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CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center

In determining to approve the Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center project (“Project”), the
City of Inglewood (“City”) City Council makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions
regarding mitigation measures and alternatives, and adopts the statement of overriding considerations,
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”™) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.), particiglarly Public
Resources Code sections 21081 and 21081.5, the State Guidelines for Implementation 6£ CEQA (#CEQA
Guidelines™) (14 California Code of Regulations, § 15000 et seq.), particularly sectibns, 15091 4hrough
15093, and City of Inglewood Municipal Code, Chapter 12, Article 28.

This document is organized as follows:

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adoption, the eftvironmental review process
for the Project, the approval actions to be taken, and the logition of re¢ords;

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be siggificant that'dg not require mitigation;

Section 111 identifies potentially significant inpiitts that:.can bg'avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels through mitigation and déscribes the dispésition of the mitigation measures;

Section IV identifies significant impécts that cannot:be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels
and describes any applicable mitigation meastires a8 well as the disposition of the mitigation measures;

Section V identifies mitigation‘tieastites or alternatives set forth in comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“Draft EIR #)and provides information regarding the disposition of these proposals;

Section VI evalyates the'difterent Project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, technological, and
other considerations that support approval of the Project and the rejection of the alternatives, or elements
thereof, angélvized; and

Section Y11 presenis a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of
the City’s agtipnsiand its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project.

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the mitigation measures that have been
proposed for adoption is attached with these findings as Exhibit B. The MMRP is required by PRC
section 21081.6, subdivision (a)(1), and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091, subdivision (d), and 15097.
Exhibit B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report for the Project (“Final EIR”) that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact.
Exhibit B also specities the agency responsible for implementation of each measure. Where the Project
Sponsor, Murphy’s Bowl, LLC *“Project Sponsor” or “Project Applicant™), is required to participate in the
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implementation of a mitigation measure, Exhibit B also states this requirement. Exhibit B also sets forth
agency monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule for each mitigation measure. Where particular
mitigation measures must be adopted and/or implemented by particular responsible agencies such as the
County of Los Angeles or one of its departments or commissions, the MMRP identifies the agencies
involved and the actions they must take. All of the City’s specific obligations are also described. The full
text of each mitigation measure summarized or cited in these findings is set forth in Exhibit B. As
explained further in the MMRP, in addition to listing mitigation measures, for the purposes of public
disclosure and to assist in implementation and enforcement, the MMRP also lists “project design
features” and conditions of approval that have been adopted by and will be monitored by the City
pursuant to Assembly Bill 987.

Under CEQA, the City Council has discretion to revise or reject proposed mitigation“rieasures’ These
findings reflect the mitigation measures as set forth in the EIR. If and to the gxtent the City Council
directs City staft to revise the mitigation measures listed in these findifigs or irithe MMRP, City staff
shall immediately revise these documents as necessary to reflect the'City:. Council’g direction.

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record beforé'the City Council. In these
findings the references to certain pages or sections of the Draft'orFinal EIR, which together constitute the
EIR, are for ease of reference and are not intended tg:provide aniexhaustive list of the evidence relied
upon for these findings. A full explanation of the substantial evidence supporting these findings can be
found in the EIR, and these findings hereby ingsiporaté by reference the discussion and analyses in those
documents supporting the FIR’s determinations regarding the Project’s impacts and mitigation measures
designed to address those impacts. Refetencésito the Draft EIR or to the EIR are mtended as a general
reference to information that may beifoundiin eithier:ér both the Draft EIR or Final EIR.

Section . Approval of the Project

A, Description 'of the Project

As required under CEQA Guidélines section 15124, Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, Project Description,
presents information regarding the respective objectives of the City and the Project Sponsor for the
Project, the'sité whege the Project would be located (Project Site), the physical and operational
compongnts and chiaracteristics of the Project, and the discretionary approvals from the City and other
agencies‘that would be required for its implementation.

The Project Site 1s comprised of approximately 28.1 acres of land encompassing four distinct subareas
(see Figure S-1 of the Draft EIR):

e Arena Site: The approximately 17-acre Arena Site is the central part of the Project Site and is
bounded by West Century Boulevard on the north, South Prairie Avenue on the west, South Doty
Avenue on the east, and an imaginary straight line extending east from West 103rd Street to South
Doty Avenue to the south. The Arena Site includes an approximately 900-foot portion of West 102nd
Street;
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o West Parking Garage Site: The approximately 5-acre West Parking Garage Site is located across
South Prairie Avenue from the Arena Site, bounded by West Century Boulevard to the north, hotel
and residential uses to the west, South Prairie Avenue to the east, and West 102nd Street to the south.
The West Parking Garage Site includes an approximately 300-foot portion of West 101st Street;

e Fast Transportation and Hotel Site: The approximately 5-acre East Transportation and Hotel Site is
located 650 feet east of the Arena Site and is bounded by West Century Boulevard to the north,
industrial and commercial uses to the east and west, and West 102nd Street to the south; and

e JVell Relocation Site: The approximately 0.7-acre Well Relocation Site is located on the south side of
West 102nd Street, approximately 100 feet east of the Arena Site, and is bounded by vacant land to
the west and south and residential uses to the east.

All but six of the parcels (approximately 23 acres) that make up the Project Site gre. currently vabant or
undeveloped. The vacant or undeveloped parcels were acquired and cleared by the City between the mid-
1980s and the early 2000s with the support of grants issued by the Federal AviationAdministration
(FAA) to the City of Inglewood as part of the Noise Control/Land Usg CompatibilityProgram for Los
Angeles Airport (LAX).

The six developed parcels, approximately 54,098 square feet.(sf) (2% acres) all within the Arena Site,
include a fast food restaurant (on a privately-owned pargel), @motél{én 4 privately-owned parcel), a
warehouse and light manufacturing facilities (on twg privately oWned parcels), a commercial catering
business (on a privately-owned parcel), and a groundwater'well and related facilities (on a City-owned
parcel). Another 1.5 acres consists of street sggmerits, to'be vagated and incorporated into the Project Site.

The Project would develop the following;key'élements {see Table S-1 and Figure S-2 of the Draft EIR):

®  An 18,000-fixed-seat arena (Arena Structiye or'Arena) suitable for National Basketball Association
(NBA) games, with up to S06iadditional teniporary seats for other sports or entertainment events,
comprised of approximately:915.000 sf of space including the main performance and seating bowl,
food service and retai} space,‘and concourse areas. The Arena Structure also includes an
approximately 85,000 st'tedin:praectice and training facility, an approximately 25,000 sf sports
medicine clinjggéfidapptoximately 71,000 sf of space that would accommodate the Los Angeles
(LA) Clippeis team offices

Contigutis toithe Arenw Structure would be an approximately 650-space parking garage for premium
tickgt holders, VIPsiiand certain team personnel.

