on La Brea Avenue as part of the TMOP for the NFL 

Stadium. Please see Response to Comment BBB-1 for further information 

regarding this effort. 

Culver CityBus-3 The Proposed Project has coordinated with Metro regarding the relocation of 

public bus stops on Prairie A venue and Century Boulevard. Please see Response 

to Comment Metro-11. The Event IMP provides that the road network in the 

vicinity of the Proposed Project would be managed by TCOs to provide priority 

access to the IBEC to transit vehicles and shuttles. As discussed on page 2-44 

of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project includes provision of a curbside pull-out 

on the east side of South Prairie Avenue adjacent to the Project Site for shuttle 

vehicles transpmting event attendees to/from the Metro Crenshaw/LAX and 

Green light rail transit lines. Mitigation Measure 3 .14-3(f) on page 3 .14-211 of 

the Draft EIR requires that this pull-out be extended to the South Prairie 

Avenue/West Century Boulevard intersection and that TCOs operate this lane 

as a queue jumper for shuttle buses departing the shuttle pull-out. 

Culver CityBus-4 The comment appears to suggest that the event-day local microtransit service 

should connect to the proposed shuttle locations at the nearby Metro light rail 

stations rather than travel directly to the Project Site, presumably with the 

intent to reduce traffic volumes near the Project Site. While this concept could 

potentially be considered as part of the Proposed Project TDM Program (see 

Draft EIR. Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, Mitigation Measure 

3.14-2(b)), the introduction of a forced transfer into a trip that otherwise by 

design is intended to be within a radius of approximately six miles surrounding 
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the Project Site could serve to discourage use of the microtransit service. For 

this reason, the comment's suggestion lo route microtransit lo Metro station 

shuttle sites would not increase the efficiency or effectiveness of the Proposed 

Project's transit options. 

Culver CityBus-5 The Proposed Project TDM Program requires that the Proposed Project 

provide on-site and/or off-site improvements such as lighting, new benches, 

and overhead canopies, added bench capacity if needed, and real-time arrival 

information for an improved user experience for bus stops that are relocated as 

a result of the Proposed Project (see Mitigation Measure 3.14-l(a) on page 

3.14-191 of the Draft EIR, and Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) on pages 

3.14-195 and 3.14-196 of the Draft EIR). The City agrees that amenities and 

wayfinding should be incorporated into bus stops. 

Culver CityBus-6 The Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of pedestrian access at the site (see 

Draft EIR, pages 3.14-132 through 3.14-136, 3.14-248 through 3.14-249). The 

analysis concludes that, as mitigated, impacts to pedestrian access would not 

be significant. For additional information on pedestrian access and sidewalk 

widths, please see Responses to Comments Channel-30 through -33 for a 

lengthy description of pedestrian facilities including existing and planned 

sidewalk widths and adequacy of facilities to accommodate major events. 

Culver CityBus-7 The West Century Boulevard Improvement Plan recently implemented by the 

City did not include the provision of bike lanes on West Century Boulevard, 

conversations with City staff indicate that no bike facilities are planned by the 

City ofinglewood on streets adjacent to the Project Site, nor would addition of 

bike lanes on South Prairie Avenue or West Century Boulevard be within the 

ability of the Proposed Project to implement. As shown in Table 3.14-26 on 

page 3.14-97 of the Draft EIR, attendee travel mode by bicycle is anticipated 

to be less than one percent, suggesting that the Proposed Project would not 

create the need for bike lanes on South Prairie Avenue or West Century 

Boulevard. E-scooters are not licensed to operate within the City of Inglewood. 

Culver CityBus-8 The Proposed Project would include the provision of bicycle parking spaces for 

employees on the east side of the Arena Site and for patrons in the West Parking 

Garage. E-scooters are not licensed to operate within the City ofinglewood. 

There is neither a bike share system operating within the City of Inglewood, nor 

is implementation of such a system currently proposed by the City. 

Culver CityBus-9 As described on page 2-58 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project analyzed in 

the Draft EIR would operate shuttle service that would connect the Project 

Site to the Metro Green Line Havvthorne/Lennox Station and the Metro 

Crenshaw/LAX Line La Brea/Florence (Downtown Inglewood) Station. The 
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transportation analysis in the Draft EIR therefore assumed shuttles to these 

two stations. The Proposed Project TDM Program, however, would expand on 

this and provide for three stations to be served. including the Metro Crenshaw/ 

LAX LineAMC/96th Station (see Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) on pages 

3.14-195 and 3. 14-196 of the Draft EIR). For additional information regarding 

shuttle service to Metro stations, please see Responses to Comments Metro-5 

and Metro-17. 

Culver CityBus-10 The Proposed Project TDM Program for daytime and non-event employees 

would require that the Proposed Project encourage the use of alternative 

modes of transportation by providing monetary incentives including pre-tax 

commuter benefits for employees to subsidize transit and/or multi-modal use 

(see Mitigation Measure 3. 14-l(a) on page 3. 14-19 of the Draft EIR). The 

Proposed Project TDM Program for events would require that the Proposed 

Project encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation by providing 

monetary incentives such as integrated event and transit ticketing, discounted 

event tickets with the purchase of a transit pass or proof of a registered TAP 

card, and pre-tax commuter benefits for employees to subsidize transit and/or 

multi-modal use (see Mitigation Measure 3. 14-2(b) on pages 3.14-195 and 

3.14-196 of the Draft EIR). 

Culver CityBus-11 The Proposed Project TDM Program for daytime and non-event employees 

would require that the Proposed Project encourage the use of alternative 

modes of transportation including public transit through a marketing and 

outreach campaign and through information services such as an information 

kiosk or bulletin board providing information regarding public transportation 

options (see Mitigation Measure 3.14-l(a) on pages 3.14-191and3.14-19 of 

the Draft EIR). The Proposed Project TDM Program for events would require 

that the Proposed Project encourage the use of alternative modes of 

transportation including public transit through a marketing and outreach 

campai~'ll and through information services such as 

commercials/adve1iisement on television, website, social media, etc., and an 

information kiosk or bulletin board providing information regarding public 

transportation options (see Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) on pages 3.14-195 

through 3.14-198 of the Draft EIR). 

Culver CityBus-12 As discussed on page 2-62 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would 

provide approximately 60 bicycle parking spaces for employees on the east 

side of the Arena Site and 23 shmi-term bicycle parking spaces for patrons in 

the West Parking Garage. Draft EIR, page 2-62 also notes that a bike valet 

service could be accommodated in the West Parking Garage if needed. The 

bike valet service is also included as part of the Proposed Project TDM 

Program, which states that a bike valet service would be implemented if 
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needed to accommodate bike parking needs (see Mitigation Measure 3. l 4-2(b) 

on page 3.14-197 of the Draft EIR). Bicycle use would be monitored as part of 

the monitoring element included in the TDM Program. 
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Letter Gabrielenol (1 of3) 
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Letter Gabrielenol (2 of3) 
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Letter Gabrielenol (3 of3) 
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letter Andrew Salas, Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation 
Gabrieleno1 January 14, 2020 
Response 

Gabrieleno 1-1 This introductory comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. Specific comments 

regarding the Draft EIR are provided and responded lo in Responses to 

Comments Gabrielenol-2 and Gabrielenol-3. 

Gabrielenol-2 The Project Site is within the Ancestral Tribal Territory of the Gabrieleno Band 

of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation (the Tribe). As described in Draft EIR, 

Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, and presented 

comprehensively in Draft EIR, Appendix D, in order to fully comply with the 

consultation requirements of AB 52, the City submitted letters requesting 

consultation to five Native American individuals and organizations on the City's 

AB 52 Notification List on February 12, 2018. The Gabrieleno Band of Mission 

Indians - Kizh Nation responded (letter dated February 16, 2018 and March 2, 

2018) during the 30-day project notification conducted by the City. During the 

consultation process, the City met or communicated with the Tribe on four 

occasions: March 21, 2018: March 20, 2019: May 16, 2019; and June 20, 2019. 

Through consultation the Tribe provided its knowledge of the Project Site and 

concerns about the Proposed Project. The City discussed proposed mitigation 

with the Tribe throughout the consultation process. On May 16, 2019, the City 

met with Tribal representatives lo discuss proposed mitigation measures 

addressing the potential presence of Tribal resources. The City stated that, as 

requested by the Tribe, recommended mitigation measures for archaeological 

and Tribal resources would include Native American monitoring during 

construction activities that involve ground disturbance. Tribal representatives 

stated that they were satisfied with this recommended mitigation measure. 

Tribal representatives also requested that the City add language to the 

recommended mitigation providing that, if found, mtifacts would be repatriated 

to the Tribe or reburied depending on the type of materials encountered. The 

Tribe further agreed that, once the City concurs with this request, consultations 

under AB 52 would be concluded. 

In June, 2019, the City and the Tribe agreed upon the recommended mitigation 

for archaeological and Native American monitoring for ground disturbance, as 

well as a provision that any mtifacts that may be found would be repatriated to 
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the Tribe or reburied depending on the type of materials encountered. The City 

documented this mutual agreement in a close of consultation letter on July 15, 

2019; this letter is included in Draft EIR, Appendix D. 

As required under AB 52, Mitigation Measure 3.4-1, as provided in Draft EIR, 

Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, incorporates the provisions 

agreed to by the City and the Tribe through the consultation process. The Tribe 

and the City have therefore successfully completed the consultation process 

established by AB 52. The City appreciates the Tribe's participation in this 

process. 

Gabrielenol-3 This comment is an attachment showing the Bean and Smith 1978 Map which 

depicts the Gabrieleno Territory, in which the Project Site lies. Please see 

Response to Comment Gabrielenol-2 summarizing the result of the tribal 

consultation between the City and the Tribe. 

Additionally. the Bean and Smith 1978 Map is added to Draft EIR, Appendix F. 
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Letter 
Gabrieleno2 
Response 

Gabrieleno2- l 

Ad min Specialist, Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh 
Nation 
March 23, 2020 

Please see Response to Comment Gabrielenol-2, which summarizes the results 

of the Tribal consultation between the City and the Tribe. As discussed therein, 

consultation benveen the City and the Tribe was held on March 16, 2019 and 

consultation was concluded on July 15, 2019. 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter PETA (1 of3) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter PETA (2 of3) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" In 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \' MERGEFORMAT ]. [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" \' MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter PETA (3 of3) 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Letter PETA James Erselius, Esq., Litigation Counsel, PETA Foundation 
Response March 23, 2020 

PETA- I The Draft EIR evaluation of potential impacts of the Proposed Project on 

biological resources, including impacts on birds, including migratory birds, and 

other sensitive animal species, fully complies with the requirements ofCEQA. 

The effects on avian species was addressed in the Environmental Setting as well 

as in several impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR, Section 3.3, Biological 

Resources, as described below. 

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15125, Draft EIR. 

Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, pages 

3.3-1 through 3.3-10, provides a thorough discussion of the ''full environmental 

context" related to biological resources, including: an overview of the biological 

resources on the Project Site; typical plant communities and land cover types in 

the area; common wildlife species found in the area; special status species with 

the potential to occur in the area; sensitive natural communities in the area; the 

lack of designated critical habitat, jurisdictional resources, and wildlife 

movement corridors in the area; and protected trees on the Project Site. In 

particular, related to issues addressed in this comment letter, on pages 3.3-5 

through 3.3-7 of the Draft EIR, the proximity of the Project Site to known 

wildlife corridors was addressed, and it was noted that in addition to the lack of 

sensitive natural communities on the Project Site, and the lack of observations 

or habitat for special-status wildlife species on the Project Site, "[n]o wildlife 

movement corridors were identified within or immediately adjacent to the 

Project Site, as the surrounding areas are highly fragmented by urban 

development and the site itself is largely developed and/or disturbed." 

Impact 3.3-1, on page 3.3-13 of the Draft EIR, concluded that the Proposed 

Project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 

habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 

special status species, including avian species, in local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. 

Impact 3.3-2, on pages 3.3-14 to -15 of the Draft EIR, considered the potential 

impacts of Project construction and operation, including construction and 

operational lighting, on avian and other wildlife species. The analysis concluded 

that "[t]he increased lighting, noise, and general activity generated by the 

Proposed Project would not significantly affect the activities of birds within and 

in the vicinity of the Project Site due to its location in a highly urban area with 

an abundance of existing nighttime lighting sources. Additionally, birds that 

occur in the area are highly adapted to urbanization and the Proposed Project is 
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PETA-2 

consistent with the urbanized developments that surround the site." Impact 3.3-2 

acknowledged the potential for the Proposed Project to adversely affect birds 

through the removal of trees on the Project Site, and identified Mitigation 

Measure 3.3-2, establishing the timing and procedures for tree removal while 

avoiding impacts to resident or migratory birds, which would reduce this impact 

to a less-than-significant level. 

Impact 3.3-4, on pages 3.3-18 to -19 of the Draft EIR, address these issues in the 

cumulative context, and noted that '"While migratory birds may occur within the 

Project Site, the quality of the habitat within the Project Site is low due to the 

absence of native habitat and open space, the level of disturbance (existing 

levels of urban activity and lighting from adjacent uses), and a lack of suitable 

habitat in the vicinity." The Draft EIR concluded that "in conjunction with 

cumulative development within the larger region, Project construction or 

operational activities would not interfere substantially with the movement of 

any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 

native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 

wildlife nurse1y sites," and thus this impact would be less than significant. 

As such, following a thorough description of the biological characteristics of the 

Project Site, and a detailed analysis of potential impacts of the Proposed Project 

on biological resources, including avian species, the Draft EIR concluded that 

there would be no significant impacts on bird species as a result of the 

construction and operation of the Proposed Project. 

Please see Response to Comment PETA-7 for a discussion of the potential for 

the Proposed Project to result in adverse impacts to birds, including migratory 

birds, as a result of collision impacts. 

This comment cites a number of studies of avian collisions with buildings. One 

of the sources cited in the comment is the USFWS 2016 report on "Reducing 

Bird Collisions with Buildings and Building Glass Best Practices." That 

document provides important information as it frames the issue of avian 

mortality due to collisions of birds with building glass and building lighting. It 

reports that "[g]lass reflectivity and transparency create a lethal illusion of clear 

airspace that birds do not see as a barrier. During daytime, birds collide with 

windows because they see reflections of the landscape in the glass (e.g., clouds, 

sky, vegetation, or the ground); or they see through glass to perceived habitat 

(including potted plants or vegetation inside buildings) or to the sky on the other 

side." It also notes that at night birds may be attracted to lighted structures. The 

report states that "'[t]his phenomenon has resulted in a number of concentrated 

avian mortality events. These mass events are less common at city, office, or 

residential buildings, but still a possibility under the right weather and lighting 
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PETA-3 

PETA-4 

PETA-5 

PETA-6 

conditions. The majority of collisions with both residential and urban buildings 

happen during the day, as birds fly around looking for food. Large avian 

mortalities at night more frequently occur at communication towers, offshore 

drilling platforms and in other situations where there is a bright light source in a 

dark area, especially in inclement weather." 

The USFWS reports that it is estimated that avian mmiality from bird collisions 

with windows is between 365 and 988 million fatalities, but that ·'[w]hile most 

people consider bird/glass collisions an urban phenomenon involving tall, 

mirrored-glass skyscrapers, the reality is that 56'Yo of collision mortality occurs 

at low-rise (i.e., one to three story) buildings, 44% at urban and mral residences, 

and <1/% at high-rises." 

Please see Response to Comment PETA-7 for a discussion of the potential for 

the Proposed Project to result in adverse impacts to birds, including migratory 

birds, as a result of collision impacts. 

The comment references projects constmcted in Milwaukee, Wisconsin and 

New York City that have incorporated design features, such as textured glass, 

specifically to detract birds from striking buildings. 

The comment also references a list of "best practices" to deter bird/building 

collisions that was developed by the USFWS's Division of Migratory Bird 

Management. This comment will be included as a part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed 

Project This comment is responded to in Response to Comments PETA-7. 

While the comment notes that policy makers in some cities in North America 

have adopted bird-safe design guidelines or ordinances, neither the City of 

Inglewood nor any other city in the Los Angeles basin has adopted such 

requirements or recommendations. This comment will be included as a part of 

the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on 

the Proposed Project. 

This comment provides a brief summary of the Proposed Project 

As described in Response to Comment PETA- I, the Draft EIR considered the 

potential for the presence of wildlife corridors, and on page 3 .3-7 of the Draft 

EIR, the Draft EIR concluded that "[n]o wildlife movement corridors were 

identified within or immediately adjacent to the Project Site, as the surrounding 

areas are highly fragmented by urban development and the site itself is largely 

developed and/or disturbed." The Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve, noted 

in the comment as an important natural resource that serves as a stopover for 

migratory birds, largely oceanic and coastal species, is located approximately 
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six miles northwest of the Project Site. It is one of a number of important 

resources for such birds along the California coast, including other important 

features as San Francisco Bay, Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, and others to 

the north and south. The Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve is separated from 

the Project Site by a continuous pattern of urban development, as well as the 

Los Angeles International Airport and I-405. 

As pait of the Draft EIR's analysis, biologists performed on site surveys and 

literature research to determine whether any sensitive species have been 

observed at the site. The surveys and research included sensitive and migratory 

birds. No sensitive bird species were observed during surveys. Based on 

available habitat, the potential that such species are present is either unlikely or 

low (see Draft EIR, Appendix E). No evidence is provided in the comment to 

counter the Draft EIR conclusion that the Project Site is not part of or adjacent 

to a wildlife movement corridor. 

As noted in the USFWS Best Practices report, and described in Response to 

Comment PETA-2, most bird collisions occur during the day, and those at night 

occur in greatest numbers in locations where there is a bright light in a dark 

setting. Development of the Proposed Project would increase the amount of 

light and glare generated at the Project Site and vicinity, including from building 

facades, internal night lighting sources visible through windows of building 

exteriors, new streetlights and pedestrian lights within and adjacent to the 

nighttime lighting of building exteriors and signs, potential video I 
screens, and headlights from project- generated traffic. 

Impact 3.3-2 on page 3.3-14 of the Draft EIR describes the environment on and 

around the Project Site as directly or indirectly illuminated with existing 

nighttime lighting from streetlights, parking lots, and nearby shopping centers 

due to the surrounding urban setting. Under the Adjusted Baseline, the Proposed 

Project would not be expected to appreciably increase the overall amount of 

lighting in the vicinity when considering existing nighttime lighting generated 

from other prominent landmarks in the project vicinity, most notably, The 

Fornm, approximately one mile to the nmth; NFL Stadium and associated 

development within the HPSP area, north of West Century Boulevard; the 

Centinela Hospital Medical Center, approximately one-half mile to the 

northwest; and the City of Inglewood Civic Center that incudes its eight-story 

City HalL approximately one mile to the nmthwest. 

The Proposed Project, including associated landscaping (see Figure 2-18 on 

page 2-42 of the Draft EIR) would not include features that would be intended 

to attract birds (e.g., wetlands, etc.). This is particularly trne for development in 

the vicinity of major airpmts such as LAX. In addition, as described below in 
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PETA-7 

Response to Comment PETA-7, the project applicant has committed to 

implement bird-safe design standards that would avoid up-lighting, use of 

searchlights, or other bright beacon-type lighting of the Arena Stmcture. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not introduce a new light source that 

would present a siguificant impact on bird collisions in the vicinity when 

considering other generators of nighttime lighting in the vicinity, as well as the 

greater Los Angeles basin. 

Please see Response lo Comment PETA-7 with regard lo the potential of the 

Proposed Project to adversely affect avian mortality. 

The Pacific Flyway is a large bird migration corridor between Alaska and South 

America approximately 4,000 miles in length and 1,000 miles across that 

encompasses states of the intermountain west and those that border the Pacific 

Ocean, in the United States including all of California, Oregon, Washington, 

Idaho. Utah, Nevada, Alaska, and Hawaii, as well as parts of Montana. 

Wyoming, Colorado, and New Mexico. Bird migration along the Pacific Flyway 

occurs in a north-south direction. Primary migration routes in California occur 

along the coast for ocean-going species, and through the Central Valley and 

eastern deserts of southern California. The Los Angeles basin is one of many 

large urban metroplexes that occur in the Pacific Flyway along the west coast of 

the US. Important habitats and stopovers for migrating birds in the Pacific Flyway 

include protected coastal waters like San Francisco Bay, as well as interior 

wetlands and waters like the many refuges that exist in the Central Valley and 

features such as the Salton Sea in the southern California desert. Neither the 

Project Site nor the developed, urbanized portions of the Los Angeles basin 

provide important habitat for migrating birds in the Pacific Flyway. 

The Project Site is located approximately six miles to the east-southeast of the 

Ballona Wetlands Ecological Reserve. Neither the position nor the stmctures 

associated with the Proposed Project would impede the movement of birds to 

and from the Ballona Wetlands during their spring and fall migration, especially 

when considering the six miles of dense development that lies in-between. 

including Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and its east-to-west fly zone. 

As described in the Draft EIR, the Project Site has been developed since prior lo 

World War II, is surrounded by commercial and residential development, and is 

currently made up of developed or vacant and disturbed land. Unlike the 

preserved coastal wetlands of the Ballona Wetlands Ecological Preserve to the 

northwest and the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve to the south, the Project Site 

does not provide habitat for special-status, resident or migratory birds. 
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The Proposed Project would include urban-type landscaping, but the 

landscaping would not attractant to birds. LAX has developed and implements a 

Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP) which includes consideration of 

non-airport land use projects. 27 The Proposed Project would not include the 

types of habitats that the WHMP identifies as incompatible (e.g., water 

reservoirs, parks with aitificial ponds, wetlands, and wildlife refuges/ 

sanctuaries). The WHMP notes that "[p]roposed projects that will likely 

increase bird numbers within flight zones will be discouraged or mitigated to a 

safe level," and that LAX or the FAA ''will provide technical and/or operational 

assistance in addressing issues or concerns associated with the proposed project 

or land-use change."28 LAX did not comment on the Draft EIR and the FAA's 

comments did not express any concerns regarding the type oflandscaping 

proposed for inclusion in the Proposed Project. 

The Loss et al. study29 is regarded as the most comprehensive analysis on the 

topic of avian collisions with buildings and refined the annual mortality rate of 

birds killed by building collisions to between 365-988 million birds from the 

previously accepted range of between 100 million and 1 billion birds. 30 Loss 

et al. concluded with a 95 percent confidence interval that high-rise buildings 

(12 stories or higher), which would include the proposed hotel, caused the 

lowest total mortality on an annual basis compared with low-rise residential and 

non-residential buildings ( 4 to 11 stories tall) and residential buildings (1 to 3 

stories tall); however. high rises had the highest median annual mmtality rate 

(24.3 birds per building) versus residential (2.1 birds per building) and low rises 

buildings (21.7 birds per building).31 Sheer quantity, density. and the presence 

of feeders which attract birds are cited as reasons for residential and low-rise 

buildings killing more birds on an annual basis than high-rises. 