The Aigna Strueture would be a multi-faceted, ellipsoid structure that would rise no higher than

150 feet'abisve ground level. The exterior of the building would be comprised of a grid-like fagade
and roof that would be highly visible, distinctive, and instantly recognizable due to a design unique in
the City and the region, especially at night when it would be accentuated by distinctive lighting and
signage. The fagade and roof would be comprised of a range of textures and materials, including
metal and glass, with integrated solar panels that would reduce event day peak loads.

The Arena Structure would open onto a plaza that would serve as a gathering and pedestrian area for
arena attendees. The plaza would include a number of two-story structures that would provide up to
48,000 st of commercial uses including retail shops, and food and drink establishments, and up to
15,000 st of flexible community space for educational and youth-oriented uses. The plaza and plaza
structures would be directly connected to the West Parking Garage by an elevated pedestrian bridge
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that would span South Prairie Avenue at an elevation of approximately 17 feet from roadway surface
to bottom of the pedestrian bridge.

e The West Parking Garage Site includes development of a six-story, 3,110-space parking garage with
entrances and exits on West Century Boulevard and South Prairie Avenue. The West Parking Garage
would include a new publicly accessible access road that would connect West 101st Street and West
Century Boulevard on the western property boundary of the West Parking Garage Site.

e The East Transportation and Hotel Site includes development of a three-story structure on the south
side of West Century Boulevard, east of the Arena Site. The first level of this structure would serve as
a transportation hub, with bus staging for 20 coach/buses, 23 mini buses, and 182;car spaces for
Transportation Network Company (TNC) drop-off/pick-up and queuing. The secotidh.and third levels
of the structure would provide 365 parking spaces for arena and retail visiteiy.and eniployees*An up
to 150-room limited service hotel and associated parking would be developed;eastiof the Parking and

Transportation Hub Structure. 1

e The Arena Site includes the existing Inglewood Water Well #6;which wouldibe removed and
replaced with a new Water Well #8 within the Well Relocation Site, ‘diseparateparcel further to the
east along the south side of West 102nd Street. A City-ownedind -operated potable water well would
be developed on this site and would replace the City-oswned well'that currently exists on the Arena
Site and would be demolished in order to accommodate the development of the Arena Structure.

It is projected that the Arena would accommodate asgnany.as 243 évents each year. Of these events, itis
estimated that 62 of them would attract 10,000:0r:more attende¢s. and the remainder would be smaller
events, with 100 events with attendance of 2:000 or Tegs.

The Project would be designed and c¢anstriicted'to megt the US Green Building Council’s Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design{ LEED®} Gold ¢ertification requirements. Some of the sustainable
characteristics would be related toithe Project Site, and others would be related to the project design and
construction methods.

B. Project Objectives

CEQA Guidelingy section 15124ib) establishes that the Project Description must include a statement of the
objectives to be achieved by the Project. The Project constitutes a Public/Private partnership between
MurphyisBowl LLC andthe City as the Project would involve the disposition of property owned by the
City of Inglewood aind the City of Inglewood as Successor Agency to the City Inglewood Redevelopment
Agency, thewvacation of portions of City-owned streets, potential condemnation actions to acquire privately
owned, non-residential parcels as well as acquisition of public and potential acquisition of privately-owned
parcels, by the project applicant for the development of the Project that is designed to maximize the public
benefits. The project objectives for the Project include both the stated objectives of the City of Inglewood,

The East Transportation and Hotel Site could accommodate pick-ups and drop-offs of employees and attendees
using private buses, charter buses, microtransit, TNCs, taxis, or other private vehicles. It would not be used as a
connection point for public transportation options such as Metro buses.

DRAFT (June 12, 2020)
Page [ PAGE ] of [ NUMPAGES |



Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged
Subject to Revision

as well as the stated objectives of the Project Sponsor, Murphy’s Bowl LLC. The following are the City’s

stated objectives for the Project:

1.

o

Support the revitalization of the City of Inglewood, promote the City as a premiere regional sports
and entertainment center recognized at the local, regional, national, and international levels, and
support its City of Champions identity by bringing back a National Basketball Association (NBA)
franchise to the City.

Facilitate a project that promotes the City’s objectives related to economic development, and that
enhances the general economic health and welfare of the City by encouraging viable development,
stimulates new business and economic activity, and increases City revenue (property, sales,
admissions and transient occupancy taxes).

Expand the opportunities for the City’s residents and visitors to participate i wide tange of
sporting, cultural, civic and business events.

Strengthen the community by providing public and youth-oriented spa¢g, outdigr’' community
gathering space, and outdoor plazas.

Transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into cotpatible land tses within aircraft noise
contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance witli:Federal Ayiation Administration (FAA)
grants to the City.

Encourage sustainable, modem, integrated developmentithat inélisdes. coordinated traffic event
management strategies, encourages public transit:épportunities to the Project Site, provides safe and
adequate pedestrian circulation, and reflects a High levelof ar¢hitectural design quality and landscape
amenities.

Create employment and construction-related employmgst'opportunities in the City of Inglewood.
Cause the construction (with privatéfundsiiof a public assembly and related uses that are

geographically desirable and aggessibléito theiggneral public to host sporting, cultural, business, and
community events along with myriad.youth: and community- oriented programs.

Cause the construction (withpriviite funds) of a project that provides substantial public benefits,
including jobs, property.and sales taxes, admissions taxes, and transient occupancy taxes.

10. Achieve the ohjéttives discribed above in an expeditious and environmentally conscious manner.

The following aréthe project sponsor’s stated objectives for the Project:

1.

Build the long-tesii home of the LA Clippers NBA basketball team.

a.  Construct a state-of-the-art multi-purpose basketball and entertainment center with a capacity of
upite. 18,080 fixed seats to host LA Clippers home games beginning in the 2024-2025 NBA
season.

b. Locate a basketball and entertainment center on a site that is geographically desirable and
accessible to the LA Clippers’ current and anticipated fan base.

¢. Consolidate LA Clippers team operations and facilities in a single location that includes practice
facilities, team executive and management offices, a sports medicine clinic, and adequate parking
for both events and daily operations.

d. Design and develop the basketball and entertainment center to accommodate up to 18,500
attendees for other entertainment, cultural, sporting, business and community events when not in
use for LA Clippers home games.
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e. Create a lively, visitor- and community-serving environment year-round for patrons, employees,
community members, and visitors to the surrounding neighborhood and nearby sports and
entertainment venues by providing complementary on-site retail, dining, and/or community
spaces.

f.  Contribute to 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.

2. Develop a financially viable public/private Project that is constructed and operated from
private funding sources.

a. Locate the Project on a site that can be readily assembled and entitled to.enable the feasilile
development of the Project to host the LA Clippers home basketball gamg§'in.the 20242025
NBA season.

b. Create a unique visitor experience that is competitive with othgr' new iajor.gvent venues,
including state-of-the-art media, sound, and lighting systems “patron amenities, and other
features.

¢.  Enhance the future success of the Project by providing sigtiage, nanitirg rights, and sponsorship
opportunities to assist in the private financing of theiProject.

d. Support the financial viability of the Project by developiing sufficient complementary on-site uses
to enhance the productive use of the site ongvent arid nonkevent days, including retail, dining,
and potential hotel uses.

3. Design a Project that is synergistic with nearby existing and proposed uses and incorporates
state-of-the-art urban design and yenue design principles.

a. Locate the Project on a sitegigar othier existiris’ and planned mixed-use development to create a
dynamic, year-round spogts and entertainment district destination.

b. Develop the basketball and entertainment center with features that enhance the Project sense of
place as a major urban sports‘and entertainment venue, including gathering spaces, signage, and
other amenities:

¢. Create invitinigrand appropriately scaled pedestrian environments to facilitate the movement of
pedestrigns and créate'safe and secure assembly areas for fans and visitors.

d. Develop'the Project to meet high-quality urban design and sustainability standards.

e. [resign the Projgit to take advantage of existing and planned public transit, and incorporate
appropriatéivehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access and amenities that encourage sustainable
transportation options.

f.  Increase walkability and improve the pedestrian experience on adjacent public rights of way near
the Project Site, and enhance the streetscape appearance by providing perimeter and interior
landscaping.

C. Environmental Review

1. Preparation of the Final EIR

The EIR for the Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center (SCH No. 2018021056) was prepared,
noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed in full compliance with the California
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Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 ef seq.) (“CEQA™), the CEQA Guidelines (14
California Code of Regulations, § 15000 ef seq.), and the City of Inglewood Municipal Code, Chapter 12,
Article 28, as follows:

a. A Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of Planning and
Research and each responsible and trustee agency and was circulated for public comments from February
20, 2018 through March 22, 2018.

b. A scoping meeting to solicit input on the scope and contents of the Draft EIR was held on
March 12, 2018.

c. On December 27, 2019, the City filed a Notice of Completion (INOC) ofithe Praft EIR
with the Govermor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). That same:davi:the City' distributed copies
of the Draft EIR to OPR, to public agencies that have jurisdiction by law with téspect;to the Project, or
which exercise authority over resources that may be affected by the Projéet, and to'other interested parties
and agencies as required by law.

d. The City established a 45-day public cofimeniiperiodforithe Draft EIR. This comment
period began on December 27, 2019, and ended onFebruary.10,2020. The City extended the comment
period on three occasions, to and including March 2412020, The:City accepted and considered comments
submitted through this date. Comments submitted after this date have also been included in the record and
considered by the City.

e. On December 27, 20019, the ity also ' mailed a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft
EIR to all interested groups, orgétiizations, and‘individuals who had previously requested notice in
writing. The NOA stated that thie, City of Inglewood had completed the Draft EIR and that copies were
available at Inglewood @ity Hall, Ezonomic & Community Development Department Planning Division,
One West Manchester Bouleyard; Fourth Floor, Inglewood, California 90301, the Inglewood Public
Library, 101 Wegt‘Manchestér Boulevard, Inglewood, CA 90301, and Crenshaw Imperial Brach Library,
11141 Crenshaw Boulevard Inglewood, CA 90303. The comments of such groups, organizations, and
individualgiwiére saght thrsugh February 10, 2020. As noted above, the City issued revised NOAs
extendiny the comment period to and including March 24, 2020. The original NOA and all revised NOAs
werte postéd on the €ity’s website and emailed to OPR.

f. A public notice was placed in the Los Angeles Times on December 27, 2019 and
Inglewood Today on January 2, 2020, which stated that the Draft EIR was available for public review and
comment.

g. A public notice was posted in the office of the Los Angeles County Clerk on December

27,2019. The City extended the Draft EIR comment period on three occasions, posting additional notices
regarding such extensions. Ultimately, the comment period was extended through March 24, 2020.
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h. On June 3, 2020, the City released the Final EIR for the Project. The Final EIR included
(1) comments on the Draft EIR submitted during the comment period, (i1) responses to those comments,
(ii1) staff-initiated revisions to the text of the Draft EIR, together with an explanation of why those
changes were made, and (iv) a draft of the MMRP. The City sent notice to those submitting comments
and to other interested agencies and individuals that the Final EIR had been released, stating that the Final
EIR had been posted and was available for review on the City’s web site, and that the Final EIR included
responses to comments received on the Draft EIR.

i. The City made documents available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format,
including the Draft EIR, all documents submitted to or relied on in the preparation of the Draft FIR,
comments and the Final EIR, as required by Public Resources Code section 21 168:6.8(g) Mocumients
were posted in a timely manner on the City’s Economic and Community Developiment Bepartment EIR
web page at https://www.cityofinglewood.org/1036/Murphys-Bowl-Proposed-NBAArena and
www.ibecproject.com.

] In certifying the EIR, the City Council finds that thie Final FIR and its appendices do not
add significant new information to the Draft EIR that wouldirequire régirculation of the EIR pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 because the Final EIR andiits appéndices contain no information
revealing (1) any new significant environmental impact thatwould,result from the Project (including the
variant to the project proposed for adoption) or from*dmew or revised mitigation measure proposed to be
implemented, (2) any substantial increase inthe severtysf apreviously identified environmental impact
unless mitigation measures are adopted thatiwould redyce the impact, (3) any feasible project alternative
or mitigation measures considerably différent from otliers previously analyzed that would clearly lessen
the environmental impacts of the Project butithat wis rejected by the Project Applicant, or (4) that the
Draft EIR was so fundamentally“and bagically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public
review and comment were presluded:

k. The City €ouncil‘hasplaced the highest priority on feasible measures that will reduce
greenhouse gas efftissionsion ‘the arena site and in the neighboring communities of the arena. Mitigation
measures have bgen consideted and implemented, to the extent feasible and necessary.

2. Recirculation

Under sectipn, 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required when “significant
new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for
public review but prior to certification of the Final EIR. The term “information” can include changes in
the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other information. New information
added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s
proponents have declined to implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes,
for example, a disclosure showing that:
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(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

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

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

(4) The DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory ingature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

(CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).)