Other studies cited by Loss et al. have concluded or agree that avian mortality 

rates increase with the "percentage and surface area of buildings covered by 

27 Los Angeles World Airports, Airport Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Wildlife 
Haoard1vianagement Plan, December 

28 Los Angeles World Airports, Airport Ce;ctif.'cai'ion Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Wildlife 
Hazard Management Plan, December pages 337-8. 

29 Loss, S. R, T. Will, S.S. Loss, and P.P. Mana (2014). Bird-building collisions in the United States: Estimates of 
annual mortality and species vulnerability. The Condor Vol. 116: 8-23. 

30 Klem, D., Jr, 1990. Collisions between birds and windows: Mortality and prevention. Journal of Field Ornithology 
61120-128. 

31 Loss, S. R, T Will, S.S. [,oss, and P.P. Marra (2014). Bird-building collisions in the United States: Estimates of 
annual mortality and species vulnerability. The Condor Vol. 116: 8-23. 
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glass,32,33,34 the percentage and height of nearby vegetation,35·36 and the amount 

of artificial night lighting emitted from windows."37,38 Construction of the 

proposed Arena and hotel structures would not result in a significant increase in 

bird collisions when considering the expansive amount of existing development 

that exists for miles in all directions. Moreover, the proposed Arena Structure 

would not include large expanses of glass. Rather, the fm;ade and roof of the 

proposed Arena is designed as a continuous pebble-like form with translucent 

aud opaque panels supported on a grid structure that would create opacity that 

would minimize the potential for bird collisions. 

In addition, the project applicant has committed to implementing bird-safe 

design criteria as part of the base design of the Arena Structure, and its 

compliance with requirements to meet (LEED Gold standards. As part of 

achieving LEED Gold certification, the Arena Structure would include design 

features that would achieve LEED Bird Collision Deterrence credits created by 

the United States Green Building Council in partnership with the American Bird 

Conservancy. 39 Further, the Arena Structure has been designed to address the 

best practices of the USFWS Division of Migratory Bird Management, the 

recommendations for bird friendly materials established in the City of New 

York Building Code, and the design criteria for Building Feature-Related 

Hazards from the City of Sau Francisco Planning Department's Design Guide 

Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. As the Proposed Project is currently in 

design development, these goals are influencing the further design evolution of 

the Proposed Project. 

32 I-lager, S B., B. J. Cosentino, K. J. Md<.ay, C. Monson, W. Zuurdeeg, and B. Blevins, 2013. Window area and 
development drive spatial variation in bird-window collisions in an urban landscape. PloS One 8:e53371. 

33 Klem, D., Jr., C. J. Farmer, N. Delacretaz, Y. Gelb, and P. G. Saenger, 2009. Architectural and landscape risk 
factors associated with bird-glass collisions in an urban environment. The \Nilson Journal ofOn1ithology 121 :126-
134. 

34 Borden, W. C, 0. M. Lockhart, AW. Jones, and M. S Lyons, 2010. Seasonal, taxonomic, and local habitat 
components ofbird--windmv collisions on an urban university campus in Cleveland, OH. The Ohio Journal of 
Science 110:44-52. 

35 Klem, D., Jr., C. J. Farmer, N. Delacretaz, Y Gelb, and P. G. Saenger, 2009. Architectural and landscape risk 
factors associated with bird-glass collisions in an urban environment. The \Nilson Jow·nal of Ornithology 121 :126-
134 

36 Borden, W. C., 0. M. Lockhart, AW. Jones, and M. S. Lyons, 2010. Seasonal, taxonomic, and local habitat 
components ofbird---window collisions on an urban university campus in Cleveland, OH. The Ohio Journal of 
Science 110:44--52. 

37 Evans Ogden, L. J., 2002. Summary Report on the Bird Friendly Building Program: Effect of Light Reduction on 
Collision of Migratory Birds. Fatal Light Awareness Program, Toronto, ON, Canada. 

38 Zink, R M., and J. Eckles, 2010. Twin Cities bird-building collisions: A status update on' 'Project Birdsafe.'' The 
Loon 82:34-37. 

39 US Green Building Council, LEED BD+C: New Construction - v4. l - LEED v4.1, Bird Collision Deterrence, 
https ://www. usgbc. org/credits/new-constrution-core-and-she ll-sc h ools-new-construction-retail-new -construct ion­
healthc-212 ?view= language&retw·n=/ credits/1'.J ew Construction!v4. l, accessed l\.1ay 4, 2020. 
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Implementation of these design features would be reflected in a fa9ade and roof 

structure made of translucent polymer40 panels with a pattern or metal 

substructure, along with opaque photovoltaic panels. The intention is to use 

materials with a goal of achieving a maximum threat factor of 25 pursuant lo the 

American Bird Conservancy Bird Collision Deterrence Material Threat Factor 

Reference Standard. To be consistent with this standard, the project applicant 

has committed that all externally visible glass panels would be constructed of 

fritted glass,41 which is both energy efficient and is perceived by birds as a solid 

surface, reducing the potential for fatal collisions. 

Consistent with night-lighting standards of the City of San Francisco Planning 

Department's Design Guide Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, and consistent 

with the requirements of the FAA due to the proximity of the Project Site to 

LAX, the Proposed Project would not include the use of searchlights or up­

lighting. Night lighting of the Arena Structure would be partially shielded by the 

translucent panels in order to help limit the escape of bright lights. 

In order to reflect the addition of bird-safe design features to the Proposed 

Project design, the following changes to the Draft EIR are made. 

The following is added to the bottom of Draft EIR, page 3 .3-11: 

Proiect Design Features 

The Proposed Project would include several proiect design features to 

reduce the potential for avian collisions as a result of_pro_iect design or 

lighting. Although these features are part of the Proposed Project, these 

features would be expected to be incorporated as conditions of approval 

§g.JJ1;i,!JQJ3jLJ,yg11l!!J2 . .,., .. .,.,!llQif._,.,l!l:JJ\,Ll:JjLJl1_,.,J;:j_ty;. 

Proiect Design Feature 3.3-1 

Thep_roject applicant would imvlement the following_ vroject design 
features. These features would be included in applicable bid documents. 
flg_sfg_nfeatur_~sHWQlildtndlid~th~fdfowiug_; 

• The Arena Structure would be designed to achieve Leadership in 
EnnJD1fllldE1Jy_ir.QnmmtaLD~:>_ig_11JLEEDLB_i,._d_C_Qlfi_si_w1 
Deterrence credits· 

• The Arena Structure would be desimed to be address the best 
practices qfthe United States Fish and Wildljfe Service Division o.f 
A1igratory Bird Management. the recommendations for bird friendlv 
mq[~r_iflL~H~St!lbfah~dinthLCiNo[Ng_wmrQr_kBuildingHCQd~,Hfllldthg_ 

40 Translucent polymer panels would be made of either ethylene tetraflouroethylene (ETFE) or 
polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE). 

41 Frilled glass is glass that has been fused with pigmented glass particles. 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

design criteriafor Building Feature-Related Hazards.from the City_ 
of San Francisco Planning Department's Design Guide Standards 
[Qr_Bir_doSaf?_J1ui1dings 

• The Arena facade and envelope composition would be made of 
translucent pofymer13 panels with a pattern or metal substructure. 
along_ with opaque photovoltaic panels. The materials would be 
selected with ·LVULl/J[achieving_a maximumthreatjactor of 2~ 
pursuant to the American Bird Conservancy Bird Collision 
Detfirr_e11c;_eHMaJeriaLJ'br_eg,1£q(;(Qr_BefenmcfiSt_andar_dH'foHbe 
consistent with this standard the project applicant has committed 
that a large majority ofextemallv visible glass panels would include 
qfr_i1lediintdJ, 14 whic;_ht;;_HbQihfiner_eyHefticie11Landi;;_pg_rr:_eiY_edbx 
birds as a solid sur;[ace reducing thep_otentialfor.[_atal collisions· 
and 

• The lighting_ of the Arena Structure would be managed to minimize 
the potential to attract bird~ and create the potential for night 

fglli~LQIEOOOCQlJ~j~[£!1LJ:JdthiliJ£lJ1;;f)J£ll1il1Z§J11!1rJgLrfLQ.LflLfLhffJL9fj}J1!1 
Francisco Planning Department's Design Guide Standards for Bird­
Safe Buildings. and consistent with the requirements o[the FAA due 
to the vroximity_ qfthe Project Site to L4X the Proposed Project 
would not include the use of searchlights or up-lighting. Night 
hghlingHQ[theArn@S1rnclur_eHw@ldb_g_pqrt_i_qlly_shie_ld<:_dHby_1he 
translucent vane ls that would help_ limit the escave of bright lights. 

(Footnote 13: Translucent pohn1er panels vvould be made of either ethylene tetraflomoethvlene 
CETFE) or polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE).) 
(E_o_o_tnQt~ __ i_4_~_Eri_tt~d_g_1_;;1_:?_~j-~_gJ_~-~~-tlli!th~_b_~-~n __ fm;_~d-·0lith12igm_~nt~d_glg~:?_12;1rti_d©_~u 

Draft EIR, page 3.3-14, the last paragraph is revised to read: 

The Project Site itself is currently indirectly illuminated with existing 

nighttime lighting from streetlights, parking lots, and nearby shopping 

centers. A1>_<::ks~rib\<d11nd\<LPrnj\<clDs:"~i_gi1HE~at1m:HJ,JoLU1\<HPrn12o"~s:d 
Project would introduce lighting associated with the arena, the outdoor 

Rllt~l!~J1!L~Lt!t-,u:mJking.JJI~l!lbool!lUYJ:lL!!U!lLQY~Ll!lLiwa:i:ol!!'o~4J~y~lgJ 
activity and noise. Consistent with night-lighting standards of the Citv of 
San Francisco Planning Department's Design Guide Standards for Bird­

Safe Building,~, and consistent with the requirements of the FAA due to 

the proximity of the Project Site to LAX the Proposed Proiect would not 

include the use of searchlights or up-lighting. Night lighting of the Arena 

S!rnc!im:Hwo11Jdb\<Hl2artiaU_yHshidds:dHh_yJhs:_Jrnn1>_l11\<s:nt12an\<biDHmd\<rJQ 
help limit the escape of bright lights. 

While the Proposed Project would result in removal of all existing street 

and Project Site trees, new landscaping would be installed and 

replacement of removed trees would occur (see Figure 2-18 on page 2-42 

of the Draft EIR). Trees planted on the Project Site would be regularly 
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maintained during operation of the Proposed Project. The new trees and 

landscaped vegetation on the Project Site could be illuminated by 

nighttime lighting and would be located in a highly activated area. The 

new trees and landscaping may provide suitable foraging and nesting 

habitat for migratory and resident birds and raptors, however the type of 

ve_getation that would be installed as landscaping at the Proposed Project 

would not fall into the categories of incompatible laud uses in the Los 

Angeles International Aiq;iort Wildlife Hazard Mana_gement Plan.11 

(fa~_g_ID-2-!~J-_~-~-J~_Q~_-{J,_;g_g_~l~-§ ___ JlC-Rr14-_~lim_-Rtl~~--4i!1WL'.L-fc~~~L'.!itl£~-!LQU ___ ~l[q.u_M-~Ll-o'.-52~-~1-u_g_~l~-':~---fa_!-€_!;'.~_e_!LQ~J~_l 
Airport rL4J(J Wildlife HazardA1anagementPlan December 2016 l?l'- 337-8. l 

The proposed hotel structure could be up to 12 stories. As noted above, the Loss 

et al. study concluded that high-rise buildings of 12 or more stories caused the 

lowest mmiality compared with low-rise residential and non-residential 

structures. Although less detail currently exists regarding the potential design of 

the proposed hotel, as indicated in Mitigation Measure 3.2-l(c), the design of 

the proposed hotel would be prohibited from using reflective glass that exceeds 

50 percent of any building surface and on the bottom three floors, mirrored 

glass, or black glass that exceeds 25 percent of auy surface of any building, 

which would further minimize the potential for bird collisions with the hotel. 

In summary, although the Project Site, like the entire western US, is located 

within the Pacific Flyway, there is nothing about the characteristics of the 

Project Site or vicinity that would be attractive to migrating birds. The proposed 

use of the Project Site is consistent with the surrounding environment and would 

not result in habitat modifications that would attract birds to the Project Site or 

cause a species, including migratory birds, to drop below self-sustaining levels 

(see Impact 3.3-1 on page 3.3-13 of the Draft EIR). The proposed Arena and 

hotel structures would be designed so as to avoid creating a hazard for migrating 

birds utilizing the Ballona Wetlands. While compared to the existing vacant and 

underdeveloped conditions on the Project Site, the development of new 

structures on the Project Site could negatively affect birds by creating a 

potential collision hazard, any such affects, should they occur, would not be 

substantial. Moreover, implementation of bird safe practices consistent with the 

LEED Bird Collision Deterrence credit system, the USFWS Division of 

Migratory Bird Management best practices, the recommendations for bird­

friendly materials established in the City of New York Building Code, and the 

design criteria for Building Feature-Related Hazards from the City of San 

Francisco's Design Guide Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings would avoid the 

creation of any significant impacts on resident or migratory bird species. Neither 

this comment, nor other comments in this letter, provide evidence lo support a 

conclusion that the Project Site or the design of the Proposed Project would 

result in a significant increase in bird collisions and associated avian mortality. 
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PETA-8 

As such, impacts are less than significant with regards to Criterion 1 and 4 of 

the Draft EIR's CEQA Appendix G thresholds for Biological Resources and no 

fmiher analysis is needed. 

This concluding comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor 

specific questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would 

require response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment 

will be included as a part of the record and made available to the decision 

makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 
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Letter 
Channel 
Response 

Channel-I 

Channel-2 

Jamie T. Hall, Channel Law Group, LLP 
March 24, 2020 

This comment raises neither significant environmental issues nor specific 

questions about the analyses or information in the Draft EIR that would require 

response pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088. The comment will be 

included as a part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior 

to a final decision on the Proposed Project Specific comments regarding the 

Draft EIR are provided and responded to in Responses to Comments Channel-2 

through Channel-48. 

Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description, provides detailed scaled diagrams of 

the Proposed Project generated by the project architects. 42 The Site Plan (see 

Figure 2-7 on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR) is scaled at 1 inch equals 200 feet 

aud depicts building shape and placement on the Project Site. The Site Plan 

required presentation at that scale in order to show the large, multi-part site all 

on one figure, allowing the reader to understand the physical relationship of all 

of the buildings and structures being proposed. Yet, the use of a scaled drawing 

provides a clear and precise depiction of the relationship of the proposed 

structures to the property boundaries, addressing the issue of "setbacks" referred 

to in the comment 

The Draft EIR includes seven architectural floor plans that depict the physical 

layout of each floor of the structure, including the Event Level (Figure 2-8), 

Club Level (Figure 2-9), Plaza Level (Figure 2-10), Suite Level (Figure 2-1 l), 

Premium Level (Figure 2-11), Mechanical Level (Figure 2-13), and Terrace 

Level (Figure 2-14). Each of these floor plans provides sufficient detail for the 

public and decision makers lo understand the physical arrangement of uses and 

space that is proposed in the Arena Structure·. These diagrams also show the 

relationship of the Arena Structure to the boundaries of the Project Site, 

providing and in-depth understanding of the precise location of the Arena 

Structure, including setbacks and sidewalk widths that would be provided. 

Figure 2-15 presents two structural cross-sections which depict the precise 

height and shape of the ellipsoid-shaped structure and grid-like fa<;ade and roof. 

aud physical relationship to uses on each building floor. The cross-sections are 

of sufficient detail to provide elevations of each floor to the inch. 

42 The scale of original drawings is shmvn on figures, but reduced for the purposes of presentation in the Draft ElR 
However, the accuracy of the scaled drawings allows for precise determination of distances on the dnnvings. 
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Finally, two to-scale renderings present the overall visual characteristics of the 

proposed Arena Structure, both from au aerial axonometric view (Figure 2-16) 

aud a near street level view (Figure 2-17). These renderings of the Arena Structure 

provide an understanding of the relationship of the building to the street, as well 

as to nearby existing uses, the physical landscaping that is proposed, and the 

relationship of the Arena Structure and plaza to West Century Boulevard. 

Other detailed depictions of the Proposed Project include a Preliminary 

Landscape Plan (Figure 2-18), Noise Barrier Locations (Figure 2-19), Sign 

Locations (Figure 2-20), Temporary and Permanent Bus Stop Relocations 

(Figure 2-22), Crosswalk Locations (Fi~'llre 2-23), aud Bicycle and Electric 

Vehicle Parking diagram (Figure 2-24, which also shows the location of electric 

vehicle charging spaces, long- and short-term bicycle parking, and a potential 

bike valet location). Each of these diagrams is at a sufficient scale lo allow the 

public and decision makers to understand the proposed physical relationship of 

the aspects of the Proposed Project, and to support the environmental analysis of 

the breadth of environmental topics considered in the Draft EIR. 

In addition to drawings of the Proposed Project buildings, several detailed 

diagrams are provided depicting proposed utility improvements. The utility 

plans provided include Potable Water Infrastructure (Figure 2-26). Well 

Transmission Infrastructure (Figure 2-27), Reclaimed Water Infrastructure 

(Figure 2-28), Wastewater Infrastructure (Figure 2-29), Drainage Infrastructure 

(Figure 2-30). and Dry Utilities (Figure 2-31). Each of the utility diagrams are 

on the same l-inch-equals-100-feet scaled base map (to provide consistent 

understanding of the physical relationships). All of the Wet Utilities diagrams 

(Figures 2-26 through 2-30) provide detailed, to-the-inch, sizing ofutility lines, 

as well as locations of connections to existing utility lines. The Dry Utilities 

diagram shows the precise locations of existing aud planned improvements to 

electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications lines, including such features as 

existing and proposed electrical vaults, connections to existing lines, the 

locations of existing and proposed trenches, as well as underground and above 

ground lines to be removed and constructed. 

As discussed above, the diagrams included in Chapter 2, Project Description, 

provide a detailed description of the physical relationship of the Proposed 

Project structures lo property boundaries, City streets, aud nearby uses. 

The comment asks for information concerning the extent to which the Proposed 

Project complies with required yard setback requirements under the City's 

Municipal Code. Under existing conditions, the following zone districts exist on 

the Project Site: M-lL (Limited Manufacturing), C-2A (Airport Commercial), 

P-1 (Parking), R-2 (Residential Limited Multifamily), and R-3 (Residential 
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Multiple Family). As proposed, the Project Site would be zoned M- lL and C-

2A, 43 with a Spmis and Entertainment Complex (SE) overlay designation that 

would, among other things, eliminate the required front and side yard 

requirements that currently exist in the M-1 L zone (there are no required 

setback or yard requirements in the C-2A zone). other than current setbacks 

required for hotels pursuant lo section 12-16. l of the City's Municipal Code. 44 

As such, a discussion of yard requirements in the context of zoning would be 

irrelevant to the Project Description and to the analysis of the environmental 

impacts of the Proposed Project. Throughout the EIR, where issues for which 

distance and precise location is required (e.g .. noise, shade and shadow, views, 

sidewalk widths, etc.). the scaled diagrams provided in Draft EIR, Chapter 2, 

Project Description, were used as the basis of the analysis. Thus. the analyses in 

the Draft EIR reflect the proposed physical location of buildings in relation to 

streets, sidewalks, and other nearby uses; the environmental effects of these 

physical relationships are not affected by the consistency or inconsistency of the 

Proposed Project with existing zoning regulations. 

While the scaled diagrams presented in the Project Description are described as 

"conceptual," that description is simply to reflect that they have been prepared 

prior to detailed architectural constmction drawings, which is typical of the 

level of design during the timeframe of preparation of an EIR. The Draft EIR 

studied the maximum building envelopes identified in the conceptual site plans. 

As with any project, the final design of structures may include minor variations 

to the precise location of structures compared to the conceptual site plans, but 

those variations would not involve significant changes in location or any 

increase in height or maximum square footage compared lo the conceptual site 

plans. There is no evidence in the record to support the suggestion that the 

buildings could be adjusted in location by up to 180 feet. If the Proposed Project 

is approved by the City Council, it would be the responsibility of the City staff 

to review the final plans submitted for building and other permits. and to assess 

the consistency of those final plans with the characteristics of the Proposed 
Project presented in Draft EIR, Chapter 2. Project Description· . .\[.,,_,,, ''~·kk,,.,,, .. ,.; 

43 City of Inglewood Municipal Code, Chapter 12, Article 7.1, Section 12-24.12, and Article 11.1, Section 12-32.13. 
44 City oflnglewood Municipal Code, Chapter 12, Article 1.1, Section 12-16.1 provides for a required 15-foot setback 

from any public street and 5 feet from any alley right-of-way, \Viih a setback increase of2 feet for every story 
above t\vo stories. 
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Channel-3 Draft EIR, Chapter 2. Project Description. Subsection 2.5.9, Constmction and 

Phasing, provides relevant information about grading and excavation, reporting 

that "[t]he Proposed Project would export approximately 296,915 cubic yards of 

soil during grading and excavation activities" (see Draft EIR, page 2-80). The 

provision of a grading plan is relevant in projects where cut-and-fill techniques 

are used to balance the management of on-site soils, avoiding the off-site 

transport of excavation spoils. In the case of the Proposed Project, Figure 2-15, 

Conceptual Arena Stmcture Sections, on page 2-37 of the Draft EIR, provides a 

clear and precise depiction of the depth of excavation (wherein the Event Level 

elevation is reported at 58.5 feel, 32-feet below the Plaza Level which is al 

street grade. Discussion on page 2-84 of the Draft EIR explains that 

conservatively '·[e]xcavation depths on the Arena site would be at a maximum 

of 35 feet below ground surface to accommodate the Arena bowl. Excavation 

activities would result in up to approximately 150 haul tmck trips per day." 

CEQA Guidelines section ] 5] 47 provides that '[t]he information contained in 

au EIR shall include summarized technical data, maps, plot plans, diagrams, and 

similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant 

environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public." 

Consistent with this Guideline. relevant summarized information was provided 

in the body of the EIR. Guideline 15147 goes on to recommend that 

''[p]lacemenl of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of 

au EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and 

analyses as appendices lo the main body of the EIR" 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15147, additional detailed 

information was presented in relevant Draft EIR appendices. For example. Draft 

EIR, Appendix J includes a detailed diagram of depths and distances used in the 

constmction noise modeling. This diagram (see Draft EIR, Appendix J. page 

925) indicates that the modelled depth of excavated area for the Arena bowl 

would extend 35 feel below grade, and the distances from the edge of the 

excavated bowl and the property boundary would range from 20-feet at the 

closest. to 125 feet along the southern edge of the excavated bowl. This same 

detailed diagram also identifies the type of equipment to be used in different 

constmction subareas of the site: Daytime Constmction Light Activity Area, 

Daytime Constmclion Activity Area, Extended Hours Activity Area and 

Staging/Activity Area, Extended Hours Constmction Activity Area, and Well 

Location Activity Area. In each area, the number and type of equipment, time of 

day or night, and duration of hours of use are provided. 

Thus, extensive information about the grading and excavation activities that 

would take place with the Proposed Project was included in the EIR. Consistent 

with the CEQA Guidelines, general, summarized information was provided in 
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Channel-4 

Channel-5 

Chapter 2, Project Description, and a greater level of detailed information was 

provided in the Appendices. All of this data was available for review during the 

89-day public review and comment period provided for the Draft EIR. 

As stated in Draft EIR, Section 3.11, Noise and Vibration, page 3.11-63 the 

estimated type, number, and duration of use of construction equipment was 

provided by the project applicant based on input from its contractor, and was 

utilized for the noise analysis. A complete list of the proposed construction 

equipment, including excavators, graders, scrapers, and cranes, is provided in 

Draft EIR, Appendix D.3-4 Construction Resource Loaded Schedule in the 

Draft EIR. Backhoes are included in the schedule collectively with 

tractors/loaders/backhoes, all of which produce equivalent noise levels. 

Construction noise levels for the Proposed Project were estimated using the 

FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCl'v1N) reference noise levels, as 

shown in Table 3.11-9 (see Draft EIR, page 3.11-63). Please also see Response 

to Comment Channel-3. 

The comment states that structures could be moved so that they are located 

directly on property lines. This statement is incorrect. The Draft EIR studied the 

maximum building envelopes presented in the Conceptual Site Plan (see Figure 

2-7 on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR). As with any project, the final design of 

Proposed Project structures may include minor variations to the precise location 

of structures compared lo the conceptual site plans, but those variations would 

not involve significant changes in location or any increase in height or 

maximum square footage compared to the conceptual site plans. If the Proposed 

Project is approved by the City Council, it would be the responsibility of the 

City staff to review the final plans submitted for building and other permits, and 

to assess the consistency of those plans with the characteristics of the Proposed 

Project presented in Chapter 2. Project Description. Please also see Response to 

Comment Channel-2. 

For example, the comment stales that the West Parking Garage could be 

constructed directly atop the western boundary of the site. with no setback. This 

statement is incorrect. As shown on the Conceptual Site Plan (see Figure 2-7 on 

page 2-19 of the Draft EIR), an access road is provided from West Century 

Boulevard along the western boundary of the Project Site. The footprint of the 

West Parking Garage would be set back from the western boundary in order lo 

provide sufficient space for this access road. The Draft EIR includes a 

description of this access road (see Draft EIR, page 2-57). Similar information is 

provided concerning other access roads proposed on the Project Site. For these 

reasons, the assertion in the comment that the Draft EIR does not contain 

sufficient information for the reader to understand the physical location and 
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Channel-6 

relationship of the Proposed Project structures, roads, and other features is 

incorrect. 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR contains insufficient detail regarding the 

sidewalk along the east side of South Prairie Avenue, immediately adjacent to 

the west side of the proposed Arena. The Draft EIR contains sufficient 

information concerning the widening of tum lanes along the east side of South 

Prairie Avenue and resulting sidewalk widths. This information is in both the 

Draft EIR Appendices, and in the text of the Draft EIR. For example, with 

respect to sidewalk widths along South Prairie A venue, Figure 3 .14-10 depicts 

pre-event garage access and traffic management in the vicinity of the Arena (see 

Draft EIR, page 3.14-107) The figure shows the dedicated bus turn-out and 

right-tum lane on the east side of South Prairie Avenue. The figure also shows 

where traffic control officers and event staff would be placed to manage traffic 

and pedestrian flows prior to events. Similar figures are provided for post-event 

traffic management, and for managing different types of events and scenarios. 

The transportation analysis includes a discussion of the extent lo which 

sidewalks would be of sufficient widths to accommodate pedestrian flows of 

event patrons. The analysis specifically addresses whether providing a dedicated 

right-tum lane on northbound South Prairie Avenue at West Century Boulevard 

would create problems for pedestrians. Draft EIR, page 3.14-217, states: 

The Proposed Project site plan would provide sufficient area to allow for 

widening Prairie Avenue to provide a nmihbound right-tum lane. 

However, it would cause the sidewalk along the east side of Prairie 

A venue between the plaza entry/exit and Century Boulevard to be 

reduced from 20 to 8 feet in width. This is considered a potentially 

significant secondary impact because it could cause post-event pedestrian 

flows to exceed the sidewalk capacity (thereby resulting in walking in 

the street). In response to this potential condition, the Event IMP 

(Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a)) includes post-event pedestrian 

wayfinding guidance, which if followed, would result in the majority of 

post-event attendees using the primary plaza exit to access the east leg 

crosswalk al the Prairie Avenue/Century Boulevard intersection, thereby 

limiting flows on this sidewalk to match its available width. 

The issues to be included in the Event IMP are set forth in Mitigation Measure 

3.14-2(a). They include: "b) Pedestrian Flows: Through pedestrian flow 

management, pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving 

vehicles. particularlv along portions of West Century Boulevard and South 

Prairie Avenue adjacent to the Project" (see Draft EIR. page 3.14-193). A Draft 

Event TMP is included in Draft EIR, Appendix K.4. Thus, the comment that the 

Draft EIR does not address this issue is incorrect. 
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Channel-7 

For additional information on pedestrian flow on South Prairie A venue 

sidewalks, please see Response to Comment Channel-32. 

As described above in Responses to Comments Channel-2 and Channel-3. the 

Project Description for the Proposed Project is both sufficiently detailed to meet 

the requirements ofCEQA aud sufficiently summarized with additional details 

included in the Draft EIR Appendices to meet the directives of CEQA 

Guidelines section 15147. More specifically, the Project Description meets the 

requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15124. That Guideline requires that 

au EIR Project Description "shall contain the following infomiation but should 

not supply ex1:ensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the 

environmental impact." The information required includes: 

• The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project; 

• A statement of objectives of the proposed project; 

• A general description of the projects characteristics; and 

• A description of the intended uses of the EIR. 

As described in Response to Comment Channel-2, all of this information was 

provided as necessary in the Project Description. 

As discussed above under Responses to Comments Channel-2 and Channel-5. 

the Draft EIR studied the maximum building envelopes identified in the 

conceptual site plans. As with any project, the final design of structures may 

include minor variations to the precise location of structures compared to the 

conceptual site plans, but those variations would not involve significant changes 

in location or any increase in height or maximum square footage compared to 

the conceptual site plans. If the Proposed Project is approved by the City 

Council, it would be the responsibility of the City staff lo review the final plans 

submitted for building and other permits, and to assess the consistency of those 

plans with the characteristics of the Proposed Project presented in Chapter 2, 

Project Description. The comments do not demonstrate the inadequacy of the 

Project Description in the Draft EIR. Rather they focus on design details that the 

Draft EIR included, notwithstanding the comment's assertion to the contrary. 

Pursuant lo CEQA Guidelines section 15151, "[a]n EIR should be prepared with 

a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information 

which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 

environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 

proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be 

reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible ... The courts have looked not 

for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full 

disclosure." The Draft EIR Project Description meets the letter of the 

requirements of Guideline 15124; is accurate, stable, and finite; and represents 
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Channel-8 

Channel-9 

Channel-JO 

an adequate, complete, good faith effort at full disclosure of the Proposed 

Project. 

As described in Response to Comment Channel-3, the depth of excavation 

would be approximately 35-feet below ground surface. This depth would 

accommodate the event floor level of32.5-feet below grade, plus another 2.5 

feet of depth. This is consistent with the recommendations of the Preliminary 

Geotechnical Report included in the Draft EIR as Appendix H. 

The comment misinterprets the findings of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report 

regarding recommended depth of excavation (see Preliminary Geotechnical 

Report pages 20-2 l ). For the Arena Structure, the recommendations on page 20 

are that "the arena slab should be underlain by at least 2 feet of granular fill .. " 

The planned depth of excavation of 35 feet would accommodate the placement 

of fill. It is noted that another recommendation for the Arena excavation is that 

"[a ]II fills should extend a minimum 5 feet beyond the structure footprint." This 

recommendation is not for greater depth, but that the excavations should extend 

horizontally al least 5 feet from the footprint of the Arena Structure. 

On page 21, the Preliminary Geotechnical Report includes recommendations for 

the Practice Facility and South Parking Structure, and for Retail Buildings and 

Other Near-Grade Structures. For these buildings. which are planned to be 

constructed with more limited excavations than the Arena Structure, the 

recommendation is that ''[a]ll fills should extend a minimum JO feet beyond the 

structure footprint." As with the 5 horizontal feet recommendation for the Arena 

Structure, the 10-foot recommendation relates to the area of horizontal 

excavation beyond the structure footprint for the Practice Facility and South 

Parking Structure, and Retail Buildings. 

Thus, it appears that the comment includes a misinterpretation of the 

Preliminary Geotechnical Report and does not identify an inconsistency in the 

Project Description. As such, the Draft EIR Project Description is accurate and 

complete, and does not underestimate or provide misleading information about 

the depth of excavation planned for the Proposed Project. 

Please see Responses to Comments Channel-2 and Channel-10. 

As staled on page 3.1-18 of the Draft EIR, the evaluation of Proposed Project 

impacts related to shade and shadow are based on the shade and shadow study 

prepared for the Proposed Project, which in tum is based upon the diagrams and 

other project characteristic information presented in Draft EIR, Chapter 2, 

Project Description. The Project Description provides detailed scaled diagrams 

of the Proposed Project generated by the project architects, including a 

conceptual site plan (see Figure 2-7 on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR) that depicts 
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Channel-11 

Channel-12 

Channel-13 

building shape and placement on the Project Site; seven floor plans that depict 

the physical layout of each floor of the structure; two structural cross-sections 

which depict the height and physical relationship to uses on each building floor; 

aud two renderings which present the overall visual characteristics of the 

proposed Arena Structure. While the scaled diagrams are characterized as 

"conceptual," that " ;·ei kC ;; ;'''''""""' ;,,,,''"''; ''<cik-1;;,;,that 
they have been prepared prior lo detailed architectural drawings, which is 

typical of the level of design during the timeframe of preparation of au EIR. 

lK+ndK-;;, .,,,,,.4 !_···~here is no evidence in the record to support the suggestion that 

the buildings could be adjusted in location by up to 180 feet. [N;'·'·{ll'i'hcL;·.<;;;, .. i.f 

the Proposed Project is approved by the City Council, it would be the 

responsibility of the City staff to review the final plans that are submitted for 

building and other permits, and to assess their consistency with the 

characteristics of the Proposed Project presented in Chapter 2, Project 

Description. 

The comment references "modified project scenarios" that appear to have been 

hypothesized by the commenter and are not reflective of the Proposed Project. 

Because these '·modifications" have been hypothesized by the commenter, and 

are not reflective of the Proposed Project that has been proposed by the project 

applicant, the analysis of shade and shadow impacts of non-proposed 

modifications to the Proposed Project would be entirely inappropriate. 

As discussed in Responses to Comments Channel-2 and Channel-10, above, the 

"modified project scenarios" hypothesized in the comment are not being 

proposed, would not be consistent with the Project Description text and figures, 

and are therefore not part of the Proposed Project analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

Please see Responses to Comments Channel-2, Channel-7, and Channel-10. 

The construction and operational noise analyses are based on conservative 

assumptions about the physical location of noise-generating activities during 

each phase of the Proposed Project, and not specifically on zoning-defined 

building setbacks, as described further below. 
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Channel-14 

For the constmction noise analysis, noise-generating constmction equipment are 

allocated to different construction zones within the Project Site based on input 

from the project contractor, and then assumed to operate up to the worst-case 

boundary of that zone, including in some cases the fence-line of the Project Site 

immediately adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors.45 stated on page 3.11-64 

of the Draft EIR, under Methodology and Assumptions, the calculated 

combined noise levels (Leq) from the worst-case mix of equipment at each 

location within the Project Site are modeled as area sources, which accounts for 

noise generated at the project boundary. Any other potential building or 

construction setbacks have not been accounted for lo ensure a worse-case 

construction noise analysis. 

Similarly, operational noise levels presented in the Draft EIR are calculated 

based on reasonable worst-case assumptions for where on-site operational 

activities would occur and using conceptual building placement and massing 

presented in the Project Description. 

Accounting for any further setbacks in conslmction and or operational activity 

would increase the distance of project noise sources from neighboring receptors 

and potentially result in lowered noise levels. Therefore, the conservative nature 

of the constmction and operational noise impact analyses ensures that the 

maximum potential impacts are identified and avoided or substantially lessened 

to the extent feasible through implementation of mitigation measures. 

As discussed above. to ensure a conservative analysis, construction setbacks 

within identified constmction zones are not factored in to the constmction noise 

model. As discussed in Response to Comment Channel-13, constmction activity 

(which includes a worst-case mix of constmction equipment) ; "''rn assumed to I 
operate up to the boundary of a constmction zone, in some cases up to the fence 

line of the Project Site. 

The comment refers to Figure 3 .11-12 (see Draft EIR, page 3.11-144) to sugges~ 
that receiver distances are not properly measured in the conslmction noise 

analysis. The purpose of Figure 3.11-12 is to show operational noise contours. 

not to identify any receiver locations or to be used in reference to the 

construction noise analysis. Construction noise impacts at each modeled 

receiver are shown on Figure 3.11-5 (see Draft EIR, page 3.11-81), which 

depicts the location of all modeled receivers within each receptor group. As can 

be seen on Figure 3.11-5, modeled receiver points for first floor receivers are 

presented on the shared prope1ty lines of these receptors and the Proposed 

45 A map of construction activity areas, including location within the project site, type, hours, and duration of 
activities, including anticipated numbers and type of equipment, "''H·· presented in DraH EIR, Appendix J, Noise, 
page 925. 
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Channel-15 

Project. Similarly, all modeled receiver locations are shown to be accounted for 

along the receptor property lines nearest to the Project Site. Therefore, the 

distances to receptors are properly accounted for and no other setbacks within 

constrnction zones are assumed in the analysis. 

The Proposed Project would include the installation of permanent and 

temporary sound walls that would provide the greatest noise reductions to the 

receptors located nearest to those sound walls. As discussed in Response to 

Comment Channel-13, construction activity (which includes a worst-case mix of 

construction equipment) is assumed to operate in construction zones up to the 

fence line of the Project Site. Construction noise modeling assumes an area 

filled with several pieces of construction equipment that would operate within a 

confined area/constrnction zone during each construction phase. 

Sound walls to be constructed along the shared boundary between I 0204 South 

Prairie Avenue (Receptor 11) and the Project Site are accounted for in the 

constmction noise model. When a sound wall is placed close to a source or a 

receiver, its effectiveness increases for a ground-floor noise generator and/or a 

ground-t1oor receiver. Because the proposed sound walls would be placed along 

the shared property line, they would be most protective for receivers close to the 

property line, and would have the most mitigation efficacy for construction 

equipment operating nearest the prope1ty line. 

As discussed on pages 3.11-16 and3.l l-17 of the DraflEIR, ambient noise 

measurement Ml represents the ambient noise level at receptor Rl 1. As shown 

on Table 3 .11-1 (see Draft EIR, page 3.11-19), the ambient noise level at this 

receptor location (Rl 1) is relatively high with a day1ime average of 65.4 dBA 

Leq and a 24-hour average of 69.8 dBA CNEL; with the attenuation effect of a 

sound wall included, project-related construction noise levels would be 

attenuated so that they would not exceed the ambient noise levels at Receptor 11 

location by 5 dBA or more, and the noise impact at this receptor would be less 

than significant. 

With regard to the outdoor stage and restaurant, the locations of operational 

noise sources are modeled based on site plans included in the Project 

Description (see Figure 2-7 on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR) under worst-case 

assumptions for noise levels generated. Therefore, the assertion that the outdoor 

stage and restaurant could be constructed closer to the receptor than assumed in 

the model is not based on any evidence in the record. 

For additional discussion of the level of detail of the Project Description, please 

also see Responses to Comments Channel-2 and Channel- JO. 
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Channel-16 

Channel-17 

Channel-18 

Channel-19 

The supposition in the comment, that the South Parking Garage could be built 

up to the south property boundary of the Arena site, is inaccurate and 

misleading, and would be inconsistent with the Project Description presented in 

Chapter 2. There is no evidence in the record to suggest or support the 

supposition that the South Parking Garage could be shifted to be located 

contiguous with the south property boundary. To suggest that because the 

Project Description does not contain a textual requirement for a setback of at 

least 40 feet from the south property boundary requires that the EIR analyze a 

project that deviates from the Proposed Project described within the Project 

Description, '..<iJ.CLignores the fact that the project description and the drawings 

that have been submitted identify the location of the proposed South Parking 

Stmcture. To the contra1y of the suggestion in the comment, there is simply no 

requirement for a Project Description to explicitly prohibit everything other than 

the characteristics of the Proposed Project described within the Project 

Description. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15384 states that substantial evidence includes "facts, 

reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by 

facts." To the contrary, Guideline 15384 affirmatively states that: 

Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence 
of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are 
not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence. 

The hypothetical opinions presented in the comment are unsubstantiated 

opinion, are not supported by facts, and thus do not represent substantial 

evidence pursuant under CEQA. 

For additional discussion of the level of detail of the Project Description, please 

see Responses to Comments Channel-2 and Channel- JO. 

Please see Responses to Comments Channel-8 and Channel-13. 

Please see Response to Comment Channel-15. 

Operational noise levels associated with the proposed rooftop restaurant space 

were modeled based on preliminary conceptual design plans, which resulted in a 

conservative calculation of noise impacts. Specifically, the analysis presented in 

the Draft EIR relies on a conservative calculation regarding maximum 

occupancy, does not take into account any noise-dampening effect of walls or 

partitions around the rooftop restaurant, combined with worst-case assumptions 

regarding the number of patrons generating noise simultaneously, and a 

reasonable assumption concerning the level of conversation. The combination of 
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these three factors resulted in the noise levels from the rooftop restaurant being 

conservatively predicted, and not to conceal future noise levels as the comment 

asse1is. 

As discussed on pages 3 .11-72 and 3 .11-73 of the Draft EIR, because a specific 

tenant has not been identified, and, thus, tenant improvements based on 

restaurant design were unavailable at the time of the analysis, the amount of the 

15,000-square foot (sf) restaurant space (;:;;would be rooftop outdoor seating 

and/or gathering space is unknown. Thus, the Draft EIR relied on a worst-case 

estimate of space occupancy -- that all 15,000 sf of the restaurant would be 

open-air, outdoor seating where human conversation would generate noise. This 

calculation is unrealistically worst-case because some pmiion of the total 15,000 

sf, under any restaurant configuration, would be required for "back of house" 

uses such as the kitchen/food preparation area, storage, lobby/waiting area, 

stairs and/or elevators, office, and restrooms. Neve1iheless, in the effort to 

generate a conservative assessment of potential noise effects of the rooftop 

restaurant, the Draft EIR made a worst-case assumption that all 15,000 sf of the 

restaurant could be used for patrons, resulting in a maximum occupancy of 

1,000 people. 

In addition, any restaurant uses would include physical features such as 

enclosures, walls, and other features which serve to obstruct sound transmission. 

However, because the location, height, and size of these features is not known, 

they were not included in the analysis. Thus, the analysis of noise impacts 

presents a worst-case assumption that the propagation of noise from the rooftop 

area would be unabated in all directions. Further, although Mitigation Measure 

3. l l-2(a) in the Draft EIR includes the requirement to develop an Operations 

Noise Reduction Plan that considers strategies such as"[ e]nclos[ing] the rooftop 

restaurant space with a material that would serve as a noise barrier such as 

glass." the dampening effect of glass or solid walls are not included in the 

quantitative calculation of impacts. Thus, all of the assumptions related to the 

design of the physical space of the rooftop restaurant were not just conservative, 

but were a theoretical worst-case. 

Conservative assumptions also are made regarding the number of people 

speaking at the same time at the restaurant. Typically. human conversation 

consists of one person speaking and one or several person(s) listening. However, 

as an additional worst-case assumption, the Draft EIR assumed that the full 

capacity of 1,000 people would be speaking simultaneously. 

Added to worst case assumptions about the physical space and the number of 

people speaking simultaneously, the Draft EIR appropriately assumed that the 

volume of speech at the restaurant would be '·normal," a level consistent with 
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Channel-20 

the analyzed future use of the space. The comment posits that the Draft EIR 

should have assumed a "raised" or "loud" speech volume. In light of the worst­

case assumption that all patrons would speak at once coupled with the worst­

case assumption that all 15,000 square feet of the proposed restaurant use would 

consist of open-air seating with a capacity of l ,000 patrons, the City's noise 

expert determined that an assumed speech volume of"normal" for all 1,000 

patrons is appropriate and still results in a conservative analysis that eliminates 

the potential that noise levels from the rooftop restaurant are understated. 

Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a) has been refined to better clarify the 

intent and efficacy of the Operations Noise Reduction Plan. Please see Response 

to Comment Channel-22, below. for the modified measure. 

As discussed on page 3 .11-7 of the Draft EIR, a change in noise level of 1 dBA 

in a controlled laboratory environment is not perceivable and a change in noise 

level of 3 dBA outside of a controlled laboratory is considered just-perceivable. 

Therefore, a 1.8 dBA increase is not a perceivable change in noise level and 

therefore not a substantial change in the severity of the impact. Impacts would 

remain less than significant where impacts were determined to be less than 

significant in the Draft EIR and where impacts were determined to be significant 

in the Draft EIR, the calculated increase in the severity of that impact would be 

insubstantial. 

The Draft EIR properly accounts for appropriate speech volumes in the Plaza 

and describes modeling assumptions in Draft EIR, Section 3.11, Noise and 

Vibration. The comment references an assumed noise level of76 dBA for Plaza 

speech volume on page 3.11-32 of the Draft EIR, which is a discussion of 

potential noise levels at the Hollywood Park plaza (a part of the Adjusted 

Baseline), and is not an assumption that is applicable to the Proposed Project. 

Draft EIR, page 3.11-72 includes a discussion of the methodology and 

assumptions for modeling crowd noise in the Plaza area of the Proposed Project. 

These assumptions include that the back of the outdoor stage would be 

completely enclosed with a sound shell extending up to 30 foet in height, and 

that five speaker locations would ex1:end from the top of the 30-foot sound shell 

to the ground floor. 

The comment asserts that only raised voice volume (65 dBA) was used in the 

modeling for all attendees al the Plaza. However, as discussed on page 3.11-72 

of the Draft EIR, the modeling for crowd noise in the Plaza area assumes a 

reasonable mix of three different voice levels: 113 raised -- 65 dBA; 1/3 loud --

76 dBA; and 1/3 shout - 89 dBA). Therefore, the Draft EIR properly describes 

modeling inputs and assumptions and does not underestimate the operational 

impacts of the Proposed Project. 
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Channel-21 The noise modeling performed for the Draft EIR properly accounts for noise 

propagation impacted by the design and proposed arrangement of the Arena, 

surrounding Plaza structures, other project structures such as the parking 

garages, as well as other structures in the vicinity of the Project Site. The 

particular accounting for the proposed design of the Arena included accurate 

assumptions regarding the structure height, building shape, locations of entries 

and exits, and site grading and topography. The analysis also takes into account 

the capacity of the proposed Arena for all types of anticipated events, noise 

anticipated from those crowds, and specific locations of event stages in the 

Arena and in the Plaza. The model inputs include details about the topography 

of the surrounding area, as well as surrounding existing and proposed building 

heights, locations, and site coverage under both Adjusted Baseline and 

Cumulative conditions. Further, the noise model accounted for factors such as 

the barrier/shielding effect, basic ground effect, and air absorption. All of the 

assumptions are presented and explained in Draft EIR, Appendix J. 