Recirculation is not required where the new information added in the Final EIR.metély clarifies or
amplifies or makes insigniticant modifications in an adequate Draft FIR: The abtye standard is “not
intend[ed] to promote endless rounds of revision and recirculatioy,of EIRSY (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6,Cal 4th'§112, 1132 (Laurel Heights).)
“Recirculation was intended to be an exception, rather than ‘the ‘seriéral rale.” (Ibid.)

The City recognizes that minor changes have been‘made tg the Project and additional evidence has been
developed after publication of the Draft EIR. Theefinéiments fiithe project are described in Chapter 2 of
the Final EIR.As described in the Final EIR; these refinemésts would result either in no changes to the
impact conclusions or in a reduction in.the s¢yerity of the impact presented in the Draft EIR. In addition,
minor refinements that have occurrediatterithe publigation of the Final EIR will not result in new or
substantially more severe signifigant impacts

Finally, the Final EIR includes’syppléinental data and information that was developed after publication of
the Draft EIR to furtherisiippost the inforrhation presented in the Draft EIR. None of this supplemental
information affects the coriclusions Gritesults in substantive changes to the information presented in the
Draft EIR or to the signifiéanceiof impacts as disclosed in the Draft EIR.

CEQA cagtiliw emiphasizesithat ““[tthe CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate
proposalin the pregise miold of the imtial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge
during investigation; evoking revision of the original proposal.”” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (19983221 Cal App.3d 692, 736-737; see also River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan
Transit Development Bd (1995) 37 Cal . App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11.) “*CEQA compels an interactive
process of assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be
genuine. It must be open to the public, premised upon a tull and meaningtul disclosure of the scope,
purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights
that emerge from the process.” [Citation.] In short, a project must be open for public discussion and
subject to agency modification during the CEQA process.” (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v.
33rd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.) Similarly, additional studies included in a Final
EIR that result in minor modifications or additions to analysis concerning significant impacts disclosed in
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a Draft EIR does not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation of an FIR. (See
Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center v. County of Siskiyou (2012) 210 Cal. App.4th 184, 221
[incorporation of technical studies in a Final EIR disclosing additional locations affected by a significant
noise impact identified in the Draft EIR did not require recirculation].) Here, the changes made to the
Project and the additional evidence relied on in the Final EIR are the kind of information and revisions
that the case law recognizes as legitimate and proper and does not trigger the need to recirculate the Draft
EIR.

The City Council finds that none of the changes and revisions in the Final EIR substantially affect the
analyses or conclusions presented in the Draft EIR, and do not constitute significant néw information;
therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR for additional public comments is not teguired.

D. AB 987

AB 987 was signed by Governor Jerry Brown on September 30, 208" The bill 4dded’section 21168.6.8 to
CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, § 21168.6.8) and provides for expedited judicial review in the event that
the certification of this EIR or the granting of project approvals are:ghallenged; so long as certain
requirements are met. The provisions of CEQA section 21168.6:8:are similar to the provisions of the Jobs
and Economic Improvement through Environmental JjgadershigiAct of 2011 (AB 900; Pub. Resources
Code, §§ 21178 through 21189.3), which establish&d expedited judicial review of certified Environmental
Leadership Development Projects. In order to gualify for expeditéd judicial review under AB 987, the
Project must implement a transportation degiand managemigiit program that will achieve a 15 percent
reduction in vehicle trips, and must not.gesultin any nef:additional greenhouse gas emissions.
Additionally, as a condition of appro¥al ofithe Prgject, 'the City must require the Project Sponsor to
implement measures that will achieve reductions of specified amounts of certain criteria pollutants and

toxic air contaminants.2 The €iovertidr has certified the project as complying with the provisions of AB
987.

The Project must:

A. Receive Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) gold certification for new
eonstruction within one year of the completion of the first NBA season.

B. Implementtrip reduction measures including the following:

i.  Implementation of a transportation demand management plan that, upon full
implementation, will achieve and maintain a 15 percent reduction in the number of
vehicle trips, collectively, by attendees, employees, visitors, and customers as compared
to operations absent the transportation demand management program;

ii. To accelerate and maximize vehicle trip reduction, each measure in the transportation
demand management program shall be implemented as soon as feasible, so that no less

2 Office of the Governor, 2018. Assembly Bill 987 Signing Message. September 30. A copy of Public Resources
Code section 21168.6.8 is contained in Appendix N of the Draft EIR.
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than a 7.5 percent reduction in vehicle trips is achieved and maintained by the end of the
first NBA season during which an NBA team has played at the arena;

iii. A 15 percent reduction in vehicle trips shall be achieved and maintained as soon as
feasible, but not later than Januvary 1, 2030. The applicant shall verify achievement to the
lead agency and the Office of Planning and Research; and

iv. If the applicant fails to verify achievement of the reduction required by clause (iii), the
lead agency shall impose additional feasible measures to reduce vehicle trips by
17 percent, or, if there is a rail transit line with a stop within one-quarter mile of the
arena, 20 percent, by January 1, 2035.

C. Be located on an infill site.

D. Be consistent with the general use designation, density, building intensity, andapplicable
policies specitied for the project area in either a sustainable commuriifidsstrategioran
alternative planning strategy for which the State Air Resources Board:pursiaiit to Subparagraph
(H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of section 65080 of the Goyernmgnt Code, has accepted
a metropolitan planning organization’s determination that thie sustaihable communities strategy
or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented;“achieve the:gréenhouse gas emission
reduction targets.

AB 987 also requires that the Governor certify that the follosing conditions are met in order for the
Project to quality for expedited judicial review:

(1) The Project will result in a minimum iivestmeiit of oneihundred million dollars
($100,000,000) in California upon completion gf constrifetion.

(2) The Project creates high-wage, highly skilled jébs that pay prevailing wages and living wages,
employs a skilled and trained workfdrce, as defined in subdivision (d) of Section 2601 of the
Public Contract Code, provides comstrugtion jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps
reduce unemployment.

(3) Compliance with AB987 wisuld regiire the Project to result in no net additional emission of
greenhouse gases, inclisding greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as
determined by the State Air Regources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with
Section 38500) 6f thigrHealth.and Safety Code. Not less than 50 percent of the greenhouse gas
emissions reductiongnecessary to achieve this requirement must be from local, direct greenhouse
gas emisgions rédinction, measures, and the project applicant may obtain offset credits for up to
50 percent of the gréenhtuse gas emissions reductions necessary to achieve it.

(4)#Fhe Project Spotisor demonstrates compliance with the solid waste and recycling
tequirements'6fChapters 12.8 (commencing with Section 42649) and 12.9 (commencing with
Section 42649.8) of Part 3 of Division 30, as applicable.

(5¥Fhe Project Sponsor has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation
measures required pursuant to CEQA and any other environmental measures required by AB 987
to certify the Project under AB 987 shall be conditions of approval of the Project, and those
conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead
agency.

(6) The Project Sponsor agrees to pay any additional costs incurred by the courts in hearing and
deciding any case subject to AB 987.

(7) The Project Sponsor agrees to pay the costs of preparing the record of proceedings for the
Project concurrent with review and consideration of the Project pursuant to CEQA.
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AB 987 also requires that, as a condition of approval of the Project, the lead agency shall require the
Project Sponsor, in consultation with the South Coast Air Quality Management District, to implement
measures that will achieve criteria pollutant and toxic air contaminant reductions over and above any
emission reductions required by other laws or regulations in communities surrounding the project. Ata
minimum, these measures must achieve reductions of a minimum of 400 tons of NOx and 10 tons of
PM2.5 over the 10 years following the commencement of construction of the Project. Of these amounts, a
minimum of 130 tons of NOx and 3 tons of PM, s would be achieved within the first year following
commencement of construction of the Project. If the project applicant can demonstrate and verify to the
South Coast Air Quality Management District that it has invested at least thirty million dollars
($30,000,000) to achieve the requirements of this subdivision, the requirements of this“gubdivision shall
be deemed met, so long as one-half of the reductions described above are met. Gigenhouse gas gntissions
reductions achieved through these NOy and PM> s reduction measures shall countfowardithe applicant’s
obligations to achieve 50 percent of the greenhouse gas reductions throygh'local, digetct greenhouse gas
reduction measures.

In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21168.6.8(g), the City prepared the record of
proceedings concurrently with the preparation of the Draft EJR. madeithe Draft EIR and all other documents
submitted to or relied upon by the City in preparing the Rraft BIR readily decessible in electronic format on
the date of release of the Draft EIR. These documents;jitogether with other documents that comprise the
record of proceedings, were also posted to and accessible at'the web'Site established for the project record
(www.IBECProject.com). A copy of Public Regourties Code segtion 21168.6.8 is contained in Appendix N
of the Draft EIR.

The City will comply with section 24168.6:8 by ‘dertitving the record of proceedings within five days of
filing a Notice of Determination;

E. Approval Actions

Implementation of the:Projeét, requires, but may not be limited to, the following actions by the City of
Inglewood:

o Certifigation of the EIR o determine that the EIR was completed in compliance with the requirements
of CEQA, that théidesision-making body has reviewed and considered the information in the EIR,
and that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City of Inglewood.

e  Adoptitin,of a/Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which specifies the methods for
monitoring mitigation measures required to eliminate or reduce the Project’s significant effects on the
environment.

e Adoption of CEQA findings of fact, and for any environmental impacts determined to be significant
and unavoidable, a Statement of Overriding Considerations.

e Approval of amendments to the General Plan’s Land Use, Circulation, and Safety Elements, with
conforming map and text changes to reflect the plan for the Proposed Project, including:

— Redesignation of certain properties in the Land Use Element from Commercial to Industrial;
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— Addition of specific reference to sports and entertainment facilities and related and ancillary uses
on properties in the Industrial land use designation text,

— Updating Circulation Element maps and text to reflect vacation of portions of West 101st Street
and West 102nd Street and to show the location of the Proposed Project; and

— Updating Safety Element map to reflect the relocation of the municipal water well and related
infrastructure.

e Approval of a Specific Plan Amendment to the Inglewood International Business Park Specific Plan
to exclude properties within the Project Site from the Specific Plan Area.

» Approval of amendments to Chapter 12 of the Inglewood Municipal Code, including:

—  Text amendments to create an overlay zone establishing development standards'ificluding
standards for height, setbacks, street frontage, and lot size, permitted usts ‘$ignage. patking and
loading, public art. design review processes under the Proposed Project-specifi¢ Digyelopment
Guidelines (discussed below), addressing parcel map procedures, anil, and éther land use
controls; and

— Conforming Zoning Map amendments applying the oveglay zongitg the Project Site or portions
thereof.

e Approval of targeted, conforming text amendments to;*an@waiveréor exceptions from, other
Inglewood Municipal Code chapters, as necessary,icluding but 1ot fimited to, Chapters 2, 3, 5, 8,
10, and 11, to permit development and operatiogiiof the Propéised Project.

e  Approval of the vacation of portions of West 101st:8treet and West 102nd Street, and adoption of
findings in connection with that approva},

e Approval of permit to encroach on Eity‘streets.

e  Approval of transfer of certain Successiy, Agéneoy~owned parcels within the Project Site to the City of
Inglewood

e Approval of a Dispositiofiiand Diévelopment Agreement (DDA) by the City of Inglewood governing
terms of disposition and develppmsnt of property.

e Approval of a Development Aireement (DA) addressing community benefits and vesting
entitlements for'the Proposed Project.

e  Approval of Pevelopment Guidelines including 1) Implementation and Administration, 2) Design
Guidelines, and 3) Infrastructure Plan; the Design Guidelines will address certain design elements,
inclyding buildingpgientation, massing, design and materials, plaza treatments, landscaping and
lighting desigiiiparking and loading design, pedestrian circulation, signage and graphics, walls,
fencedand scréening, sustainability features, and similar elements.

e Approval of subdivision map(s) in compliance with the Subdivision Map Act and Article 22 of the
Inglewood Municipal Code (IMC).

e Approval of conditions of approval deemed necessary and appropriate by the City.

e Any additional actions or permits deemed necessary to implement the Proposed Project, including
encroachment, demolition, grading, foundation, and building permits, any permits or approvals
required for extended construction hours, tree removal permits, and other additional ministerial
actions, permits, or approvals from the City of Inglewood that may be required.
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Additionally, if the project applicant is unable to acquire privately-owned, non-residential parcels within
the Project Site, the City, in its sole discretion, may consider the use of eminent domain to acquire any
such parcels, subject to applicable law.

In addition to approvals by the City of Inglewood, approvals or actions by other agencies or entities
would include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Determination of consistency with the LAX Airport Land Use Plan by the Los Angeles County
Airport Land Use Commission.

o [ssuance of permits to allow for municipal water well relocation by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Health.

e Review of the Proposed Project by the FAA under 14 Code of Federal Regulatiois. Part 77 for

issuance of a Determination of No Hazard.