The comment asserts that the orientation of the Proposed Project structures 

would fonnel noise towards receptors to the northeast. This asse1tion is not 

correct. As explained in Draft EIR, Section 3.11, Noise and Vibration, page 

3 .11-71, the back of the outdoor stage, which would sit adjacent to the northeast 

off-site noise-sensitive receptors, would be enclosed with a sound shell 

extending up to 30 feet in height. Additional buildings localed on both sides of 

the stage would be oriented so that, together with the sound shell on the back of 

the stage, the propagation of the majority of the stage noise toward offsite 

receptors to the northeast would be blocked. 

As proposed, the Plaza entrance opening would be located to the northwest, with 

buildings proposed on both sides of the Plaza angled southeasterly towards the 

Arena. The model correctly accounts for this proposed orientation of these 

structures, and that the front facades of these buildings would not be flat, 

smooth surfaces and therefore would not reflect sound in one direction. Sound 

waves contacting the surface would be deflected in a number of directions, and 

therefore, would not result in any fonneling effect through the opening to the 

northwest. The results of the Draft EIR demonstrate that both direct sound and 

reflected sound are properly accounted for in the modeling in all directions. 

The modeling of the Proposed Project properly accounts for the shielding and 

reflective properties of the Proposed Project buildings. Th···')'""')''""'J .. ~.,i.+x,; 

does not fail to consider noise propagation impacted by the arrangement of 

surrounding structures, as the comment asserts. Therefore, the noise modeling in 
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the Draft EIR does not underestimate the potential noise impacts from the 

proposed Plaza area. 

The comment asserts that the open-air restaurants are a major contributor to 

operational noise impacts because of their proximity to residents located to the 

northwest of the Proposed Project. For the reasons explained below, this 

asse1iion is incorrect. As discussed on page 3.11-52 of the Draft EIR, the 

greatest contributors to composite noise at locations northwest of the Proposed 

Project would be amplified sound and crowd noise from a post-event 

performance in the Plaza. The crowd noise associated with the open-air rooftop 

restaurant would not be the dominant contributor to noise that would affect the 

adjacent receptors located at the northwest comer of South Prairie Avenue and 

West Century Boulevard. 

The composite noise levels arising from sources such as mechanical equipment, 

amplified sound from the stage, Plaza guests, and the restaurant patrons would 

result in noise levels that would be significant impacts at several receptors. 

Because the design of the restaurant space and other Plaza buildings is not yet 

finalized, Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a) requires the development and 

implementation of an Operations Noise Reduction Plan to finalize noise 

reduction strategies at the appropriate point in the design process. 

The Operations Noise Reduction Plan would effectively and feasibly guide 

design so as to reduce project-related operational noise levels at adjacent offsite 

receptors from the rooftop restaurant and other sources. The City has undertaken 

additional, more detailed, analysis to determine the required specifications for 

the Operations Noise Reduction Plan. The result of this additional analysis is 

that inclusion of a glass enclosure would further reduce noise levels from the 

rooftop restaurant to the off site receivers to the north/northeast of the rooftop 

restaurant. An enclosure that would reduce noise contributions from the rooftop 

restaurant would need to meet certain requirements. As allowed by building 

code, an enclosure that would serve as a noise barrier along the north/northeast 

perimeter of the rooftop restaurant and provide a minimum of 8 dBA sound 

insertion loss would need to (1) be constructed with a material, such as glass, 

having a minimum density of3.5 pounds per square feet (3.5 lbs/sf), (2) be a 

minimum of 60 inches high, and (3) be designed with no gaps between each 

panel or between the panel and the floor. 

As revised, Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a) includes ,.,•,1i.;x,•;.;1..:1r,·c· 

L:g•1i(';1;;c:;1;1,Lyimplementation and verification c:.1 •• 1•1._11 •••••• ,.1_,_1_,,1"-"'"··1 •• 1.,_11_,_,_,. 

L<.L<.·t.•n.J:'tr.• .. as part of the building permit review process. As shown in the 

mitigation measure, the Operations Noise Reduction Plan would be developed 

and approved prior to issuance of the first building permit for the Plaza 
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buildings and verified prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy (COO) for 

the Plaza buildings, and would be in effect for the duration of operations. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a), as shown on page 3.11-158 of the Draft EIR, 

states that the Operations Noise Reduction Plan "could include, but are not 

limited to ... " six specific strategies. The comment asserts that the listed 

strategies would be ineffective. and are speculative and potentially infeasible. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) was written to require that the Operations Noise 

Reduction Plan implement measures to reduce the increases in composite noise 

levels over ambient conditions at any noise-sensitive receptor to the maximum 

extent feasible. Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the strategies 

identified in Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) were crafted to be feasible, effective, 

and implementable. as explained below. Subsequently, as outlined above, 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) is revised lo include specific performance 

standards for the amplified sound equipment, a wall surrounding the rooftop 

restaurant, and the enclosures to be constructed around the mechanical 

equipment. 

To add clarity to the noise reduction strategies described on page 3 .11-158 of 

the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 3. I l-2(a) is revised to read: 

Mitigation Measure 3.ll-2(a) 

Operatwns Nozse Reduction Plan The project applicant shall prepare a11 
012erations Noise Reduction Plan which shall include measures designed 
to minimize impacts to oft:.~ite noise-sensitive land uses. for major evmt 
pre anapest event condiUons that results in composite noise Jevelsfrom 
anplified sound and mechanical equipment of no more than 3 dBA over 
ambient conditions at an)' noise sensiUve reeeptor. The level of noise 
reduction [QjlfLfl£!JlfD~?fl/2.JLt!JfLQJ2JJZf..!1LQ!1Li'fgj§JL!iiirl1iflIQtLflc;y1 shall 
be documented by a qualified noise consultant and submitted to the City. 
The Qp?.m_tiQn~ Noise Reduction Plan shall be submitted to and 
approved by the City prior to the issuance of thefirst Plaza building_ 
permit and verified prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancv 
jbr the first Plaza Building, and revised on an as-needed basis to address 
noise-related design details added therea:fjer. first major event at the 
, 1rena. Noise reffiwtion strategies eould inelude, hut are not limited, the 
fellowing. 

The Operations Noise Reduction Plan shall include the following: 

• Constructien-of the permanent sound barriers included in the Project 
as project design.features (as depicted on Figure 2-19 of the Draft 
EIBJ~ or construction of permanent sound barriers that achieve an 
equivalent or better noise reduction as the permanent sound barriers 
proposed as project design.features. 
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• Equip Design and install noise generating mechanical equipment, 
including such as emergency generators, transformers, and/or 
m:4C units so that such equipment would not cause exceedance of 
the ambient conditions bv more than 3 dBA at any noise sensitive 
I"?Cf:JJ_[Ql'Hby_Hm?JlllSQ[fJ{'QU,~[i[;_gL?11dmYX?/i,HS.il?l1C?rs,mbgr.r.h:xs, 

[fi[Qf2flfLQLLflL!!l.'QLg1!J&rjJg1§£:L£mif1L!f£JJJ2J2!:Qfl9}J£§ 11•iih sound 
enclosures. 

• Locate noise generating mechanical equipment at the fi1rthest 
feasible distance from sensitive receptors as feasible. 

• Enclose the rooftop restaurant space with a material such as glass 
with a minimum densitv o[3.5 pounds per square foot (3.5 lbs!sO, 
that is at least 60 inches high and has no gaps between each panel 
or between the panel floor, and as allowed bv building code, that 
W_Q!i/d,WIT?H(!,~H(!11Qj_S_g_Hb_grri?rthflLl11Qldldpr_oy_j_d_g_Hgmilli.1!1ldmHQ[8_ 
dBA sound insertion loss. 

• D_?_s_tgll __ a11}! __ a_mplifi_?_d_;s_Qu11d_SJ!sle_111~ __ e_q_u_t11-m_?_llf~ __ a11_d~Qr__s1rM{~tur_es __ iu 
the Plaza to ensure that aggres:_ate noise [rom mechanical and 
amplified sound result in noise levels no greater than 3 dBA over 
ambient conditions (]-hour Leq! at anv noise sensitive receptor 
during major event pre- and post-event conditions. A1easures to 
achieve this standard mav include but are not limited to: 

o Design the outdoor stage and sound ampl!fication system 
(placement, directivif}I orientation amiler number of speakers, 
and/.Qr maximum volume) so as to limit noise levels near noise­
sensitive receptors. 

o Utilize sound-absorbing materials on the exterior of Plaza 
buildings s1ru£l11r.?s.111h?r?@l2m12r.ta1?HfJlldH?ffecti.Y.?tor?dY.c? 

noise levels at adjacent off-site sensitive receptors. 

s .Snclose the ree-ftop r.estau1t1nt 1;pace with €l mate1'iRl that weuld 
serve as a noise ban'ier such as glass. 

The project applicant has agreed to these changes to Mitigation Measure 

3. l l-2(a) and therefore the inclusion of these changes does not trigger 

recirculation pursuant lo the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

Draft EIR, page 3.11-158, last paragraph, is revised to read: 

Significance after Mitigation: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3. l l-2(a) would reduce Proposed Project composite noise levels bv 
\<s1ablishiD_gn~rfmmanQ\<,~tarn:lardsHwh\<I\<Hfoasibk. Due to distance 
attenuation and the effectiveness of screening materials such as steel, 
enclosing mechanical equipment aud placing it as far away from 
receptors as possible would lower the contribution of mechanical 
equipment from composite levels. In addition installation of a noise­
attenuating sound barrier around the rooftop restaurant open dining areas 
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would lower the contribution of restaurant noise to the composite noise 
levels. Design of the outdoor stage and sound amplification system to 
limit amplified sound levels leaving the Project Site would reduce 
composite noise levels at affected receptors. The effectiveness of fea_si_b_l() 
noise reduction strategies such as sound enclosures for mechanical 
equipment, glassHhanis:_c~Harmmd!h!:JHrnQftopHrn"~ta!lrnnt,and the design of 
the amplified sound system have been established w-011-kl-1*-dependent 
on the final design of the Proposed Project and thus are uncertain at this 
ti-me. l=tHmys:_y!:)r,clue to the uncertainty with feasibility and effectiveness 
of noise reduction strategies to control crowd-generated noise. composite 
noise impacts on weekday and weekend evenings would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

The comment questions the efficacy and feasibility of six key elements of 

Mitigation Measure 3. 11-2( a), each of which are discussed further below. 

• Installation of pennanent sound barriers. The Operations Noise Reduction 
Plan strategy reflects the design of the proposed permanent sound barriers 
around the Arena Site (see Figure 2-19 on page 2-48 of the Draft EIR) which 
would not be designed for the purposes of reducing noise impacts to the 
receptors at or near the Plaza entrance, i.e., to the nmihwest of the Plaza area. 
Other elements of Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a), as refined above, are 
designed to lower the sound from the Plaza sources, and specifically require 
an enclosure around the rooftop restaurant area to be constructed "with a 
material such as glass, with a minimum density of3.5 pounds per square foot 
(3.5 lbs/sf), that is at least 60 inches high, and has no gaps between each 
panel or benveen the panel floor, and as allowed by building code, that would 
serve as a noise barrier that would provide a minimum of 8 dBA sound 
inse1iion loss." The noise-sensitive receptors to the nmiheast would be 
shielded from Plaza noise, as explained on page 3. 11-71 of the Draft EIR, 
because "[t]he back of the stage would be completely enclosed with a sound 
shell extending up to 30 feet in height" 

• Equip noise generating mechanical equipment with sound enclosures. The 
comment asse1is that the Draft EIR fails to attribute the degree to which the 
noise impacts on residences to the northeast are due to mechanical 
equipment This comment is incorrect in that there are no residences to the 
northeast of the Project Site; it is assumed that this is a typographical error 
and intends to refer to the noise-sensitive land uses to the nmihwest 

Because sound from the mechanical equipment would occur concurrently 
with other sources in the Plaza area and sound levels at receptors are the 
result of multiple sources of sound, the Draft EIR appropriately evaluates 
impacts at a composite basis. The contribution of the mechanical equipment 
in shown in Draft EIR, Appendix J As described above, the revised 
Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a) would require the project applicant to 
"[e]quip noise generating mechanical equipment, including emergency 
generators, transformers, and HVAC units with sound enclosures that would 
reduce noise from these sources by a minimum of 10 dBA" 
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• Locate noise generating mechanical equipment at the furthest distance from 
sensitive receptors as feasible. The Operations Noise Reduction Plan would 
be prepared to guide the project design and in accordance with the Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-2··(a), would be submitted and approved by the City prior to I 
the issuance of building permits for Plaza buildings, and verified prior to the 
issuance of the COO for the first Plaza building. The Operations Noise 
Reduction Plan would be used to effectively and feasibly guide design so as 
lo reduce project-related operational noise levels at adjacent offsite receptors 
from the rooftop restaurant and other sources. Please see the Response to 
Comment Channel-19 for more details. 

• Design the outdoor stage to limit noise levels. The comment asse1ts that the 
Conceptual Site Plan (see Figure 2-7 on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR) indicates 
that the outdoor stage would result in ''a clear line-of-sight to noise sensitive 
uses to the north east." This assertion is incorrect. Based on the preliminary 
design for the outdoor stage in the Plaza area. the back of the outdoor stage, 
which would be located on the east side of the stage, would be completely 
enclosed with a sound shell ex1:ending up to 30 feet in height and the 
speakers would be oriented inward toward the west/southwest where the 
majority of the audience would be located, and not lo the northeast as 

suggested in the comment. ·--'·'"·"··'·"'''·"·"'·''·"'"·"--·'·'--·'·'·''·'·'''·""'·'·"'''--'·''·"''"--"''·"·--····'--'--·'"'"+ 

• Utilize sound-absorbing materials on Plaza buildings. As described above, 
the Operations Noise Reduction Plan would be prepared to help guide the 
project design and, in accordance with Mitigation Measure 3. I l-2·{a), woul4 
be submitted and approved by the City prior to the issuance of building 
permits for Plaza buildings, and verified prior to the issuance of the COO for 
the first Plaza building. As explained in Response to Comment Channel-19, 
the design of the outdoor stage would include use of sound- absorbing 
materials on the plaza buildings to reduce sound reflected off the structures, 
as well as to minimize or eliminate the tunneling effect from sound 
propagating through the entrance opening. The refinements to Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-2(a) included above would require the project applicant to 
''[ u ]tilize sound-absorbing materials on the exterior of Plaza buildingsto 
reduce potential tunneling effect from onsite buildings to adjacent off-site 
sensitive receivers." With the application of the absorptive materials on 
building exterior surfaces, the potential tunneling effect through the Plaza 
area northwest entrance opening would be minimized/eliminated and only 
the receptors with line-of-sight to the crowd and stage in the Plaza area 
would be exposed to direct sound from the Plaza area. In addition, 
refinements to Mitigation Measure 3.1 l-2(a) would require that the project 
applicant"[ d]esign the outdoor stage and sound amplification system 
(placement, orientation and/or number of speakers, and maximum volume) 
so as to limit noise levels at the project boundary/property line near off-site 
noise-sensitive receptors." 
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Channel-23 

• Enclose the rooftop with a noise barrier such as glass. As explained in 
Response to Comment Channel-19, above, the noise analysis for the rooftop 
restaurant indicates that the rooftop restaurant crowd noise would not be the 
dominant noise source for the offsite receivers located near South Prairie 
Avenue and West Century Boulevard. Because the rooftop restaurant noise 
would contribute to composite noise levels which would result in significant 
impacts, the Draft EIR includes a number of noise reduction strategies. 

To better clarify the intent and efficacy of Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a), the 
requirements for the Operations Noise Reduction Plan were refined in 
Response to Comment Channel-19, including the timing of plan approval, 
and specification that the rooftop restaurant would include an enclosure that 
would be constructed with a material, such as glass, having a minimum 
density of3.5 pounds per square feet (3.5 lbs/sf) along the north/northeast 
perimeter of the rooftop restaurant, would be a minimum of 60 inches high, 
and would have no gaps between each panel or between the panel floor. and 
as allowed by building code, and that such an enclosure would provide a 
minimum of 8 dBA sound insertion loss. Inclusion of the glass enclosure 
required in refined Mitigation Measure 3 .11-2( a) would further reduce noise 
levels from the rooftop restaurant to the offsite receivers lo the north/ 
northeast (or northwest) of the rooftop restaurant. 

As demonstrated above, the assertion that the Operations Noise Reduction Plan 

constitutes ineffective and deferred mitigation, including the rooftop open-air 

restaurant, is incorrect If the Proposed Project is approved, the Operations 

Noise Reduction Plan would be prepared to guide the project design and would 

be included in and be enforceable through Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a). The 

Operations Noise Reduction Plan for Plaza buildings would be developed and 

approved by the City prior to the issuance of the first Plaza building permit and 

verified prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the first Lt/.cl 
building

0
and revised thereafter on an as-needed basis to address noise-related 

design details added over time. The Operations Noise Reduction Plan would be 

used to effectively and feasibly ~'llide design so as to reduce project-related 

operational noise levels at adjacent offsite receptors from the rooftop restaurant 

and other sources. Please also see Response to Comment Channel-19. 

The Draft EIR does not improperly defer mitigation. As discussed in Response 

to Comment Channel-22 above, the measures are described in detail, including 

implementation and verification as part of the building permit cr,'.iLLTLAJS.cl.IS .. 'J 
process. Under CEQA, where a significant impact of the 

Proposed Project is identified, the EIR is required to '·describe feasible measures 

which could minimize significant adverse impacts." 

The comment states that "deferral of the formulation of effective mitigation 

measures subverts the Legislature's purpose" and asse1ts that any deferral of 

development of detailed methods of mitigation is improper and inconsistent 
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with the purpose ofCEQA. The comment fails to reflect the explicit provisions 

under CEQA that allow for proper and appropriate development of increasing 

levels of detail in mitigation measures over time as circumstances evolve. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4( a)( 1 )(B) states that" [ f]ormulation of 

mitigation measures shall not be deferred until some future time." However, the 

Guideline goes on to explicitly state that: 

The specific details of a mitigation measure, however, may be 
developed after project approval when it is impractical or 
infeasible to include those details during the project's 
environmental review provided that the agency (1) commits 
itself to the mitigation, (2) adopts specific performance standards 
the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) of 
potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance 
standard and that will considered, analyzed, and potentially 
incorporated in the mitigation measure. 

Please also see Responses to Comments Channel-39 and NRDC-9 for additional 

discussion regarding assertions that the Draft EIR included improperly deferred 

mitigation measures. 

The Draft EIR identifies definite aud feasible mitigation measures which the 

City would impose on the Proposed Project if it chooses to approve the 

Proposed Project. Draft EIR, page 3.11-103 listed Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, 

Construction Noise Reduction Plan, Draft EIR, page 3. l ]- l 58 listed Mitigation 

Measure 3.11-2(a). Operations Noise Reduction Plan aud Mitigation Measure 

3.11-2(b ), Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) (Implementation of a 

comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program). 

As described in the Responses to Comments Channel-19 and Channel-22, 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) has been refined to add details that better clarify 

the intent and efficacy of regarding the Operations Noise Reduction Plan, which 

include the following mandatory measure regarding the rooftop restaurant. 

• Implement a glass enclosure/sound wall with materials having a minimum 
density of3.5 pounds per square feet (3.5 lbs/sf) along the north/nmtheast 
perimeter of the restauraut, 60 inches high, and have no gaps between each 
panel or between the panel floor, and as allowed by building code, that would 
serve as a noise barrier and would provide a minimum of 8 dBA sound 
insertion loss. 

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) also includes additional measures to be considered 

in the design of the Plaza and outdoor stage area, implementation of which shall 

demonstrate that noise levels from amplified sound equipment would not result 

in noise levels more than 3 dBA over ambient conditions at auy noise-sensitive 
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receptor. Additional strategies to be considered in the design of the Stage 

include the following measures: 

• Designing the outdoor stage and sound amplification system (placement, 
directivity, orientation,-f'''·d·{H··number of speakers, and_g;_ maximum volume) 
so as to limit noise levels at the project boundary/property line near off-site 
noise-sensitive receptors. 

• Utilizing sound-absorbing materials on the exterior of Plaza""''"'.''"''''' 
strnctures where appropriate and effective to reduce noise levels at adjacent 
off-site sensitive receptors. 

Also, Mitigation Measure 3.11->X>t{ clearly identifies that a Construction Noise 

Reduction Plan would be developed and approvedt\ )''" ', '') prior to the 

r'''''l"'}''''d--i·'''';i·ic'''· ~nd would be verified periodically throughout construction. 
Similarly, an Operations Noise Reduction Plan would be developed and 

approved prior to the first building permit for Plaza building being issued and 

verified prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the first :>l.:!L~' 

building
0
and revised thereafter on an as-needed basis to address noise-related 

design details added over time. The Operations Noise Reduction Plan would be 

used to effectively and feasibly guide design so as to reduce project-related 

operational noise levels at adjacent offsite receptors from the rooftop restaurant 

and other sources. 

Therefore, through Mitigation Measure 3. l l-2(a), the Draft EIR identifies 

mitigation requiring the implementation of a glass enclosure/sound wall 

providing a minimum 8 dBA sound insertion loss at the rooftop restaurant and ,. 

if needed, imposition of a maximum volume of 92 dBA Leq al 100 feet directly 

in line with each speaker for the stage amplification system. 

The Draft EIR does not analyze a concurrent scenario that includes an NFL 

football game and an NBA basketball game for the reason presented on page 

3.14-9 of the Draft EIR: the ability and willingness of the NBA to avoid 

scheduling home games on certain dates when requested by a member team. 

The May 16, 2019 letter from NBA Game Schedule Management is both 

detailed and compelling. According to this letter, for over a decade, there have 

been no instances of NBA and NFL games occurring on the same day where the 

event centers are located close to each other (a circumstance that would also 

occur in Inglewood with the Proposed Project). The letter describes the process 

the NBA undertakes with teams to determine suitable dates for play. Notably, 

the letter describes a secondary process whereby '"'"'hhi<e d"'-'>: fu, >.l.h:\ '.'."''., ·''· 
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many home games per season as NFL football teams (and the NHL's season 

overlaps with the NBA's season for more months of the year than the season for 

NFL football), this suggests the NBA has sufficient flexibility in its schedule to 

avoid scheduling concurrent events. The final sentence of the NBA letter is 

clear: "The NBA intends to continue to utilize the above-described scheduling 

process going forward". That process has not resulted in a single regular season 

NBA game being played on the same day as a home NFL game in the same 

market where the venues are proximate over the past decade. 