Additional approvals or permits may also be required from federal, State, regional, orilocal agencies,
including but not limited to the following:

e Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board;

e South Coast Air Quality Management District;

e Los Angeles County Fire Department;

e Los Angeles County Metro; and

e California Department of Transportation,

F. Contents and Location of Record

The record upon which all finditigs andidetermitiations related to the Project consists of those
items listed in Public Resourceg.Code section 21167.6 subdivision (), including but not limited
to the following documents, whickare'ifigorporated by reference and made part of the record
supporting these findings:

e The City of Inglewood {ienegal Plan and all Elements thereto, as amended from time to time through
the date of approval of the Project;

¢ Cityof Inglewgod Municipal Code.
o The NOR.andall other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the Project.

e The Draft EIR and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the Final EIR. (The references in
these findings to the Final EIR include the Draft EIR, the RTC, and the Initial Study.)

e The MMRP for the Project.

e All findings and resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the Project, and all documents
cited or referred to therein.
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e All information including written evidence and testimony provided by City staff to the City Council
relating to the EIR, the Project, and the alternatives set forth in the EIR or these CEQA findings.

e All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters, synopses of meetings, and
other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or prepared by any City commissions, boards,
officials, consultants, or staff relating to the Project.

e All information provided by the public, including written correspondence received by City statf
during the public comment period of the Draft EIR.

e All testimony presented to the Planning Commission or City Council.

e All information presented at workshops or hearings held by the City for the Pioject.

e All documents related to AB 987, including the record of the projéét applicant’s submittals to the
Governor pursuant to AB 987, including the California Air Regotrtes Board*§:determination
concerning, and the Governor’s certification of, the Project:

e  All information and documents included on the website prapared for the Project pursuant to AB 987,

which are available at the following link: [ HYPERTINK Uhttp:/wwiw.ibecproject.com/" ] or at [
HYPERLINK "https://www.citvofinglewood.orgi1 036/ Murphys-Bowl-Proposed-NBA-Arena” |.

The City Council has relied on all of the documents ligtgil'abovein reaching its decision on the Project,
even if not every document was formally presented o thé/Cotnicil. Without exception, any documents set
forth above not found in the Project files fallinto one 6f two categories. In the first category, many of the
documents reflect prior planning or legistitive decisions of which the City Council was familiar with
when approving the Project. (See (ily of Sarig Criiz'v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1978) 76
Cal.App.3d 381, 391-392, Dominéw, v, Dept. of Personmel Admin. (1988) 205 Cal. App.3d 729, 738, fn. 6.)
In the second category, documents thit.influenced the expert advice provided to City staff or consultants,
who then provided advigiito.the City Cotincil as final decision makers, form part of the underlying factual
basis for the City Counncil Sidecisionsirelating to approval of the Project and properly constitute part of the
administrative re¢ord. (See.Pubi:Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd. (e)(10), Browning-Ferris Industries v.
City Council of City of San Jose (1986) 181 Cal. App.3d 852, 866, Stanislaus Audubon Society, Inc. v.
County of Stawiislangs, (1995533 Cal. App.4th 144, 153, 155.)

The publig hearing franscript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public
review periodythe administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR, as well as
additional materials concerning approval of the Project and adoption of these findings are contained in the
Project files. Project files are available by contacting Mindy Wilcox, Planning Manager, at the Inglewood
City Hall, Economic & Community Development Department Planning Division, One West Manchester
Boulevard, Fourth Floor, Inglewood, California 90301. All files have been available to the City Council
and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the Project.
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G, Findings Required Under CEQA

1. Findings

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where feasible, to
substantially lessen or avoid significant environment impacts that would otherwise occur. Mitigation
measures or alternatives are not required, however, where such changes are infeasible or where the
responsibility for the project lies with some other agency. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a)(2);
CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subds. (a), (b).)

Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being acéomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account econémig, environmental,
social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 includes another fagtony: legal”
considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisérs (Goleta IT) (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553, 565.)

The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objegtives of aproject. (City of Del Marv. Citv of
San Diego (1982) 133 Cal. App.3d 410, 417 (City of DefMaryi) “| Fleasibility” under CEQA encompasses
‘desirability” to the extent that desirability is based gt a reagonabile balancing of the relevant economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (/b see also:Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v.
City of Odkland (1993) 23 Cal. App.4th 704, 715 (Seguoviah Hills), see also Cdlifornia Native Plant
Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CaliApp.4th 957, 1001 |after weighing “‘economic,
environmental, social, and technological‘factors’. ... ‘apiagency may conclude that a mitigation measure or
alternative is impracticable or undgsirable frém a‘pislicy standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that
ground’”].)

With respect to a project.for which:significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a public
agency, after adopting proper Tindings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a
statement of overriding'donsiderations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the
project’s “benefits” rendereéd “ac¢Ceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA
Guidelineg;:§§.15093, 15043, subd. (b), see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).)

In seeking to effectuate the substantive policy of CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid significant
environmetital effects to the extent feasible, an agency, in adopting findings, need not necessarily address
the feasibility of both mitigation measures and environmentally superior alternatives when contemplating
approval of a proposed project with significant impacts. Where a significant impact can be mitigated to an
“acceptable” level solely by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its
findings, has no obligation to consider the feasibility of any environmentally superior alternative that
could also substantially lessen or avoid that same impact — even if the alternative would render the
impact less severe than would the proposed project as mitigated. (Laurel Hills Homeowners Association
v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal. App.3d 515, 521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford
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(1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the
University of California (“Laurel Heights 1”) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400-403.)

In these findings, the City first addresses the extent to which each significant environmental effect can be
substantially lessened or avoided through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Only after
determining that, even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, an effect is significant and
unavoidable does the City address the extent to which alternatives described in the EIR are (1)
environmentally superior with respect to that effect and (i1) “feasible” within the meaning of CEQA.

In cases in which a project’s significant effects cannot be mitigated or avoided, an agepey, after adopting
proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if it first adopts a statement of overiding
considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the “betiéfits of thelproject
outweigh the significant effects on the environment.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081 subdi(b); see also
CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b).) In the statement of ovérndingiconsiderations found at the
end of these findings, the City identifies the specific economic, sogial, “dnd other'pnsiderations that, in its
judgment, outweigh the significant environmental effects that thé:Project Will cause.

The California Supreme Court has stated that “[tlhe wisdoti tfdpproving ... any development project, a
delicate task which requires a balancing of interests, 1s'necessatily left to the sound discretion of the local
officials and their constituents who are responsibleitor suchidecisigns. The law as we interpret and apply
it simply requires that those decisions be informed, andithereforg'balanced.” (Goleta 11 (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553 at p. 576.)