The comment notes that NFL and NBA games have been scheduled 

concurrently in the Los Angeles market. However, these games were not located 

in adjacent venues. As explained above, with NFL and NBA games occurring in 

adjacent venues, the NBA schedule. which is set after the completion and public 

release of the NFL schedule, would be managed to avoid concurrent games. 

The Draft EIR does analyze a concurrent events scenario similar to the one 

requested by the commenter, but instead of an NBA game at the Proposed 

Project, a concert was included in Scenario 5. The attendauce analyzed for a 

concert in the Proposed Project arena is 18,500 whereas the attendauce analyzed 

for an NBA game is 18,000. Thus, the Draft EIR analyzed a worst-case, three­

event scenario on a single day with sell-out events at each of the three major 

event venues in the project vicinity. The results of this analysis, Scenario 5, are 

presented on pages 3.14-361 through 3.14-375 of the Draft EIR for the Adjusted 

Baseline scenario and on pages 3.14-433 through 3.14-345 of the Draft EIR for 

the Cumulative scenario. Scenario 5 in the Draft EIR is therefore comparable to 

the scenario that the comment slates should have been analyzed. 

The City believes that incorporation of a mitigation measure to prohibit events 

at the Proposed Project if it would result in daily attendance of more than 24,500 

persons at the three venues is not feasible for a multitude of reasons. For 

instance, either an NFL Football game or a mid-sized (25,000-person) weekday 

evening event at the NFL Stadium would prohibit any event activities at the 

Proposed Project, even non-overlapping daytime events or smaller evening 

gatherings. As explained on page 3.14-6 of the Draft EIR, this would 

immediately eliminate 28 potential dates from the available schedule of events. 

Additionally, Draft EIR, page 3.14-10 indicates that The Forum typically hosts 

75 conceits per year. A sold-out event at The Forum has an approximate 

attendance of 17,500 persons. When such events occur, concerts, family shows, 

or other events at the Proposed Project may require limited attendance (i.e., 

fewer thau 7,000 persons if The Forum event is a sell-out). Thus, on more than 

100 days per year, this suggested measure would limit the ability of the project 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

applicant to schedule NBA basketball games or other major events at the 

Proposed Project. 

Such a mitigation would be impracticable. For instance. strict interpretation of this 

measure would require that an NBA game slated for a weekday evening in April 

would need lo be moved if the NFL Stadium or The Forum booked an event 

expected to attract more than 6.500 persons on that same day. Additionally, 

expected attendance levels for conceits and other events are not well-lmown until 

days leading up to the event based on ticket sales, further causing challenges lo 

implementation of such a mitigation measure. In conclusion, this recommended 

mitigation measure is not feasible for a variety of reasons. 

In order to explore further this proposal, the City retained David Stone of Stone 

Planning LLC to provide an independent evaluation of its feasibility. Mr. Stone 

is a professional economist and an expert on the sports and entertainment 

industry, and has extensive experience regarding the economics and practical 

considerations related to the programming major sports and entertainment 

venues. Mr. Stone concludes that the proposal set forth in the comment is 

infeasible because, for example, it would potentially preclude the scheduling of 

non-NBA events, advanced bookings for events such as the NCAA Tournament, 

and interfere with the advance scheduling of NBA playoff games.46 The City has 

reviewed Mr. Stone's analysis and agrees with this analysis and conclusions. 

Draft EIR, Appendix R is revised to add Mr. Stone's May 21, 2020 

memorandum to Mindy Wilcox to the end of the ,\,.,ppendix. 

The latter part of this comment cites 52 intersections in the project vicinity that 

would be expected to operate at LOS F conditions under Scenario 5 (i.e., 

concurrent events at the Proposed Project, The Forum, and NFL Stadium on a 

weekend). This value, which is derived from Table 3.14-80 on page 3.14-376 of 

the Draft EIR, is representative of LOS F conditions throughout the study area 

and not just in the immediate project vicinity. So, this comment is inaccurate in 

its portrayal of degraded conditions in the project vicinity. 

The comment cites 52 LOS F intersections as the basis for why an attendance 

cap for the Proposed Project would provide "substantial environmental benefits" 

during concurrent events. However, this assertion neglects a key environmental 

impact consideration. An LOS F condition does not necessarily imply the 

presence of a significant impact. Draft EIR, page 3.14-299 provides a detailed 

description of reasons concurrent event Scenario 1 (Major Event at Proposed 

Project and Concert at The Forum) were chosen as the most appropriate scenario 

46 Memorandum from David Stone, Stone Planning, to Mindy Wilcox, City oflnglewood. Re: [BEC and Proposed 
Attendance Restriction, May 21, 2020. 
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Channel-28 

to test mitigation measure effectiveness. Scenarios 4 and 5 were determined not 

to be appropriate for identifying and testing mitigation measures, particularly 

physical and permanent improvements, given the rarity with which those 

scenarios would occur. 

The range of mitigation measures proposed lo avoid or substantially lessen 

Proposed Project impacts would include physical measures, signal timing 

improvements, TDM strategies and implementation of an Event TMP. As stated 

on page 3.14-460 of the Draft EIR, on days with concurrent events at The 

Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(d) would require 

the City lo coordinate with operators of the NFL Stadium TMOP and the Event 

TMP. This measure would allow each plan to be coordinated and operate more 

efficiently. The Draft Event TMP presented in Draft EIR, Appendix K.4 

includes an entire chapter on planning for concurrent events at The Forum 

and/or the NFL Stadium. Since the Draft EIR was published, 

'''"''h~'"'k[\ which ·''''*l·k\·.tJ.l'..'\..allow for better information sharing and 
coordination on event scheduling at the hvo venues. 

Please see Responses to Comments Channel-38 and Channel-39. 

NBA games would represent only approximately 49 of approximately 243 

events at the Proposed Project arena. Anticipated events at the proposed Arena 

are summarized in Table 3.14-2 on page 3.14-7 of the Draft EIR and include 

concerts, family shows, corporate/community events, plaza events and other 

events. For non-NBA events, which represent 80 percent of the anticipated 
events at the Proposed Project arena, the NBA's process for allowing teams to 

identify unavailable dates would have no effect. 

Table 3.14-2 on page 3.14-7 of the Draft EIR also presents an estimate of 107 

annual events at the NFL Stadium (32) and al The Forum (75) with maximum 

attendance totals that could exceed 6,000. As such, the suggested mitigation 

measure would preclude use of the Proposed Project arena on over 100 days 

each year. 

Further, the proposed mitigation measure would be inconsistent with many of 

the City's basic objectives for the Proposed Project, described on page 2-4 and 

2-5 of the Draft EIR. including Objective 2 (economic development). Objective 

3 (expand opportunities for the City's residents and visitors to participate in a 

wide range of sporting, cultural, civic and business events), Objective 7 (Create 

employment opportunities) and Objective 8 (provide substantial public benefits, 
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including jobs, property and sales taxes, admissions taxes, and transient 

occupancy taxes). 

For these reasons and other related reasons explained in Response to Comment 

Channel-26, the City does not consider the suggested measure to be practical or 

feasible. Please also see Response lo Comment Channel-26. 

The City notes that the suggested mitigation was proposed by a lawyer 

representing the union submitting the comments, rather than by a person with 

expertise in programming or scheduling entertainment or sport venues, such as 

the City's expe1t cited in Response to Comment Channel-26.47 The comment 

does not provide any information supporting the author's expertise with respect 

to such matters. The City therefore finds that the commenter does not have 

credibility to provide this comment. 

The NFL Stadium, being constmcted about one-half mile nmth of the Project 

Site, is pait of the context of the Proposed Project, but is not part of the 

Proposed Project. The EIR for the Proposed Project focuses on the impacts of 

the Proposed Project, including considering the effects of the Proposed Project 

in the context of the presence of the nearby stadium, but the EIR is not au 

analysis of the operations of the NFL Stadium. The comment suggests that the 

Proposed Project garages. if used for parking for an event at the NFL Stadium. 

would change the geographic distribution of traffic to the NFL Stadium. The 

potential for this to occur was identified in the Draft EIR, determined to be a 

significant impact, and feasible mitigation measures which would lessen the 

severity of the impact are identified, as discussed further below. 

The Project Site has already been identified as a location that will be available for 

stadium patron parking.48 The amount of available parking identified in applicable 

reports cited below (3,600 spaces) is comparable to the amount of parking that 

47 Memorandum from David Stone, Stone Planning, to Mindy Wilcox, City of Inglewood. Re: IBEC and Proposed 
Attendance Restriction, May 21, 2020. 

48 At the time the City of Champions Revitalization Initiative was proposed, the City prepared a report on the 
Initiative pw·suant to Elections Code section 9212. The report analyzed, among other topics, whether there vvould 
be sufficient parking in the area to accommodate the needs of the proposal, including parking demand from the 
"NFL Stadium (see Memorandum to Mayor and City Council from City Clerk, Economic and Community 
Development Department and City Attorney, CEC Section 9212 Report etc. (February 24, 2015)). The 
accompanied by a Transportation and Parking Plan and a Traffic lmpact Analysis prepared by Linscott, 
Greenspan, a traffic engineering firm (Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Transportation and Parking Plan, Hollywood 
Park Stadium Alternative Pro;ect (Febrnary 2015); Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Traffic Impact Analysis, 
Hollywood Park Stadium Alternative Project (February 2015)). The reports concluded that there were a total of 
33,000 parking spaces available for stadium-related use within a one-mile radius of the NFL Stadium The Project 
Site is identified in the reports as one location that would be available for use by NF[, Stadium patrons during large 
events. Specifically, the Traffic Impact Analysis (see page 5) and the Transportation and Parking Plan (see 
Figure 4, page 12) states that for that are expected to attract more than 27,000 patrons, it is 
likely that offsite parking will be patrons. To accommodate this additional parking demand, the 
reports cited that up to 3,600 parking spaces would be designated for use as overflow parking south of Century 
Boulevard. 
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would be incorporated into the Proposed Project (4,125 parking spaces). The use 

of the site to provide parking for the stadium is not a new proposal associated with 

the Proposed Project; rather. the use of the Project stadium parking 

was identified in 2015 in connection with the (iL~glChampions initiative. 

In order lo be sensitive to the project context in which events at the nearby 

,,.;iNkHn.·X!.l .L..'~.','1.<Yi:iJ..could be taking place concurrently with events at the 

Proposed Project arena, the effects of the operation of the Proposed Project 

concurrently with two types of events at the NFL Stadium were studied as part 

of the concurrent events analysis: 

• A sold-out (70,240-person) NFL football game that would start on a Sunday 
at l :25 PM at the NFL Stadium; and 

• A 25,000-person non-football event held on a weekday evening starting at 
7 PM. 

As required in the HPSP Development Agreement, the NFL Football Stadium 

would provide approximately 9,000 parking spaces for stadium events. This 

supply is sufficient to fully accommodate the parking needs for the 25,000-

person weekday event, but it is not adequate for a sold-out NFL football game 

scenario. Draft EIR, page 3.14-319 discusses how off-site parking will be 

provided and attendees transported to/from the NFL Stadium during football 

games. Draft EIR, page 3. l 4-459 acknowledges that attendees to the football 

game may park in one or more of the Proposed Project garages, and that since 

the Event TMP would not be operational, traffic operational concerns could 

arise al the garage access points, which could affect adjacent intersections. This 

was identified as a significant impact as part of Impact 3.14-28. 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(±) on page 3.14-460 of the Draft EIR specifies that 

the City of Inglewood must require the NFL Stadium TMOP (Transportation 

Management and Operations Plan) to incorporate special traffic management 

provisions to cover conditions during which attendees to an NFL football game 

would utilize Proposed Project garages. 

There is no evidence in the record to support a reasonable assumption that 

events at The Fomm would utilize the Proposed Project parking garages. 

Overflow parking demand from an event at The Fomm is not expected to result 

in parked vehicles at the Proposed Project garages under normal conditions 

because closer overflow parking would be available within the HPSP area. 

If a major event at The Fomm were to overlap with a Sunday NFL Football 

Game (when no event is held at the Proposed Project), the timing of these events 

becomes an important consideration. A Sunday NFL football game would 

typically end by about 4:30 PM, whereas the event at The Fomm would not start 
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until 7 PM. Based on data from other football stadiums, by the beginning of the 

6-7 PM peak hour, over 90 percent of attendees to a football game at the NFL 

Stadium would have already departed in the 1.5 hours following the end of the 

game. Thus, to the extent The Forum event needs to rely upon overflow parking 

at the NFL Stadium, it is reasonable lo assume that an adequate supply would be 

available due to the vast majority of football game attendees having already 

departed prior to the pre-event peak hour for The Forum event. 

The comment stales that the EIR does not consider the impacts on emergency 

access in the event the Proposed Project's garages are used for events at The 

Forum or the NFL stadium. The comment does not include any supporting 

information as to how emergency access impacts that are assessed in Draft EIR, 

Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, were overlooked or 

underestimated. Because such impacts could occur as a result of peak 

congestion on the road network in the vicinity of Centinela Hospital Medical 

Center, and since the Draft EIR considered the effects of both major events al 

the Proposed Project, and the combined effects of concurrent major events at the 

Proposed Project. the NFL Stadium, and The Forum, as well as numerous other 

scenarios involving smaller events, there is no evidence in the record lo support 

an argument that use of one or more of the Proposed Project parking garages in 

the context of an NFL Stadium event would create significant impacts that 

would be different from or greater than those already disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Similarly. noise impacts associated with the use of one or more of the Proposed 

Project parking garages in the context of an NFL Stadium event would be driven 

by vehicular movement on the City streets or in the parking garages themselves. 

The impacts of street traffic noise generated by such uses would not be greater 

than the noise impacts evaluated for the concurrent event scenarios and already 

disclosed in Draft EIR, Section 3.11, Noise and Vibration. The section also 

already accounts for the noise generated by full use of the parking garages for 

event traffic at the Proposed Project. If the cars that fill the parking garages are 

associated with an event at the NFL Stadium, the noise from the garage would 

be no different from the noise generated by cars of attendees at the Proposed 

Project. However, because the ambient noise levels would be quieter during the 

post-basketball game period (9:30 PM or later) than the post-NFL game period 

(Sunday afternoons al 4:30 or thereabouts), the noise impacts (which are based 

on increased noise levels over ambient) would be less following NFL Stadium 

events than described in the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project. 

The highest possible number of vehicles traveling to the Proposed Project was 

accounted for in the localized air quality impacts. During operation of the 

Proposed Project, the potentially highest localized air quality impacts are 

expected to occur when the Project Site hosts a major event (i.e., sold-out 
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Channel-30 

concert) and the NFL Stadium and The Forum experience full-capacity events 

on the same day. The EIR analyzed this scenario by applying the maximum 

peak hour volumes for a major event at the Project Site. major events at The 

Forum and NFL Stadium, and maximum peak hour volumes for the ancillmy 

uses at the HPSP. This scenario assumes all parking structures would be utilized 

and these maximum peak hour volumes would occur simultaneously within the 

local study area, which includes residents surrounding the Project Site. This 

scenario is expected to represent the highest operational localized air quality 

impacts from event attendees and normal traffic, as it assumes all parking 

structures would be utilized and accounts for multiple venues hosting events. 

For this reason, the most conservative approach was included in the Draft EIR 

as it considered the worst-case scenario, therefore air quality impacts were not 

underestimated to residents near the Proposed Project. 

Additionally, all parking structures associated with the Proposed Project were 

assumed to be operational year round (i.e. 24 hours a day for 7 days a week), 

therefore energy consumption was calculated based on conservative 

assumptions aud was not underestimated. 

As discussed on page 3.11-75 of the Draft EIR, the composite operational noise 

analysis assumed that project parking structures (specifically the South, West, 

and East Parking Garages) would be parked to capacity under the Other 

Sporting Event or Gathering and Major Event scenarios. Therefore, noise 

associated with full-capacity use of all project parking garages has been 

accounted for. 

During the preparation of the transportation analysis presented in the Draft EIR 

numerous counts were taken to document pedestrian conditions in those times 

that would experience peak conditions when events at the Proposed Project 

arena would conclude. The pedestrian counts were taken both on evenings when 

no event was taking place at The Forum and on evenings when a major concert 

was occurring at The Forum. 

• During the post-event peak hour (9:30 to 10:30 PM) on a Friday night in 
April 2018 when no event was occurring at The Forum, a combined 50 
pedestrians were observed using the four crosswalks at South Prairie A venue 
and West Century Boulevard. 

• On a weekday evening in December 2018 when an event was not being held 
at The Forum, the South Prairie Avenue/West Centu1y Boulevard 
intersection had 43 total pedestrian crossings from 10 PM to midnight. 

• On Thursday, December 13, 2018, a Fleetwood Mac concert was held at The 
Forum and the pedestrian volume at the Prairie Avenue/Century Boulevard 
intersection was l 09 persons from l 0 PM to midnight. 
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• On Monday, December 17. 2018. a Childish Gambino concert was held at 
The Forum and the pedestrian volume measured at the Prairie Avenue/ 
Century Boulevard intersection was 58 persons from 10 PM to midnight. 

Thus, events held at The Forum have a negligible effect on pedestrian volumes 

at the intersection of South Prairie Avenue and West Century Boulevard, and 

irrespective of an event occurring or not at The Forum, levels of usage of 

sidewalks around the Project Site are trivial when compared to pedestrian flows 

that would take place after an event concludes at the Proposed Project, in which 

the east leg crosswalk alone is projected to accommodate 3,450 pedestrians in 

one hour (see Figure 3.14-12 on page 3.14-46 of the Draft EIR for post-event 

peak hour pedestrian flows on key sidewalks and crosswalks). 

Pedestrian flows would change under a scenario in which a Major Event at the 

Proposed Project operates concurrent with a Midsize Event at the NFL Stadium. 

All parking needed for the NFL Stadium event would occur within the 9,000 

spaces provided within the HPSP area. However, since that parking would no 

longer be available for Proposed Project attendees, they would instead be 

shuttled to and from off-site remote parking lots. As a result. pedestrian flows 

on the south side of South Prairie A venue between West Century Boulevard and 

South Doty A venue, and those crossing West Century Boulevard would be 

much lower for this scenario than for the Baseline Plus Proposed Project (Major 

Event) scenario because after the event concludes at the Proposed Project arena 

attendees would not be walking toward parking in the HPSP area. 

If a concert were held on a Sunday evening at the Proposed Project on the same 

day as a sold-out NFL Football game, overall pedestrian flows for a pre-event 

peak hour condition would be lower than for the Baseline Plus Project (Major 

Event) post-event peak hour condition because the majority ofNFL game 

attendees would have departed prior to the beginning of the peak hour, and pre­

event arrivals to the qConcert are dispersed over a greater period of time than 

highly concentrated post-event departures. In conclusion, the Draft EIR analysis 

of pedestrian activity surrounding the Proposed Project analyzed and mitigated 

for the appropriate reasonably worst-case scenario. 

The comment states that the sidewalks in the Proposed Project vicinity are 

inadequate for the high pedestrian volumes. The evidence does not support this 

statement. In fact, the comment does not provide a correct description of 

sidewalks in the area. For example, the comment describes the sidewalk on the 

north side of West Century Boulevard as lacking a landscape buffer and being 

too narrow to accommodate expected pedestrian flows. This statement is 

incorrect. Review of aerial imagery shows there is a consistent eight-foot 

sidewalk separated from the traveled way by a landscape buffer east of South 

Prairie Avenue. Analysis presented in Table 3.14-38 on page 3.14-133 of the 
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Channel-31 

Draft EIR indicates that this sidewalk would operate at an acceptable LOS C or 

better during the post-event peak hour with a Major Event Concert at the 

Proposed Project. 

The use of an average of 13 square feet per pedestrian as a threshold of 

significance for acceptable sidewalk operations is based on guidance from the 

Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 6th 

Edition.49 The Transportation Research Board is a part of the National Academy 

of Sciences. Engineering. and Medicine, and is fundamental reference for 

evaluating and establishing performance measures for the multimodal operation 

of streets, highways, freeways, and off-street pathways. The assertion in the 

comment that using this threshold amounts of 'blind reliance' misses the fact 

that comparable numerical values have been in use for decades to establish 

significance criteria for intersections (expressed as either v/c ratio or delay), 

freeways (expressed in density), noise (expressed in decibels), etc. The 

threshold is based on actual data regarding the amount of space a pedestrian 

finds to be comfortable. Although the comment questions this standard, the 

comment provides no evidence supporting its assertion that a different standard 

should be used. 

The calculations used to estimate average pedestrian space which are presented 

in Table 3. 14-38 can be found in Draft EIR, Appendix K.3, as is indicated on 

page 3.14-133 of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR, Appendix K.3, pages 3,198-

3,200). Those pages show actual widths of sidewalks, shy distance to interior 

and exterior features, tree wells and other obstruction and the resulting effective 

widths. The average pedestrian space is estimated by first calculating the 

pedestrian flow rate (expressed in pedestrians per minute per foot) and then 

di vi ding that value by the assumed walking speed of 4 feet per second, as 

recommended by the HCM, 6th Edition. The corresponding pedestrian LOS is 

determined by comparing the average pedestrian space against the values in 

Exhibit 16-4 of the HCM, 6th Edition. 

Table 3.14-38 indicates that study sidewalks on West Century Boulevard are 

eight feet in width. This can be readily confirmed by reviewing aerial imagery 

on the nmih side of the street. At the time of the analysis. the Century Boulevard 

Improvement Project had not yet been completed and the sidewalk on the south 

side was as narrow as four feet in some areas. However, the Century Boulevard 

Improvement Plans50 would include widening this sidewalk to a consistent 

width of eight feet. Because this improvement would be in place prior to the 

operation of the Proposed Project arena. it was assumed for analytical purposes 

49 Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity lvfanual, Sixth Edition: A Guide for "\1ultimodal Mobility 
/lnalysis, November 2016. 

SO A[;COM, Plansfi.ir Improvement of Century Boulevard Inglewood Ave to Doty Ave., March 2018 
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Channel-32 

to be in place. Thus, the analysis properly analyzed event-related pedestrian 

Jlows based on eight-foot sidewalks in the area. 

This potentially significant secondary effects of constmcting the sidewalk on the 

east side of South Prairie A venue between West Century Boulevard and the 

Pedestrian Plaza with 8 feet of width, versus 20 feet as originally proposed, are 

disclosed on page 3.14-217 of the Draft EIR. The discussion explains that the 

result ofwayfinding signage required in the Event TMP (required in Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-2(a)) would be that "the majority of post-event attendees using 

the primary plaza exit to access the east leg crosswalk at the Prairie Avenue/ 

Century Boulevard intersection, thereby limiting Jlows on this sidewalk to 

match its available width." The Event TMP (Draft EIR. Appendix K.4, page 26) 

explains that an eight-foot sidewalk can carry considerable volumes of 

pedestrian traffic, but that wayfinding should be implemented in the Pedestrian 

Plaza to guide pedestrians in a generally northerly direction toward West 

Century Boulevard. Additional discussion of this segment of sidewalk is 

presented below. 