The City Council’s findings in suppost ofiits approvaliof the Project are set forth below for each of the
significant environmental effects gf'and altertiatives'to the Project identified in the FIR pursuant to
section 21080 of CEQA and sectitip, 13091 of thé CEQA Guidelines. These findings provide the written
analysis and conclusions of the:{iity Gouncil regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the
mitigation measures inclihed as patt.of the EIR and adopted by the City Council as part of the Project. To
avoid duplication andaedundancy, and because the City Council agrees with, and hereby adopts, the
conclusions in the EIR, thése fifidings will not repeat the analysis and conclusions in the EIR, but instead
incorporates them by reference in these findings and relies upon them as substantial evidence supporting
these findings.

In making:these findings, the City Council has considered the opinions of staff and experts, other agencies
and membersiofthe public. The City Council finds that the determination of significance thresholds is a
judgment decision within the discretion of the City Council; the significance thresholds used in the EIR
are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR preparers and
City staff, and the significance thresholds used in the FIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of
assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal
matter, the City Council is not bound by the significance determinations in the EIR (see Pub. Resources
Code, § 21082.2, subd. (e)), the City Council finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own.

As set forth below, the City Council adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures set forth in the
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EIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and significant
impacts of the Project.

2. Findings About Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The following sections of these findings — Sections I, 1T and IV — set forth the City’s findings about the
EIR’s determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed
to address them. These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the City regarding the
environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures included as part of the EIR and adopted
by the City as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and becausethe City agrees with,
and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the EIR, these findings will not repeat the analysisiand conglusions
in the EIR, but instead incorporates them by reference in these findings and reliés upon, them as
substantial evidence supporting these findings.

In making these findings, the City has considered the opinions of staftiand expetts, other agencies, and
members of the public. The City finds that the determination of signiticancg thresholds is generally a
decision requiring judgment within the discretion of City; the significance thiresholds used in the EIR are
supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the xpert opinion of the EIR preparers and
City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of
assessing the significance of the adverse environménital effeéts of'the Project. Thus, although as a legal
matter, the City is not bound by the significance deterntinationsis the EIR (see Pub. Resources Code, §
21082.2, subd. (&), the City Council finds them persimsivé:and hereby adopts them as its own.

These findings do not attempt to deseribeithe full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the
EIR. Instead, a full explanation ofithese envitpnmetal findings and conclusions can be found in the EIR,
and these findings hereby incorporate by referenée the discussion and analysis in the EIR supporting the
EIR’s determination regarding ‘the Praject’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those
impacts. In making theséfindings.“the City Council ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings, the
determinations and gonelusiinns of the EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures,
except to the extent any Sugh déterminations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by
these findings.

As set forth below, the'City Council adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation measures within its
authority and jurisdittion as lead agency, as set forth in the EIR and presented in the attached MMRP
(Exhibit Bj#in.order to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant and significant impacts of
the Project. The MMRP will remain available for public review during the compliance period. In adopting
mitigation measures from the EIR, the City Council intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures
proposed in the EIR for the Project for adoption by the City. The City Council also intends that the
MMRP should include each and every mitigation measure included in the EIR, including those assigned
to responsible agencies. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the EIR has
inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, any such mitigation measure is hereby
adopted and/or incorporated in the findings below by reference.
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In addition, mitigation measures are listed in different locations in these findings, in the MMRP, and in
the EIR. The City has made every effort to ensure that the text of each mitigation measure is consistent
wherever that text appears. To the extent the text ditfers for the same mitigation measure from one
location to another, such differences are inadvertent. In those instances, the text of the mitigation measure
as it appears in the MMRP shall control, unless in context it is clear that the text in the MMRP does not
reflect the City’s determination with respect to the mitigation measure to be adopted; in such instances,
the most stringent version of the mitigation measure shall apply, regardless of whether that most stringent
version appears in the findings, in the MMRP, or in the EIR.

The impact numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect thé:information
contained in the EIR. In Sections 11, [Il and IV below, the same statutory findings are made. for gicategory
of environmental impacts and mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical firiding dézens of
times to address each and every significant effect and mitigation measure, “thig initia] finding obviates the
need for such repetition because in no instance is the City Council rejgeting theicontlusions of the EIR or
the mitigation measures recommended in the EIR for the Project.

Section ll. Impacts Found to have No'lmpact or be Less Than
Significant and Thus Reduiring No Mitigation

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required, for'impacts that are less than significant (Public
Resources Code section 21002; CEQA Guidelines ségtion1:5126.4, subd. (a)3), section 15091). Based on
substantial evidence in the entire record:of this proceeding, the City Council finds that implementation of

the Project will not result in any significant:impagts isiithe following areas and that these impact areas,
therefore, do not require mitigatign: As statediabove, these findings do not repeat the analysis and
conclusions in the EIR, but instead ingbrporates them by reference in these findings and relies upon them
as substantial evidence supportiig, thése findings.

A. Aesthetics
1. Impact 3,1 -1: Constzuction and operation of the Proposed Project could substantially degrade the

existing visual.chagacter or guality of public views of the site and its surroundings, or could conflict with
the City’s'zoning anditegiilations governing scenic quality. (Refer to pages 3.1-20 through 3.1-40 of the
Draft EIR.)

2. Impact3:1-3: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could cast shadows on
shadow- sensitive uses for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM PST on
either the summer or winter solstice. (Refer to pages 3.1-52 through 3.1-60 of the Dratt EIR.)

3. Impact 3.1-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings, or conflict with the City’s zoning and regulations governing scenic
quality. (Refer to page 3.1-61 of the Draft EIR.)
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B. Air Quality

1. Impact 3.2-3: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. (Refer to pages 3.2-91 through 3.1-102 of the Draft
EIR)

2. Impact 3.2-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could result in other emissions
(such as those leading to odors). (Refer to page 3.2-103 of the Draft EIR.)

3. Impact 3.2-7: Construction and operation Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development, could contribute to a cumulative exposure of sensitive receptors to subitantial pollutant
concentrations. (Refer to pages 3.2-107 through 3.1-109 of the Draft EIR.)

4. Impact 3.2-8: Construction and operation Proposed Project, in conjunction withiother'icumulative
development, could result in cumulative increases of other emissions (suchiass thosédeading'to odors).

(Refer to page 3.2-109 of the Draft EIR.)