The portion of the South Prairie Avenue east-side sidewalk that is in question 

would extend for approximately 315 feet south of West Century Boulevard to 

the proposed opening of the Pedestrian Plaza. Based on the very limited current 

use of the sidewalks in the vicinity of the Project Site (see Response to Comment 

Channel-31 ), use of this segment of sidewalk would primarily be limited to those 

attendees desiring to cross West Century Boulevard via the east leg crosswalk to 

access a parked vehicle or retail use in the HPSP area. Figures 2-16 and 2-18 on 

pages 2-39 and 2-42 of the Draft EIR illustrate that the most direct route for the 

majority of attendees exiting the arena after an event concludes would be through 

the wide Pedestrian Plaza, which angles northwesterly toward the intersection of 

South Prairie A venue and West Century Boulevard. 

However, for some attendees who exit the arena from doors located in the most 

westerly side of the arena, the South Prairie Avenue sidewalk could be a viable 

route to access the West Century Boulevard crosswalk. The vast majority of 

attendees parked in the West Parking Garage would be expected to use the 

pedestrian bridge, which is accessible from the Pedestrian Plaza and provides a 

direct route to parking; wayfinding would ensure that attendees are aware of this 

route to the West Parking Garage. If it is conservatively assumed that 50 percent 

of all attendees that use the east leg crosswalk were to walk from the arena via 

this portion of the sidewalk. the resulting volume would be 1,725 pedestrians. 

That volume would correspond to an LOS B condition pedestrian space 

condition, which is considered acceptable. Even under an overly conservative 

assumption that all crosswalk users were to walk from the arena via this 

sidewalk, this segment of the sidewalk would operate at an acceptable LOS D. 
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Channel-34 

Channel-35 

Therefore, the Draft EIR conclusion that an eight-foot sidewalk would function 

acceptably on the east side of South Prairie Avenue south of West Century 

Boulevard is correct. Widening this sidewalk beyond eight feet would not be 

necessary in order to provide adequate and safe pedestrian capacity. 

The comment describes a scenario with attendees crossing the 101st Street 

crosswalk on Prairie Avenue. This scenario would not occur. As shown on 

Figures 8 and 9 in the Draft Event Transportation Management Plan in Draft 

EIR, Appendix K.4, the 10 l st Street crosswalk would be closed before and after 

events. Additionally, since traffic control officers would be present in this area, 

they would monitor pedestrian activity and address issues that arise. 

Chapter 12 of the Event TMP addresses monitoring of pedestrian flows, and 

thus is already required through Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a). The Draft TMP 

specifically includes a performance standard whereby pedestrians do not spill 

out of the sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, particularly along 

pmtions of West Century Boulevard and South Prairie A venue adjacent the 

Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment Channel-32, above, describes information in the Draft 

EIR that demonstrates that an eight-foot sidewalk width along the east side of 

South Prairie Avenue south of West Century Boulevard would be able to 

accommodate projected pedestrian flows after major events conclude at the 

Proposed Project under even the most conservative assumptions. Therefore, 

there is no basis to impose a mitigation measure on the Proposed Project, such 

as widening this sidewalk to 20 feet as suggested in this comment. Whether 

such a physical improvement is feasible or not is irrelevant because such an 

improvement is not warranted because a significant impact was not identified. 

Please see Responses to Comments Channel-30 through Channel-33 which 

describe the pedestrian analysis included in the Draft EIR, and substantiate why 

the Draft EIR does not need to be revised as asserted in the comment. This 

comment will be included as a part of the record and made available to the 

decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. 

Draft EIR, page 3.14-245 concluded that Proposed Project transit impacts 

associated with rail ridership levels would be less-than-significant. Please see 

Response to Comment Metro-2 for an in-depth response on this topic. 

The discussion of transit impacts found on page 3.14-131 and 3.14-188 of the 

Draft EIR does not conclude that the "project would result in transit demand 

significantly exceeding capacity during major events," as stated in the comment. 

Specific conclusions reached in the transit analysis are that: "there would be 

sufficient rail transit capacity to accommodate the Proposed Project demands 
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during the weekday and weekend pre-event peak hours" (see Draft EIR, page 

3.14-130), and that for weekday post-event conditions "a major event at the 

Proposed Project could cause ridership in light rail trains traveling in the 

eastbound direction on the Green Line to exceed their capacity" (see Draft EIR, 

page 3.14-131). Table 3.14-37 indicates that the capacity would be exceeded by 

8 percent, or 69 riders. 

For weekday pre-event peak hour conditions, each two-car train is estimated to 

have a capacity of238 persons. For post-event peak hour conditions, the capacity 

is assumed to be 170 passengers per train (reflecting a lower capacity for off-peak 

conditions established by Metro). Had the pre-event capacity value been applied 

to post-event conditions, the resulting capacity would have been 1,190 persons 

(not 850), which would have resulted in the eastbound Green Line "plus project 

load" of 919 persons being at 77 percent of capacity. In other words, the lower 

assumed train capacity under post-event conditions is an important contributor to 

the result shown in Table 3.14-37. In reality, crowd levels on the typical post­

event train would feel no different than crowd levels on a typical pre-event train 

for which the analysis found capacity would not be exceeded. 

The comment states that rail transit overcrowding on the Green Line would 

worsen when there are concurrent events held at the Proposed Project, NFL 

Stadium, and/or The Forum. The comment does not provide any evidence as to 

why those venues would attract riders to this line during overlapping time 

periods. For instance, The Fomm currently does not operate a shuttle to 

transport attendees between that venue and rail stations, and there are no known 

plans or proposals to run such a program in the future. 

Three common types of events are expected at the NFL Stadium: 6,000-person 

evening event at the performance venue, 25,000-person weekday mid-sized 

event, and NFL football game (with seating capacity for up to 70,240 persons). 

As for the first two event types, there are no known plans to transpmt attendees 

between the NFL Stadium and nearby transit stations. For the third event, 

shuttles are planned to transport attendees to/from the NFL Stadium and nearby 

rail stations. Accordingly, this overlapping scenario merits further discussion as 

provided below. 

During the 2016117, 2017/2018, and 2018/2019 regular seasons. the NFL Los 

Angeles Rams and Chargers, played 83 percent of their home games on Sunday 

afternoons. The most likely overlapping time period of transit use would occur 

from approximately 4:30 PM (after the football game concludes) until about 

7 PM (at which time a concert would start al the Proposed Project). Note that the 

NBA has submitted a letter indicating that NBA basketball regular season 

games would not be scheduled on the same day as an NFL football game played 
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at an adjacent venue. While there could be some overlapping transit use by 

attendees departing the NFL game and attendees arriving to the concert al the 

Proposed Project, those arriving and departing riders would be traveling in 

opposing directions (i.e., post-event football game attendees would be leaving, 

while pre-event concert attendees would be arriving). Thus, although both 

events would be expected to generate demand for rail transit, the demand would 

not overlap such that the same riders occupy the same train. FPh'-,;, .. ,;'Ven if I 
concurrent events would increase overall ridership on the Green line or any 

other Metro line, there is no evidence to suggest that the directional demand of 

each venue would overlap with the other. Thus, the comment's hypothetical set 

of questions pertaining to secondary effects caused by the transit system being 

overcapacity are not relevant to the analyzed outcomes of the Proposed Project 

under concurrent event conditions. 

Notwithstanding the above, and despite the chances of occurrence being very 

since the vast majority of NFL Football games are played on Sundays, it is 

theoretically possible that an NFL Football Game could occur on a Monday or 

Thursday evening during which there is also a medium to large concert or other 

major event at the Proposed Project arena. Table 3.14-2 on page 3.14-7 of the 

Draft EIR indicates such concerts would occur about 13 times per year, and 

more likely to occur on Fridays or Saturdays, and thus this type of overlapping 

event is expected to occur far less frequently than even once per year. Mitigating 

for such a rare condition would be akin to providing parking supply at a retail 

center not just for the busy shopping day after Thanksgiving, but for the busiest 

shopping day after Thanksgiving within the last three to five years, or to 

designing a church to accommodate parishioners on Easter Sunday, rather than 

on a typical Sunday. CEQA does not require analysis of such unique and rare 

conditions. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15143, "[t]he significant 

effects should be discussed with emphasis on in proportion to their severity and 

probability of occurrence." 

The Draft EIR transportation analysis addresses the impacts of the Proposed 

Project under 65 different operational permutations of days of the week, types of 

events, and overlapping or concurrent events. Based on evidence in the record, 

the type of event posited in the comment would be ex1:remely rare and thus is 

neither appropriate nor necessary lo address such a scenario in the EIR. That 

said. the Event TMP acknowledges the potential for events at the Stadium, 

Forum and/or Proposed Project arena to occur at the same time, and provides for 

an adaptive management approach wherein it indicates that "[e]ach such event 

will require a review of expected attendance, attendee travel characteristics. 

event start/end time, mode split, and parking demand to determine which 
elements of the TMP should be implemented." The Event TMP requires annual 
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Channel-36 

Channel-37 

monitoring to support ongoing adaptation to dynamic event conditions. The 

Event TMP, page 44, slates: 

The Event TMP will be a dynamic document that is expected to 
be revised and refined as monitoring is performed, experience is 
gained, additional information is obtained regarding the 
Proposed Project's transportation characteristics, and advances 
in technology or infrastructure become available. 

It further states: 

Prior to each scheduled monitoring event, a meeting will be held 
with the City and the IBEC operator to identify the specific 
monitoring locations. durations, and staffing responsibilities. A 
follow-up meeting will occur during the week immediately 
following each event to discuss the monitoring observations and 
identify what modifications to the TMP should be implemented 
for subsequent events. 

Thus, while the Draft EIR appropriately does not evaluate every rare type of 

event or permutation of concurrent events that could occur in the project 

vicinity, the Event TMP is designed lo address and manage the most frequent, 

recurring types of large events, and is flexible to less common events at the 

Proposed Project. 

This comment states that concurrent events al the Proposed Project, The Forum, 

and the NFL Stadium would result in transit demand increases so severe that a 

si~'llificaut transit impact would occur unless additional transit service was 

added. This comment offers no data or evidence to suppmi this assertion. Draft 

EIR, page 3 .14-480 describes the evaluation of concurrent event rail ridership 

and the conclusion that impacts associated with increased ridership would be 

less than significant. Please see Response to Comment Channel-35 for 

discussion of concurrent events and their potential for overlapping transit use. 

As is described in the Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description, the Proposed 

Project would cause three distinct changes to the existing roadway network in 

the project vicinity. First, it would vacate (i.e., remove) 102nd Street between 

South Prairie A venue and South Doty A venue. Second, it would vacate a 

portion of 101 st Street west of South Prairie A venue, causing a 340-foot 

discontinuity from the western edge of the retail center to the beginning of the 

residential area. Third, it would remove the existing traffic signal at South 

Prairie Avenue/ 102nd Street and restrict movements on 102nd Street west of 

South Prairie Avenue onto South Prairie Avenue to eastbound right-turns only. 

The effects on existing vehicle miles travelled (VMT) associated with each of 

these modifications are discussed below. 
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Vacating these streets would alter certain circulation patterns in the immediate 

vicinity of the Proposed Project. Some local traffic would have to change its 

route because these specific road segments or intersections would no longer be 

accessible, so drivers would have to travel on other routes to enter or leave the 

affected streets. Because the traffic volumes and distances that would be 

affected are relatively small. the overall effect on VMT would also be small. 

Nonetheless, there would be an incremental shift in some traffic, and a 

corresponding incremental change in the overall amount ofVMT that the 

Proposed Project would generate. The following analysis estimates this 

incremental change, and addresses whether the incremental change would result 

in a new significant impact, or a substantially more severe significant impact. 

As shown on Table 3 .14-12, the segment 102nd Street between South Prairie 

Avenue and South Doty A venue currently carries 5,660 vehicles on a weekday. 

Review of AM and PM peak hour turning movement volumes indicates that 

80 percent of this volume turns left or right to or from South Prairie Avenue 

while 20 percent are through trips through the South Prairie A venue/I 02nd 

Street intersection. Since traffic signals permitting all turn movements are 

present to the north and south of this segment (i.e., at l04th Street and on West 

Century Boulevard at Freeman Avenue and South Doty Avenue). vehicles that 

currently turn left or right to/from South Prairie Avenue and 102nd Street would 

be expected to redistribute lo alternate routes that are of equal distance to their 

current route. The exception is the 1,130 daily east-west trips (20 percent of 

5,660 daily trips) that pass through the South Prairie A venue/I 02nd Street 

intersection. Assuming a worst-case movement of south one block, followed by 

north one block, they would incur a net travel distance increase of 1,340 feet 

based on the street spacing. This would result in a net increase of 287 daily 

VJ\1T (1,130 daily trips x 1,340 feet/ 5,280 feet per mile). 

The restriction of movements on 102nd Street west of South Prairie Avenue to 

eastbound right-turns only would divert eastbound left-turns, northbound left­

turns, and southbound right-turns to other routes. Note that this segment carried 

a modest 1,810 daily trips according to Table 3.14-12. Each of these redirected 

movements could finding alternate paths that are of the same travel distance. 

The diversion of eastbound and westbound through movements would also 

occur, but was considered in the previous paragraph. The only net increase in 

travel would be made by residents living directly along 102nd Street between 

South Prairie Avenue and Freeman Avenue who would no longer have full­

access onto South Prairie Avenue with a traffic signal. The approximate 35 

single-home homes on this segment are estimated to generate about 320 daily 

trips based on ITE trip rates. If it is conservatively assumed that 50 percent of 

these local trips (considered conservative because 34 percent of all trips on this 

segment are eastbound right-tum movements which would continue to be 
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Channel-38 

permitted) would need to be redirected to parallel routes adding travel distance, 

this would result in a net increase of 59 VMT (320 x 50% x [6 l 0 feet+ 

1,320 feet]/5.280 feet). 

Finally, vacating 101 st Street between the retail center and residential uses to 

enable construction of the West Parking Garage would cause the redistribution 

of 1,140 daily trips. These trips could instead use the new public roadway to be 

constmcted as pait of the Proposed Project directly west of the West Parking 

Garage to access West Century Boulevard, or use 102nd Street to access South 

Prairie Avenue or could use Freeman A venue to access West Century 

Boulevard, or use 102nct or 104'1 Streets to access South Prairie Avenue. The 

only motorists who would experience an increased travel distance would be 

motorists residing along 7 50-foot segment of 101 st Street between Freeman 

Avenue and South Prairie A venue. It is reasonable that these residents 

experience similar added travel distance to those residents on 102nd Street, 

which is estimated at about l .7 daily VMT per residence. Thus, the 25 

residences on this street would experience a net increase of 42 daily VMT. 

The above calculations result in a net overall increase of 388 daily VMT (287 + 

59 + 42 daily VMT). To put this value in perspective, it would represent one 

percent of the total daily VMT generated by the ancillary land uses (see Table 

3.14-40 on page 3.14-137 of the Draft EIR). And it would represent one-tenth of 

one percent of the Vl'v1T generated by an l 8,000-person NBA basketball game 

(see Table 3.14-42 on page 3.14-138 of the Draft EIR). The nominal VMT 

addition would not cause any new significant impacts related to VMT, and would 

not cause a substantial increase in severity in identified significant VMT impacts. 

The Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA 
(Governor's Office of Planning and Research, December 2018) is insightful to put 

the absolute VMT value generated by the street vacations in perspective. Page 12 

of the Technical Advismy states that projects that generate 110 or fewer daily 

trips generally may be assumed to cause a less-than-significant transportation 

impact Assuming an average of five miles of travel per trip, this corresponds to a 

threshold of 550 daily VMT. The VMT associated with the street vacations would 

be 30 percent below this threshold. Thus, a project generating 388 daily VMT 

would have an immaterial and clearly less-than-significant transportation impact 

under the Technical Advisory. Thus, the assertion that the street vacations would 

"significantly increase VMT" is not accurate. 

This comment states that the conclusions of the emergency vehicle access 

analysis mislead the public, and 1'-'•'frl0'.\·-h''''·'''''·r'.•:..cl.t<1.U.:.''·':''-':':','',ll.<L\:,. 
"catastrophic gridlock associated with 57 LOS F intersections in the Project 

Vicinity during concurrent events". This statement is exaggerated, out of 
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context, and misleading. The comment references the number of LOS F 

intersections (see Table 3.14-97 on page 3.14-448 of the Draft EIR) 

corresponding to concurrent major events at the Proposed Project, The Fomm. 

and NFL Stadium on a weekend. As is described repeatedly in the Draft EIR, if 

this condition occurred, it would be a highly infrequent type of concurrent event 

that occurs so rarely that it would not warrant mitigation testing (see Response 

to Comment ChannekV<~)Jor a discussion of the need for analysis of 

extremely rare events under CEQA). Further, in a comment specific to 

congestion on streets immediately surrounding the Centinela Hospital Medical 

Center, the comment references all impacted locations within the 20 square-mile 

study area, which is geographically much larger than the immediate vicinity of 

either the project or the hospital. In addition, the cited number of intersections 

includes numerous LOS F intersections on collector streets and other roadways 

that are not primary routes used by emergency vehicles to access CHMC. 

Lastly, the comment does not reflect improved conditions in some areas that 

would result from Proposed Project mitigation measures. 

In response to this comment, data from the Draft EIR was used to calculate the 

number of LOS F intersections located within the project vicinity under a more 

typical scenario that would occur numerous times per year consisting of a Major 

Event at the Proposed Project. Conditions were reviewed for the most heavily 

traveled study period (weekday pre-event peak hour) and included 

implementation of recommended mitigation measures. Operating conditions 

associated with this scenario are depicted in Table 3.14-60. A more reasonable 

definition of"project vicinity" was chosen to be facilities within one mile of the 

Project Site in any particular direction (i.e., bounded by Manchester Boulevard, 

Crenshaw Boulevard, Inglewood Avenue, and Imperial Highway). Lastly, 

intersections included in this focused evaluation are those that are located on 

arterial roadways, which are most likely to be used by emergency vehicles. 

These selection criteria yielded 54 total study intersections. During the specified 

time period and operating conditions, 16 of the 54 intersections are projected to 

operate at LOS F. Thus, a more realistic characterization of LOS F conditions in 

the project vicinity would be 16 intersections, not 57 intersections. 

The Local Hospital Access Plan described in Chapter 10 of the Event TMP 

specifically includes measures to be implemented by the project applicant to 

reroute emergency vehicles traveling on eastbound West Century Boulevard to 

instead use Inglewood Avenue to access CHMC (see Draft EIR, Appendix K.4, 

Event TMP, Figure 11). Similarly, Event TMP Figures 12 and 13 include 

alternative vehicle routing from the east, nmiheast, southeast, and south of 

CHMC to access the medical center without traveling through the LOS F 

intersections along West Century Boulevard. This is important because I 0 of the 

16 LOS F intersections for the aforementioned scenario are located along West 
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Century Boulevard between Inglewood Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard. By 

virtue of routing emergency vehicles away from that particularly congested part 

of the corridor, emergency vehicle response times would be improved. Rather 

than the 57 LOS F intersections mentioned in the comment, this focused 

analysis concludes that there would be no more than six LOS F intersections 

within the project vicinity. 

The above exercise was repeated under a scenario in which concurrent weekday 

evening major events are held at the Proposed Project and The Forum with 

recommended mitigation measures in place. During the pre-event peak hour, 26 

of the 54 intersections would operate at LOS F for the given scenario according 

to Table 3.14-98. Eight of the ten additional LOS F intersections (beyond those 

for the Proposed Project only scenario described above) within the project 

vicinity were located on Manchester Boulevard near The Forum. 

It is informative to review the Local Hospital Access Plan emergency vehicle 

routing maps against the intersections projected to operate at LOS F. The 

conditions emergency vehicles could experience when traveling on these detour 

routes during concurrent Proposed Project and The Forum major events are 

described below. 

Figure 11 of the Event TMP shows that emergency vehicles from the west 

would be rerouted from eastbound West Century Boulevard, to northbound 

Inglewood Avenue, and to eastbound Hardy Street to access the CHMC campus. 

Once the emergency vehicle passes through the Century Boulevard/Inglewood 

Avenue intersection, it is about a one-mile trip to CHMC on two-lane streets 

with on-street parking. The majority of the trip would be along Hardy Street, 

which is a two-lane collector street that is approximately 35 feet wide. 

According to Figure 3.14-12, Hardy Street carries about 5,000 trips per day, or 

about 500 vehicles (both directions) during the peak hour. Along this one-mile 

route, a series of all-way stop intersections and two traffic signals are present (at 

La Brea Avenue/Hardy Street and Hardy Street/Myrtle Avenue). By using their 

sirens and lights, emergency vehicle drivers would be able to traverse the all­

way stop intersections and pass stopped traffic pulled over to the curb with ease. 

Under Adjusted Baseline conditions with concurrent major events at the 

Proposed Project and The Forum (see Table 3.14-98 on page 3.14-462 of the 

Draft EIR), the La Brea Avenue/Hardy Street intersection is projected to operate 

at LOS C or better for all three study periods with the Proposed Project mitigation 

program. Thus, this intersection would be under capacity and emergency vehicles 

would have no problem passing through it. The Hardy Street/Myrtle A venue 

signalized intersection is at the junction of two collector streets, and also is 

projected to be under capacity during these periods (see Table 3.14-98 on page 
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3.14-462 of the Draft EIR). Thus, the detour route from the west would incur a 

single LOS F intersection in the project vicinity, which is West Century 

Boulevard/Inglewood A venue. Under Adjusted Baseline conditions with 

concurrent major events at the Proposed Project and The Forum, this intersection 

is projected to operate at LOS F during the weekday pre-event and post-event 

peak hours, and LOSE during the weekend pre-event peak hour. Event-related 

traffic management at this intersection is discussed in more detail below. 

Page 37 of the Event TMP notes that the CHMC website recommends using 

West Century Boulevard to access the CHMC campus from the west. However, 

based on their trip origin, some motorists may instead use Manchester 

Boulevard to access the CHMC campus. For motorists traveling eastbound on 

Manchester Boulevard, Figure 11 of the Event TMP recommends they use La 

Brea A venue to access CHMC versus continuing to South Prairie A venue. This 

would enable emergency vehicles to avoid passing through a LOS F condition at 

the Manchester Boulevard/South Prairie Avenue intersection. The La Brea 

A venue detour route would not include any intersections operating at LOS F. 

However, during concurrent events at the Proposed Project and The Forum, it 

may be necessary to modify this detour to instead use Inglewood Avenue, as 

Table 3.14-98 indicates LOS F conditions are expected at Manchester 

Boulevard/La Brea A venue. Figures 11, 12, and 13 are not intended to depict 

emergency vehicle routing under concurrent events. Strategies for addressing 

these atypical situations are discussed in Chapter 11 of the Event TMP, and 

include the need for coordination between the City and each venue operator to 

implement appropriate traffic management strategies. 

Figure 12 of the Event TMP shows that emergency vehicles from the east would 

be advised to use westbound Florence A venue (instead of Manchester 

Boulevard), and then tum left at La Brea Avenue. This enables emergency 

vehicles to avoid passing through a LOS F condition at the Manchester 

Boulevard/South Prairie Avenue intersection. According to Table 3.14-60, 

intersections along the detoured Florence Avenue route are projected to operate 

at LOSE or better when there is a major event at the Proposed Project (but no 

event al The Forum). But when a major event is held at The Fomm, many of 

these intersections degrade. As indicated in Table 3.14-98, the vast majority of 

the added delay at these intersections is caused by The Fomm, and not the 

Proposed Project. Therefore. a proper characterization of conditions along the 

Florence A venue detour route shown on Figure 12 is that this route would be 

generally free-flow when there is a major event at the Proposed Project (but no 

event at The Fomm), but when there is an event at The Fomm, this route 

becomes congested and emergency vehicles would need to traverse multiple 

LOS F intersections. In summary, the detour route shown in Figure 12 would 

work acceptably when there is only an event at the Proposed Project. This route 
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would not be ideal for emergency vehicles if a major event is held at The Forum 

(regardless of whether the Proposed Project is also hosting an event). 

The prior paragraph describes a specific circumstance (concurrent Forum and 

Proposed Project major events) that would require advanced coordination to 

accommodate an emergency vehicle traveling toward CHMC from the east. 

Under such a circumstance, West Century Boulevard, Manchester Boulevard, 

and Florence Avenue would each have multiple LOS F intersections. 

Emergency vehicles may need to find an alternate route such as a collector or 

residential street to travel westbound. For instance, to bypass congestion on 

westbound West Century Boulevard, an emergency vehicle could instead use a 

combination of collector streets such as Yukon Avenue, Doty Avenue, 104th 

Street, or 108th Street. Additionally, it is noted that NFL football games played 

at the NFL Stadium may have similar congestion effects. Thus, since the NFL 

Stadium will be opening in 2020, emergency vehicle drivers would have 

opportunities to find the quickest routes to avoid event-related congestion well 

in advance of the opening of the Proposed Project. Impact 3.14-31 on page 

3 .14-482 of the Draft EIR, describes the emergency access impacts associated 

with concurrent events. It properly concludes, based on the above discussion 

and other considerations, that emergency vehicle access impacts would be 

significant and unavoidable under concurrent events. 

Figure 13 of the Event TMP shows that emergency vehicles from the south 

would be rerouted from South Prairie A venue to Hawthorne Boulevard. 

According to Table 3.14-60, emergency vehicles on this route would incur two 

LOS F intersections (West Century Boulevard/Hawthorne Boulevard/La Brea 

A venue during weekday and weekend pre-event peak hour and Ha\vthorne 

Boulevard/West 104th Street during weekday pre-event peak hour). A note is 

included on Figure 13 indicating that congestion in the northbound direction of 

Hawthorne Boulevard at West Century Boulevard would be primarily in the 

outside travel lane (in anticipation of turning right). This would enable 

emergency vehicles to bypass this congestion by using the inside travel lane to 

cross West Century Boulevard. The LOS F condition at Hawthorne 

Boulevard/West 104th Street intersection is due lo northbound queue spilling 

back from Century Boulevard. Emergency vehicles could bypass this congestion 

by using the inside through lane. 

Prior to reaching the project vicinity. emergency vehicles that are destined for 

the CHMC Campus from the west via the I-405/West Century Boulevard 

interchange would encounter LOS F conditions at the interchange under 

Adjusted Baseline Plus Proposed Project (Major Event) pre-event peak hour 

conditions. To address this congestion and mitigate project impacts, Mitigation 

Measure 3.14-3( c) on page 3.14-21 l of the Draft EIR, requires the project 
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applicant to work with Caltrans to restripe the center lane on the I-405 

northbound off-ramp from a left-tum only lane to a shared left/right lane. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(j) on page 3.14-216 of the Draft EIR, 

requires the project applicant to work with Inglewood and the City of Los 

Angeles lo add a second left-tum lane on the southbound La Cienega Boulevard 

approach to Century Boulevard. Finally, Mitigation Measure 3 .14-3( o) requires 

the project applicant to coordinate traffic signals along West Century Boulevard 

and La Cienega Boulevard to accommodate major event traffic flows. 

Table 3 .14-60 indicates the combined effects of these mitigation measures would 

be improved LOS from F to D at the I-405 SB off-ramp/La Cienega Boulevard 

intersection (nmih of West Century Boulevard). Although operations at the West 

Centu1y Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard and West Century Boulevard/I-405 NB 

off-ramp intersections would remain al LOS F, these mitigation measures would 

directly benefit emergency vehicles by providing more lanes through these 

intersections so that they may pass more easily. With the mitigation measures in 

place, dual left-tum lanes would exist on southbound La Cienega Boulevard 

approaching West Century Boulevard, and two lanes would be provided for right­

tums on the northbound I-405 off-ramp. These modifications provide more 

flexibility and physical space for emergency vehicles to navigate through traffic. 

Lastly, it is noted that the eastbound West Century Boulevard approach to the 

I-405 NB off-ramp intersection features a striped median, which would enable 

emergency vehicles to pass in the opposing lanes. 

Emergency vehicles traveling eastbound on West Century Boulevard that would 

be directed via wayfinding guidance to tum left at Inglewood Avenue may incur 

delays due to eastbound event-related congestion. If the emergency vehicles 

could access the beginning of the 270-foot eastbound left-tum lane without 

undue delays. they can cross over the striped centerline to access the opposing 

lane to tum onto nmthbound Inglewood A venue. But if more severe queuing 

exists, that condition should be noticeably and emergency vehicles would be 

able, ifnecessaiy, to travel in the opposing direction ofCentu1y Boulevard to 

travel from Felton Avenue to Inglewood Avenue. In summary, there are several 

options lo allow emergency vehicles traveling from the west to access the 

CHMC via the detour route shown on Figure 11 of the Event TMP without 

experiencing undue delays. 

The last part of this comment suggests that TCOs would need to retrieve and 

manually erect traffic barriers to facilitate emergency access and that the time 

required to do so would significantly delay emergency vehicles. This is a 

misinterpretation of the statement in the Draft EIR that TCOs could move 

temporary barriers to allow emergency vehicles to pass (see Draft EIR, pages 

3.14-250 and 3.14-297). This statement was not intended lo mean that TCOs 
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Channel-39 

would be manually erecting traffic barriers to allow emergency vehicles to pass; 

rather, its intent was that TCOs could move traffic barriers out of the way of 

emergency vehicles, which can be done as they see an emergency vehicle 

approaching. 

The Draft EIR concludes that Proposed Project effects on emergency access 

would be less than significant (after mitigation) for events at the Proposed 

Project (see Impact 3.14-14 on page 3.14-249 of the Draft EIR), but significant 

and unavoidable for concurrent events (see Impact 3.14.-31 on page 3.14-482 of 

the Draft EIR). The primary emergency access concern relates to persons being 

transported to CHMC in ambulances as these are typically more life-threatening 

conditions than persons being transported to the hospital by private vehicle. 

However, access needs for both emergency vehicles and private vehicles are 

described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-14 because its effectiveness would apply 

to both groups. 

Response to Comment Channel-38, above, includes a thorough discussion of the 

rationale and benefits of the CHMC vehicle routing detours. Event TMP Figure 

11 (see Draft EIR, Appendix K.4) specifically shows four intersections where 

real-time traveler information guidance (via blankout signs) would be provided. 

One of the most critical signs would be located on eastbound West Century 

Boulevard approaching Inglewood Avenue. If this sign was coordinated with a 

loop detector on eastbound West Century Bou] evard east of Myrtle A venue, the 

loop detector could sense queued vehicles, and communicate this to the real­

time sign, which would then advise motorists desiring to access CHMC to tum 

left at Inglewood Avenue. These types of technologies, which would benefit 

both emergency vehicles and private vehicles alike, are commonplace. They 

have been used to provide travel time updates and to advise motorists of stopped 

traffic ahead. 

The core element of Mitigation Measure 3.14-14 would be the real-time 

wayfinding program. This, along with quarterly meetings with CHMC 

representatives and best practices employed by TCOs to accommodate 

emergency vehicles present on congested corridors, form the basis of the less­

than-si~'llificant finding regarding emergency vehicle access impacts. The 

current practice of using real-time wayfinding is borne out of more than 25 

years of research on Advanced Traveler Information Systems (A TIS). Such 

systems can be found in central cities en route to arenas, on interstate freeways. 

and in mral areas approaching national parks. In light of all this information, the 

conclusion that emergency vehicle impacts related to Proposed Project events 

(excluding Concurrent Event scenarios) would be less than significant is 

supported by substantial evidence. 
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The statement that Mitigation Measure 3 .14-14 improperly defers the 

formulation of actions to address this impact is incorrect. Transportation 

management plans of this sort are designed to be dynamic, so that they can be 

adjusted and refined as information is obtained and issues are addressed. 

Although such plans have been the subject of deferral claims, such claims have 

been uniformly unsuccessful in the courts. 

It should be noted that the City of Inglewood met with CHMC officials on two 

occasions to discuss the Proposed Project impacts on emergency access and 

Mitigation Measure 3.14-14, which would require that the City and the hospital 

work together to develop and implement the Local Hospital Access Plan. The 

first meeting occurred on August 30, 2019. At this meeting, CHMC officials 

stated that they welcomed the opportunity to work with the City on this plan. 51 

At a follow-up meeting on March 3, 2020, City officials met with CHMC 

officials to review the draft emergency access plan; at this meeting, CHMC 

officials repeated their willingness to work with the City lo implement the Plan. 

The Draft EIR correctly states that that noise impacts under Alternative 2 would 

be substantially the same as under the Proposed Project. The dominant noise 

characteristics of the Proposed Project include traffic, noise emitting from the 

arena events. and crowd noise in and around the plaza. The open-air restaurant 

is one contributor to post-event operational noise, however the dominant source 

of noise on the Project Site is the outdoor plaza with outdoor stage events. 

Under Alternative 2, the plaza buildings, including the upper-level restaurant, 

would be removed; however, removal of the plaza buildings would eliminate 

features that block and thus mitigate the transmission of noise from crowds of 

people gathered in the plaza. The removal of buildings that under the Proposed 

Project tend to block the transmission of plaza-generated noise off the Project 

Site would tend to exacerbate noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors. 

Traffic noise is relatively insensitive to minor changes in levels of congestion; a 

rule of thumb is that it takes a 50 percent increase or decrease in traffic levels in 

order to generate an audible (3 dBA) change in noise levels. This is largely due 

to the fact that as traffic increases, it also slows, and when traffic decreases, it 

tends to increase in speed. The faster vehicles travel, the greater the noise 

generated by engines and tire noise. Thus, while traffic would be reduced by 

approximately 3 percent, the associated reduction in noise generation would be 

inaudible. 

The Draft EIR analysis of Alternative 2 reflects that in this alternative the noise 

contribution from the rooftop restaurant and inconsequential negligible change 

51 Mohammad A Naser, Cl-Itv1C Chief Operating Officer/Interim Chief Executive Officer, Letter to Mindy Wilcox, 
Planning Manager, City oflnglewood, August 21, 2019 

Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

Final Environmental Impact Report 

[PAGE] ESA / 201701236 

June 2020 



[ STYLEREF "Heading 1" \n 11 ][ STYLEREF "Heading 1" 1• MERGEFORMAT] [ STYLEREF "Heading 2" 1• MERGEFORMAT] 

Channel-41 

in traffic noise would be removed, but noise generated by amplified sound and 

crowd noise in the Plaza would be exacerbated compared lo the Proposed 

Project due to the removal of the noise-shielding of the Plaza buildings. 
, .. ,.,,,.,,,,.,,,,.,·u1" exact changes that would occur would depend both on the 

amount of noise attenuation that would result from the final design of the Plaza 

buildings to be removed, and the configuration of sound generation from events 

and activities in the Plaza under Alternative 2. But the likelihood is that the 

unattenuated noise generated in the Plaza would be comparable to the noise 

generated from the stage in the Proposed Project, which would create impacts 

greater than the noise contributed from sources that would be removed from 

Alternative 2. Thus. the assessment of noise impacts under Alternative 2 is 

reasonable and accurate, and does not mislead the public's understanding of the 

environmental characteristics of Alternative 2. To reflect these uncertainties, the 

Draft EIR. page 6-30, first full paragraph. the third sentence is revised to read: 

As such, affected sensitive receptors, especially those localed to the 

northwest of the intersection of South Prairie A venue and West Century 

Boulevard, as well as homes that are located south and west of the 

Arena, west of South Prairie Avenue and south of West I02nd Street, as 

well as the hotel use at 3900 West Century Boulevard would likely all be 

exposed to substantially higher levels of noise than disclosed for the 

Proposed Project (Impacts 3.11-2 and 3.11-6). 

Please also see Response to Comment Channel-22 for additional discussion of 

the analysis of noise from the proposed rooftop restaurant, including potential 

noise reducing design features. 

The discussion of transportation effects of Alternative 2 disclosed that 

significant and unavoidable traffic impacts from ancillary land uses without 

events would be avoided under this alternative. As discussed on page 6-29 of 

the Draft EIR, the elimination of the ancillary uses in Alternative 2 would avoid 

the significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project's ancillary uses and 

hotel at study area intersections and along neighborhood streets. The Draft EIR 

acknowledged that these impacts would occur in the typical weekday AM and 

PM peak hours. In fact, on page S-28 of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR 

acknowledges that the operation of ancillary uses is ·'the most common 

scenario" for transportation impacts of the Proposed Project and that the impacts 

of the ancillary uses would occur on a "daily" basis. 
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In order to provide additional clarification in the analysis of Alternative 2, Draft 

EIR, page 6-29, third paragraph is revised to read: 

The elimination of the ancillary uses in Alternative 2 would avoid the 

most common significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project's 

ancillary uses and hotel which would occur on a daily basis at 

intersections and neighborhood streets (Impacts 3 .14-1 through 3 .14-6, 

Impacts 3.14-16 through 3.14-21, Impacts 3.14-28, and 3.14-33). 

As described on page 6-28, under Alternative 2 the Draft EIR addresses GHG 

emissions from both constmction and operation of the Proposed Project as 

among those that would be less severe than the Proposed Project. The Draft EIR 

provides a clear and substantive description of the manner in which the 

constmction and operational GHG emissions of Alternative 2 would differ from 

those of the Proposed Project, and while concluding that the GHG emissions of 

Alternative 2 would be "similar to" but less than the Proposed Project, 

acknowledges that GHG emissions would be somewhat decreased as a result of 

decreased conslmction and traffic. As explained on page 6-28 of the Draft EIR, 

under Alternative 2, the capacity of the Arena Stmcture would be reduced to 

17,500 and the other proposed ancillary uses (i.e., retail shops, outdoor stage, 

team practice facility, sports medical clinic, team offices) on the Arena Site, and 

the planned parking stmcture and hotel on the East Transportation Site, would 

be eliminated. In total, approximately 635,250 square feet of built space would 

be eliminated from the Proposed Project as originally proposed under 

Alternative 2,s2 which equates to about a 20 percent reduction in overall built 

space. The Draft EIR acknowledged that elimination of these uses would result 

in "a corresponding decrease in criteria pollutant emissions, localized maximum 

daily operational emissions (N02), and GHG emissions." 

More specifically. under Alternative 2. constmction-related GHG emissions 

would be reduced by a maximum of20 percent. As shown in Table 3.7-7 on 

page 3.7-52 of the Draft EIR, GHG emissions during construction of Proposed 

Project are estimated at 18,078 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT 

C02e ), and a 20 percent reduction equates lo about 3,600 MT C02e. As shown 

in Table 3.7-9a starting on page 3.7-54 of the Draft EIR, GHG emissions during 

constmction and operation of the Proposed Project over its 30-year lifetime 

would total 562,3 l 0 MT C02e. Thus, a reduction of 3,600 MT C02e under 

Alternative 2 would reduce total emissions by approximately 0.6 percent. 

The Draft EIR also explains that Alternative 2, like the Proposed Project, would 

require implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-l(a), which would include 

52 The reduction would include elimination of all plaz.a uses, the hotel, the administrative offices, sports medicine 
clinic, practice facilities, the East Parking Structure, and approximately 3 percent of space in the Arena Structure. 
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the implementation of a GHG reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3.7-l(b), 

which would require the preparation of an annual GHG verification report to 

determine the number of GHG offsets required to bring the Proposed Project 

below the no net new GHG emissions threshold of significance. 

The analysis of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR distinctly characterizes those 

aspects of the noise impacts of Alternative 2 that would be similar to, less than, 

and greater than those of the Proposed Project. On page 6-27 of the Draft EIR, it 

is acknowledged that the traffic noise and the impacts associated with exposure 

to aircraft noise would be the same under Alternative 2 as under the Proposed 

Project. On page 6-29 of the Draft EIR, it is explained that the reduced amount of 

construction under Alternative 2 would reduce construction generated noise and 

vibration impacts as compared to those of the Proposed Project and on page 6-30 

of the Draft EIR, it is explained that the impacts of noise generated by pre- and 

post-event activities in the Pplazal including amplified sound from conce1is and 

other plaza activities, would be exacerbated by the removal of the plaza structures, 

which under the Proposed Project serve to block the transmission of noise from 

the plaza to nearby uses, especially those to the west of the Project Site. 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Channel-40, the dominant source 

of noise on the Project Site would be the outdoor plaza with an outdoor stages. 

Removing the Plaza buildings, including the rooftop restaurant, would remove 

one noise source, but would allow more people to gather in the Plaza while 

waiting to enter the arena, and amplified noise would still be possible through 

the use of temporary, mobile sound amplification systems. Thus any decrease in 

noise due to the removal of the rooftop restaurant>''"'''.!)'','"'·!""'"'"' h' ,,,,,,,, 

i-btrHiffset byincreased crowd and other Plaza noise. In addition, the removal of 

the Plaza buildings would result in noise sources in the Plaza having a more 

expanded direct line-of-sight with sensitive receptors to the northwest, west, and 

southwest than under the Proposed Project. Please also see Response to 

Comment Channel-21 for additional discussion of the noise-attenuating 

characteristics of the Plaza design. For these reasons. the Draft EIR objectively 

and accurately describes the ways in which Alternative 2 would result in greater 

noise impacts than would the Proposed Project. 

The analysis of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR distinctly characterizes those 

aspects of the transportation impacts of Alternative 2 that would be similar lo, 

less than, and greater than those of the Proposed Project. and in doing so 

provides an analysis of the comparative impacts of Alternative 2 that is both 

complete and clear. On page 6-27 of the Draft EIR, it is acknowledged that 

while the traffic from major events at the Arena would be reduced by about 3 

percent under Alternative 2, "[t]his slight reduction in trips would not materially 

reduce the significant impacts found for the Proposed Project on intersections, 
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neighborhood streets, and freeway facilities under either Adjusted Baseline or 

Cumulative conditions with or without concurrent events at The Forum or the 

NFL Stadium (Impacts 3.14-1through3.14-9, Impacts 3.14-16 through 3.14-24, 

Impacts 3.14-28 and 3.14-29, and Impacts 3.14-33 and 3.14-34)." The impacts 

to on-time performance oflocal buses, construction impacts, and impacts to 

emergency access to the Centinela Hospital Medical Center would be the 

essentially same under Alternative 2 as under the Proposed Project. 

On page 6-29 of the Draft EIR, it is explained that the elimination of ancillary 

uses under Alternative 2 would avoid significant impacts at intersections and 

neighborhood streets as compared lo those of the Proposed Project. This would 

eliminate all net new ancillary trips shown in Table 3.14-14 in the Draft EIR 

( 4,706 daily trips, 294 trips during the AM peak hour. and 409 trips during the 

PM peak hour), which would eliminate Impacts 3.14-1, 3.14-4, 3.14-16, and 

3 .14-19. It is also explained that the "slight reduction in venue capacity would 

reduce the significant VMT impacts identified for events at the venue, but not to 

a less than si~'llificant level." Please also see Response to Comment Channel-46 

for further discussion of the transportation effects of removal of the ancillary 

uses under Alternative 2. 

Draft EIR. page 6-30, under the header of "Impacts Identified as Being More 

Severe than the Proposed Project." acknowledges that'·[ a]lthough few of the 

impacts of the Reduced Project Size Alternative would be more severe than those 

of the Proposed Project," and that there would be ways in that Alternative 2, by 

eliminating the consolidation of LA Clippers team uses on the site "would likely 

increase the amount of travel between these uses that are currently located 

disparately throughout the region." 

The statement on page 6-30 of the Draft EIR that "few of the [transpmtation] 

impacts of the Reduced Project Size Alternative would be more severe than 

those of the Proposed Project" is objective and accurate. The comment 

specifically mentions traffic impacts associated with ancillary land uses and 

those associated with concurrent events. As discussed on page 6-29 of the Draft 

EIR, the elimination of the ancillary uses under Alternative 2 would avoid the 

significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project's ancillary uses and hotel 

at intersections and neighborhood streets. In addition, as discussed on page 6-27 

of the Draft EIR, traffic impacts during concurrent events under Alternative 2 

would be the same as impacts under the Proposed Project. 

With respect to VMT, LOS, and emergency access, as discussed on page 6-30 of 

the Draft EIR. Alternative 2 would likely increase the amount of travel as LA 

Clipper team facilities would be located disparately throughout the region with 

the arena being located in Inglewood and the team's offices and practice facility 
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remaining located in Downtown and West Los Angeles, respectively. As a 

result, team employees would be required to drive back and forth between the 

arena and these existing facilities, thus resulting in more VMT than would be 

generated if all the facilities were co-located. Contrary to the assertion in the 

comment, the Draft EIR acknowledges that LOS impacts would be reduced 

under the ancillary use scenarios when no events would occur at the proposed 

Arena. As discussed above under Response to Comment Channel-41, the Draft 

EIR states that elimination of the ancillary uses under Alternative 2 would avoid 

"the significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project's ancillmy uses and 

hotel at intersections and neighborhood streets (Impacts 3.14-1through3.14-6, 

Impacts 3.14-16 through 3.14-21, Impacts 3.14-28, and 3.14-33)." 

The assertion that impacts with respect to emergency access would be reduced 

under Alternative 2 is incorrect. Impacts on emergency access are attributable to 

traffic generated by major events at the proposed Arena. There would be no 

significant impacts related to emergency access that would be avoided or 

substantially lessened under Alternative 2. The potential impact on emergency 

access to the Centinela Hospital Medical Center would be essentially the same 

as the Proposed Project as only a small portion of overall traffic during major 

events would be reduced from the elimination of ancillary uses. As a result, 

Alternative 2 would not substantially reduce the amount of traffic on roadways 

between the arena and the CHMC during major events, and these impacts would 

be of the same magnitude as those described for the Proposed Project. 

Finally, model mns were not required to substantiate the conclusions made in 

the discussion of traffic impacts under Alternative 2. Pursuant lo CEQA 

Guidelines section 15126.6(d), an EIR is required to "include sufficient 

information about each alternative lo allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 

comparison with the proposed project." The Draft EIR meets this standard. The 

analysis of the transportation effects of Alternative 2 was unde1taken by the 

same professional transportation planners and engineers who prepared the 

voluminous mid detailed analysis oftrmisportation impacts of the Proposed 

Project presented in Draft EIR, Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation. 

The conclusions presented in the discussion of Alternative 2 are based on their 

professional assessment and calculations of the ways in which Alternative 2 

would change the transportation characteristics of the Proposed Project. As 

such, the content of the analysis ofTranspmtation and Circulation for 

Alternative 2 meets the standards of substantial evidence provided in CEQA 

Guidelines section 15384, which defines substantial evidence as ''enough 

relevant information mid reasonable inferences from this information that a fair 

argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions 
might also be reached," and goes on to state that ''[s]ubslantial evidence shall 

include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 
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supported by facts." There is no requirement under CEQA that analysis of 

alternatives be supported by any particular type of anal;1ical undertaking, 

including "model runs." Rather, the analysis of the transportation impacts of 

Alternative 2 is supported by substantial evidence in the record. The 

transportation analysis of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR meets professional 

standards for such analyses and is considered sufficient. 

The statement on page 6-30 of the Draft EIR stating that "it is notable that 

Alternative 2 would fail to respond to several policies of the City ofinglewood 

General Plan which encourage the development of employment-generating uses 

in the City," was inadvertently included in the assessment of ways in which the 

transportation effects of Alternative 2 would be more severe than those of the 

Proposed Project. As such, Draft EIR, page 6-30, second full paragraph, the first 

sentence is revised to read: 

Although fow of the impacts of the Reduced Project Size Alternative 

would be more severe than those of the Proposed Project, it is notahle that 

Altemalivs 2 would fail to respond to several policieG of the City of 

Inglewood General Plan which encourage the development of 

employment generating nses in the City. Fnrther, by eliminating the 

potential to consolidate LA Clippers team uses, including the arena, 

practice facility, sports medicine and treatment facilities, and team offices 

in a single location, Alternative 2 would likely increase the amount of 

travel between these uses that are currently located disparately throughout 

the region. 

The consistency of the Proposed Project with goals and policies contained in the 

City oflnglewood General Plan is provided in Draft EIR, Section 3.10, Land 

Use and Planning, and in other topical sections. As it pertains to the goals of the 

Land Use Element, three of which are quoted in the comment, and all of which 

are presented on pages 3.10-21to3.1-23 of the Draft EIR, the discussion on 

page 3.10-34 of the Draft EIR notes that "[w]ith the amendments that are 

included as part of the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project would be 

consistent with the Land Use Element goals and objectives included in the City 

of Inglewood General Plan." Related to Alternative 2, the Draft EIR on page 

6-26 states that "[!like the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would have less-than­

significant impacts related to land use and planning (Impacts 3.10-1 through 

3.10-4)." 

The focus of the analysis of the Proposed Project in relation to the goals of the 

Land Use Element of the City's General Plan is in response to the significance 

criterion that denotes that a significant impact would occur ifthe Proposed 

Project would"[ c ]ause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with 
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any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect." Thus, the analysis in the Draft EIR is 

focused on the ways that any potential inconsistency with the General Plan 

could result in an adverse physical environmental impact. The City staff, in their 

staff report related to the merits of the Proposed Project, will provide a 

comprehensive analysis of the consistency of the Proposed Project with the 

goals and policies of the City of Inglewood General Plan, including policies that 

relate to non-environmental issues such as economic and social conditions. The 

Inglewood City Council, if it decides to approve the Proposed Project, would 

ultimately make the determination as to the consistency of the Proposed Project 

with the goals and policies of the General Plan and other related plans and 

ordinances of the City oflnglewood. 

Nevertheless, the following discussion addresses the comparative analysis of 

how the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 would relate to three goals of the 

Land Use Element of the General Plan included in the comment. 

The first quoted goal is a Land Use Element General goal that states "Provide 

for the orderly development and redevelopment of the City while preserving a 

measure of diversity among its parts. Allocate land in the City to satisfy the 

multiple needs of residents but recognize that land is a scarce resource to be 

conserved rather than wasted" (see Draft EIR, page 3. 10-21). The Proposed 

Project would provide for the development of the Arena along with related LA 

Clippers facilities and associated support retail and community uses. In addition, 

it would provide for the replacement of a hotel that would be removed from the 

Arena site. Because the uses in the Proposed Project would be interrelated and 

would be complimentary uses serving visitors to the Proposed Project and 

project vicinity, the Proposed Project would not be inconsistent with this goaL 

Conversely, Alternative 2 would eliminate uses that are complimentary to the 

Arena Structure and the replacement of a hotel that already exists on the Project 

Site. Because Alternative 2 would be a less intensive use of the Project Site, and 

would provide fewer job opportunities to City residents, Alternative 2 would be 

less responsive to "the multiple needs of residents," and the Proposed Project 

would be more responsive lo the goal's ~'llidance to "recognize that land is a 

scarce resource to be conserved rather than wasted." As such, compared to the 

Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would be less responsive lo this goal than the 

Proposed Project. 

The second Land Use Element General goal listed by the comment directs the 

City to "[h ]elp promote sound economic development and increase employment 

opportunities for the City's residents by responding to changing economic 

conditions." While it is the opinion of the commenter that economic 

development under Alternative 2 would be more ''sound" than under the 
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Proposed Project because of the elimination of impacts associated with ancillary 

uses and LA Clippers team offices and clinics, the evidence from the analysis of 

Alternative 2 indicates that the vast majority of environmental impacts, largely 

driven by the many major events that would take place at the almost equal-sized 

arena, would still occur. However, employment opportunities al the Project Site 

would be materially decreased under Alternative 2. 

Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Draft EIR provides clear 

information on the level of employment associated with the uses that would be 

removed under Alternative 2. According to information provided in Table 2-4 

on page 2-51 of the Draft EIR, the Arena would only employ 75 full-time 

employees while employment on the Project Site that would be removed under 

Alternative 2 include LA Clippers business operations (200), as well as 

restaurant, plaza uses, and hotel employees (439). Table 2-4 provides the public 

with the information on employees necessary to determine what the true 

difference in employment would be between the Proposed Project and 

Alternative 2. 

Finally, the last Land Use Element Residential goal listed by the comment states 

"[s]afe~'l!ard the City's residential areas from the encroachment of incompatible 

uses." The uses in the Proposed Project would not be inherently "incompatible" 

with nearby residential and commercial uses. In fact, the project area has long 

been a part of the City of Inglewood in which visitor-serving uses, such as The 

Forum and the Hollywood Park Racetrack, operated in proximity to 

neighborhoods and commercial corridors. The suggestion in the comment that 

residences to the northwest of the Project Site would experience decreased 

impacts under Alternative 2 is unsupported by evidence, and is contrary to 

evidence in the record which identifies significant noise impacts lo the north­

and southwest of the Project Site that would be exacerbated by removal of Plaza 

stmctures that would serve to block the transmission of noise from the Plaza 

area. As described above under Response 43, removal of the Plaza building, and 

therefore the rooftop restaurant, would result in an increase in noise at sensitive 

receptor locations to the northwest as the removal of the plaza building would 

result in noise sources in the plaza having a more expanded direct line-of-sight 

with these receptors. Thus, the assertion that Alternative 2 would be more 

responsive to this goal than the Proposed Project is unsupported by evidence in 

the record. 

The Draft EIR conclusions regarding Alternative 2 VMT impacts are not 

inconsistent; rather, the Draft EIR discusses different aspects of Alternative 2 

impacts on VMT relative to the Proposed Project. Draft EIR, page 6-29 

discusses specific VMT impacts of Alternative 2 that would be less severe than 

those identified for the Proposed Project, related specifically to slight reductions 
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in the significant VMT impacts for events and avoiding the significant VMT 

impacts identified for the Proposed Project's hotel use. Draft EIR, page 6-30 

discusses specific VMT impacts of Alternative 2 that would be more severe than 

those identified for the Proposed Project, in particular related to two aspects of 

project-related travel: (1) travel between the various LA Clippers team facilities 

since the practice facility and team offices would remain in separate locations 

throughout the Los Angeles region under Alternative 2, and (2) travel related to 

the elimination of on-site ancillary uses which daytime employees and event 

attendees would otherwise patronize. 

The comment misstates the VMT data presented on pages 3.14-137 and 

3.14-244 of the Draft EIR, and inaccurately implies that the Draft EIR 

determined that there would be a reduction of 5,694 weekday VMT for 

employees. The 5,694 work trip VMT associated with the office, sports 

medicine clinic, and practice facility shown on Table 3.14-40 on page 3.14-137 

of the Draft EIR is a total for the weekday employee work trip VMT at the 

Project Site; it is not presented as a reduction value. The comment also 

inaccurately states that '·the DEIR concludes that consolidation would reduce 

per-employee VMT from l 8.6 to l 5". The 18.6 daily work VMT per employee 

referenced on page 3.14-244 of the Draft EIR is the regional daily work VMT 

per employee from the Southern California Association of Governments 

regional travel demand model; it is not a number for LA Clippers or other 

employees in the Proposed Project, and the Draft EIR does not conclude that 

consolidation would reduce employee VMT from 18.6 to 15. 

The comment states that "there is no reason to assume that removal of ancillary 

land uses would increase VMT because the Adjusted Baseline includes 

numerous existing and proposed food and drink establishments in the Project 

vicinity." This comment, which cites text on page 6-30 of the Draft EIR, fails to 

note that the specified VMT increases would be for two specific groups: 

daytime employees, and event attendees. Daytime employees would be more 

likely to travel off-site for lunch, errands. etc., and could travel by auto for such 

trips; hence, their Vl\1T could increase. The VMT for event attendees could 

increase, albeit slightly, due to the lack of any food and drink establishments on­

site. They may instead choose to stop at a nearby establishment before or after 

the event, which could marginally increase VMT, depending on the extent to 

which the chosen establishment is a detour along their route to the Project Site. 

The comment states that it is reasonable to assume that Clippers employee travel 

between disparate administrative offices and practice facilities and the arena on 

event days would be via carpool or shared transportation such as charter bus. 

This statement is unsupported by evidence in the record and represents the 

commenter's opinion. Under Alternative 2, wherein LA Clippers administrative 
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offices remain in downtown Los Angeles and the LA Clipper practice and 

training facility remains in Playa Vista, while some staff may travel via carpool 

or transit, travel demand modeling undertaken and reported in Draft EIR, Section 

3.14, Transportation and Circulation, determined that it is much more likely and 

reasonable to assume that LA Clippers and other employees who drive to work 

at those disparate locations would likely drive to the Alternative 2 arena to work 

the game and then drive directly home after the game. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section I 5 I 26.6(a), ''[ a]n EIR shall describe a 

range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 

which would feasibly aitain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 

avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 

evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives" [emphasis added]. 

Guideline 15126.6(b) directs that the analysis of alternatives focuses on 

alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the 

project "even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment 
of the project objectives." Guideline 15126.6(f) reiterates that an EIR "need 

examine in detail only the ones [alternatives] that the lead agency determines 

could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project." Thus, the 

discussion of the relationship of an alternative to the project objectives, included 

in the analysis of each of the seven alternatives considered fully in the Draft 

EIR, is not meant as a means to determine that an alternative is infeasible, but 

simply intended to provide the City's initial observations about the attainment of 

the objectives by the alternative in question compared to that of the Proposed 

Project. 

The discussions of the relationship of each alternative to the project objectives 

in Draft EIR, Chapter 6, Project Alternatives are based on substantial evidence 

about the description and relative impacts of the Proposed Project and each 

alternative that are presented throughout the Draft EIR; the alternative is correct 

in its assessment that Alternative 2 does not meet various project objectives. In 

the discussion of the relationship of Alternative 2 to the project objectives, it is 

noted that the alternative would '·meet some, but not all" of the City's and the 

project applicant's stated objectives for the Proposed Project, presented in Draft 

EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description, pages 2-4 through 2-6 and again in Draft 

EIR, Chapter 6, Project Alternatives, pages 6-3 through 6-5. The comment 

raises questions about the City's conclusions regarding the relationship of 

Alternative 2 to City Objectives 2, 4, 7 and 10, and project applicant objectives 

le, If and 2d. 

With respect to City Objective 2, which indicates the City's desired outcome 

that the Proposed Project ''promotes the City's objectives related to economic 

development, and that enhances the general economic health and welfare of the 
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City by encouraging viable development, stimulating new business and 

economic activity, and increasing City revenue (property, sales, admissions and 

transient occupancy taxes)," the comment posits that "the Draft EIR fails to 

consider that there are hundreds of thousands of square feet of retail and 

restaurant space proposed and existing within the Project vicinity, allowing the 

City to capture development benefits regardless of whether those uses are 

developed with the arena." City Objective 2, like all of the other Project 

Objectives identified in the Draft EIR, appropriately pertains to the City's desired 

outcomes for the Proposed Project; the objectives do not represent objectives that 

necessarily apply to areas of the City that are not included within the Project Site. 

In essence, the comment suggests that the Project Objectives are the equal of City 

policies, as may be reflected in the General Plan or other long-term planning 

documents. In this case, Alternative 2, by eliminating the additional retail, office, 

and hotel facilities, would result in less economic activity on the Project Site 

compared to that which would occur under the Proposed Project. Alternative 2 

would generate less business activity on the Project Site than the Proposed 

Project, and would not generate as much City revenue as the Proposed Project. 

Therefore, the assertion in the Draft EIR that Alternative 2 would only partially 

meet City Objective 2 is accurate and objective. 

With respect to City Objective 4, which indicates the City's desired outcome 

that the project "[s]trengthen the community by providing public and youth­

oriented space, outdoor community gathering space, and outdoor plazas," the 

comment correctly notes that the outdoor plaza under Alternative 2 would 

function as a community gathering space. However. it is the City's opinion that 

the Proposed Project would better meet this objective by providing additional 

community and publically-accessible amenities that could be used year round 

and in the evenings. The statement in the Draft EIR that Alternative 2 would 

only partially meet City Objective 4 is accurate and objective. 

City Objective 7 reflects the City's desire that the Proposed Project "[c]reate 

employment and constmction-related employment opportunities in the City of 

Inglewood." Contrary to the comment's assertion that Alternative 2 would 

generate "similar employment opportunities" as the Proposed Project, as shown 

in Table 2-4 on page 2-51 of the Draft EIR, and discussed further above in 

Response to Comment Channel-45, the arena would only employ 75 full-time 

employees while employment on the Project Site that would be removed under 

Alternative 2 include LA Clippers business operations (200), as well as 

restaurant, plaza uses, and hotel employees ( 439). Thus, Alternative 2 would 

provide substantially fewer employment opportunities than the Proposed 

Project. For this reason, the statement in the Draft EIR that Alternative 2 would 

only partially meet City Objective 7 is accurate and objective. 
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City Objective 10 indicates the City's desired outcome that the Proposed Project 

meets the other stated City objectives ''in an expeditious and environmentally 

conscious manner." The analysis of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR distinctly 

characterizes those aspects of the noise impacts of Alternative 2 that would be 

similar to, less than, and greater than those of the Proposed Project. The analysis 

of Alternative 2 thoroughly discusses the ways in which Alternative 2 would 

avoid or lessen the severity of the significant environmental impacts of the 

Proposed Project (see Draft EIR. pages 6-25 through 6-28). The discussion also 

reflects the ways in which the environmental impacts of Alternative 2 would be 

similar to or the same as those of the Proposed Project (see Draft EIR, pages 6-

28 through 6-30), and also reflects the ways in which Alternative 2 could result 

in noise and transportation impacts that would be more severe than those 

described of the Proposed Project (see Draft EIR, page 6-30). In this latter 

regard, as discussed on page 6-30 on the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would likely 

increase the amount of travel as LA Clipper team facilities would be located 

disparately throughout the region with the arena being located in Inglewood and 

team offices and practice facility remaining located in Downtown Los Angeles 

and West Los Angles, respectively. As a result, team employees would be 

required to drive back and forth between the arena and these existing facilities, 

thus resulting in more VMT than would be generated by those employees if all 

the facilities were co-located on the Project Site, as would occur under the 

Proposed Project. The recognition that an aspect of Alternative 2 could 

exacerbate an environmental effect is information that is intended to inform the 

City's consideration of the alternatives, and does not obstruct or hide the 

information provided about the ways that the environmental impacts of 

Alternative 2 would be less severe. On balance, however, Alternative 2 would, 

in fact lessen or avoid more impacts than would be exacerbated. As such, Draft 

EIR, page 6-31, first partial paragraph, the last two sentences are revised to read: 

~Alternative 2 would reduce the severity of a number of significant 

im12acts of the Pro12osed Prqject, the elimination of the team practice 

facility, sports medical clinic, and team office means that 1rni;;_\; 

propagated in the plaza area would travel further than under the Proposed 

Project and the LA Clippers would continue to generate VMT and 

associated air pollutants and GHG emissions during commute trips 

benveen these uses located around the Los Angeles basin. 

Nonvithstanding the wavs in which some impacts could be exacerbated 

compared to the Proposed ProjectA&-st!Gh, Alternative 2 would be l0s& 

lll()re responsive to City Objective 10 than the Pro12osed Project because 

it would lie less eH';ironmenlally eonseious than l~s;;_\;nJh~_;;_\;:V:~t:i!y __ Q_[_g, 

number of significant impacts of the Proposed Project. 
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Applicant Objective le indicates the project applicant's aspiration to "create a 

lively, visitor- and community-serving environment year-round for patrons, 

employees, community members. and visitors to the surrounding neighborhood 

and nearby spmts and entertainment venues by providing complementary on­

site retail, dining, and/or community spaces." The elimination of the proposed 

on-site retail, dining and/or community space on the Project Site would result in 

Alternative 2 failing to meet this objective. Lacking the ancillary retail, 

restaurant, and community uses on the Project Site would mean that there would 

be no visitors to the Project Site on approximately 122 days of the year, which 

equates to about one-third of the year, and that there would be no reasons for 

people to arrive and congregate at the Project Site before and after events. 

Instead, the plaza area would be largely vacated other than immediately before 

and after events, and would fail to achieve the goal of creating a year-round 

lively environment. As a result, the conclusion in the Draft EIR that Alternative 

2 would fail to achieve project applicant Objective JO is accurate and objective. 

Applicant Objective lf seeks to"'[ c ]on tribute lo the economic and social well­

being of the surrounding community by providing public benefits such as 

opportunities for youth- and community-oriented programs, and increasing 

revenues generated by property and sales taxes, admissions taxes, and potential 

transient occupancy taxes." This alternative would not include the proposed 

community space; in addition, under Alternative 2 properly, sales and transient 

occupancy taxes would not accrue to the City due to elimination of retail. 

restaurant, and hotel uses in the development. For these reasons, the conclusion 

in the Draft EIR that Alternative 2 would be less responsive to project applicant 

(),,bjective lf is objective and accurate. 

Applicant Objective 2d seeks to "[s]upporl the financial viability of the 

Proposed Project by developing sufficient complementary on-site uses to 

enhance the productive use of the site on event and non-event days, including 

retail, dining, and potential hotel uses." The ancillary uses on the Project Site 

would generate revenue year round and thus would make a contribution to the 

financial viability of the Proposed Project. The Draft EIR does not address the 

question of whether Alternative 2 would be financially viable, or not. Rather, it 

simply reflects that the loss of revenue from operation of the ancillary uses 

would make Alternative 2 less financially viable than the Proposed Project. 

The inclusion of a mix of uses with privately funded arenas is not unique to the 

Proposed Project. In recent years, most privately funded major league sports 

facilities are being developed in concert with a mix of other complimentary 

uses. 53 One notable example is Staples Center in downtown Los Angeles, where 

53 [(eith Schneider, The New York Times, YVelcome to the 1Veighborhood: America's .._)"ports Stadiums Are JVfoving 
Downtown, January 29, 2018. 
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LA Live was developed as a ,,,,,,,.,.~H·;<·;~,H··,;uuU:Ji1>;n.;.tothe arena building. 

Other similar recent examples in California include: 

• Golden 1 Center in Sacramento, where the NBA Sacramento Kings have 
developed several hundred thousand square feet of retail, restaurhant, hotel, 
and residential uses around the arena which opened in 2016; 

• Chase Center in San Francisco, where the NBA Golden State Warriors 
developed a $1 billion, 680,000 sf mixed use office and retail development 
on the same parcel as the new arena; and 

• Oracle Park in San Francisco, where the Major League Baseball San 
Francisco Giants are in the planning stages of a $1.6 billion development that 
is intended to include 1,600 units and nearly one million square feet of retail 
and office space. 

As noted in the comment, it is possible that most of the economic activity that 

would occur in the ancillary uses under the Proposed Project would otherwise 

still occur in Inglewood, pmiicularly in the retail and related development that is 

occurring at the HPSP area. Nevertheless, the project applicant Objective 2d 

pertains to on-site uses within the Proposed Project, and in this regard 

Alternative 2 would fail to achieve this objective. 

Finally, as noted in the comment, it is within the discretion of the City to 

determine whether to approve the Proposed Project. As slated in CEQA 

Guidelines section 15093(a), "CEQA requires the decision-making agency to 

balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other 

benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, or a 

proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining 

whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, 

technological. or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide 

environmental benefits, or a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 

environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered 

'acceptable.'" Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15093(b ), if the City 

determines that the benefits of the Proposed Project outweigh the environmental 

impacts, it may choose to go forward with approval of the project only after 

adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations in which it "shall state in 

writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or 

other information in the record. The statement of overriding considerations shall 

be supported by substantial evidence in the record." The opinions about the 

environmental impacts and the public benefits of the Proposed Project that are 

reflected in the comment will be included as a part of the record and made 

available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed 

Project. Please also see Response to Comment NRDC-3. 
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Channel-48 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.S(a), if significant new information 

is added to the EIR after publication of the Draft EIR but before certification, 

some or all of the EIR may be required to be recirculated for public review and 

comment. The term "significant new information" is precisely defined under 

CEQA to include: 

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

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

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

• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusmy 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

In particular, CEQA Guidelines section 15088.S(b) clarifies that "[r]ecirculation 

is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 

amplifies or makes insi~'llificant modifications in an adequate EIR." 

The Final EIR for the Proposed Project provides responses to all written 

comments on the Draft EIR. In responding to those comments, the City has at 

points provided additional clarification or expanded upon information and 

analyses provided in the Draft EIR. In several locations, minor edits have been 

made to the language of the Draft EIR in order to correct inadvertent errors, to 

provide clarification, or reflect information provided by commenters. However, 

neither the content of the responses to comments, nor the editorial changes made 

to the language of the Draft EIR constitute "significant new information" as 

defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15088.S(a). Therefore. there is no 

requirement for recirculation of the Draft EIR. 
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