C. Biological Resources

1. Impact 3.3-1: Construction and operation of the Proptised. Project would not have a substantial
adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifigationsjzon any'Spécies identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional‘plansgpolicies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wilijlife Service. (Refer to page 3.3-13 of the Draft
EIR)

2. Impact 3.3-4: Construction and operation of the: Proposed Project, in combination with other
cumulative development, could interfere“substantiallyiwith the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species gf with establishedinative resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites!{Refer to pages 3.3-18 through 3.3-19 of the Draft EIR.)

3. Impact 3.3-5: Construction anid:operation of the Proposed Project, in combination with other
cumulative projects, cot}id contlict tithlécal policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such

as a tree preservation policyior ordinatice. (Refer to page 3.3-19 of the Draft EIR.)

D. Energy Demand and Conservation

1. Impact 3.5-F:ionstruction and operation of the Proposed Project could cause wasteful,
inefficieiit, or unnégessary consumption of energy resources. (Refer to pages 3.5-27 through 3.5-37 of the
Draft EIR%)

2. Impact 3.5-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could conflict with or obstruct a
State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. (Refer to pages 3.5-38 through 3.5-39 of the
Draft EIR.)

3. Impact 3.5-3: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded electric power, natural gas or telecommunication facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Refer to pages 3.5-40
through 3.5-44 of the Draft EIR.)
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4. Impact 3.5-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could cause wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources during construction or operation of the Proposed Project. (Refer to pages 3.5-44 through 3.5-45
of the Draft EIR.)

5. Impact 3.5-5: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency. (Refer to pages 3.5-45 through 3.5-46 of the Draft EIR.)

6. Impact 3.5-6: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, would result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded electric
power, natural gas or telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects. (Refer to pages 3.5-46 through 3.5-48 of the Fraft FIR

E. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1. Impact 3.7-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Projeet could bé.iriconsistent with
applicable plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purposg.of reducing the emissions of GHGs.
(Refer to pages 3.7-65 through 3.6-71 of the Draft EIR.)

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1. Impact 3.8-1: Construction and operation of‘the Proposed Project could create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment throughiithe rottine tragisport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials. (Refer to pages 3.8-32 through 3:6:35 of the Draft EIR )

2. Impact 3.8-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment throtigh redgonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardotis matesfals inti,the environment. (Refer to pages 3.8-35 through 3.6-37
of the Draft EIR.)

3. Impact 3.8-3: Capnstiugtion and operation of the Proposed Project could emit hazardous emissions
or handle hazardous or acutély hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed schobl. (Refer to pages 3.8-37 through 3.6-39 of the Draft EIR.)

4. Impact 3:8-6: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could impair implementation of
or physigally interfereéswith'an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Refer to
pages 3:8-48 through 3.6-49 of the Draft EIR.)

5. Impaet:3:8-7: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. (Refer to page 3.8-50 of the Draft EIR.)

6. Impact 3.8-8: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. (Refer to page 3.8-51 of the Draft EIR.)

7. Impact 3.8-9: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
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materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. (Refer to pages
3.8-52 through 3.6-53 of the Draft EIR.)

8. Impact 3.8-10: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could be located on sites that are included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, could create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment. (Refer to pages 3.8-53 through 3.6-54 of the Draft EIR.)

9. Impact 3.8-11: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, would be located within an airport land use plan area and could cumulatively
result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the projggt area, or could
create a hazard to navigable airspace and/or operations at a public airport. (Refer to pagés, 3.8-55 through
3.6-56 of the Draft FIR.)

10. Impact 3.8-12: Construction and operation of the Proposed Projectiiin corfjunetion " with other
cumulative development, could impair implementation of or physically interféie with an adopted

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Refer to pages 3.8-56'af the Draft FIR.)

G. Hydrology and Water Quality

1. Impact 3.9-2: Construction and operation of thg/Propsed Project-could substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwatetizecharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater management of théibasing or confliet with or obstruct implementation of
sustainable groundwater management plan. (Refer to pages 3.9:24 through 3.6-26 of the Draft EIR.)

2. Impact 3.9-5: Construction and opetation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development within areas setved by:the WEGB and Central Basin groundwater basins, could
cumulatively decrease groundwateg supplicsior inferfére substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustginable groundwater management of the basin, or conflict with or
obstruct implementation of sustainablé sroundwater management plan. (Refer to pages 3.9-32 through
3.9-33 of the Draft EIR.)

H. Land Use and Planning

1. Impact 3.10-1: Congtruction and operation of the Proposed Project could physically divide an
established commiunity. (Réfer to pages 3.10-29 through 3.10-31 of the Draft EIR.)

2. Impact 3.10-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could conflict with a land use
plan, poligy, or regilation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
(Refer to pages:3i10-32 through 3.10-34 of the Draft FIR.)

3. Impact 3.10-3: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could physically divide an established community. (Refer to pages 3.10-35
through 3.10-37 of the Draft EIR.)

4. Impact 3.10-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Refer to pages 3.10-37 through 3.10-
38 of the Dratt FIR.)
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I Noise and Vibration

1. Impact 3.11-4: The Proposed Project is located within the Planning Boundary/Airport Influence
Area for LAX as designated within the airport land use plan and could expose people residing or working
in the region surrounding the Project Site to excessive noise levels. (Refer to pages 3.11-186 through
3.11-188 of the Draft EIR.)

2. Impact 3.11-8: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other

cumulative development, could expose people residing or working in the region surrounding the Project
Site to excessive noise levels from airport noise. (Refer to page 3.11-230 of the Draft EIR.)

J. Population, Emplovment, and Housing

1. Impact 3.12-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project,could indyge syhstantial
unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by:propiosing fiew homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or gther infrastruciure). (Refer to pages
3.12-12 through 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR.)

2. Impact 3.12-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could displace substantial
numbers of existing people or housing units necessitating theitonstruction of replacement housing
elsewhere. (Refer to pages 3.12-15 through 3.12-18 of thé Draft EIR?)

3. Impact 3.12-3: Construction and operation 6fithe ProposedProject, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could contribute to eunulative substaiitial unplanned population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by propogitic new'homeg:and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads and other infrastriicture). (Kefer to pages 3.12-18 through 3.12-19 of the Draft
EIR)

4. Impact 3.12-4: Construetion andioperition of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could displaée substantial numbers of existing people or housing units
necessitating the construction ofiregplagement housing elsewhere. (Refer to pages 3.12-19 through 3.12-22
of the Draft EIR.)

K. Public Services

1. Impagt 3:13-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could result in substantial
adverse physical impaitsiassociated with the provision of new or physically altered facilities for the
provision:of fire ptétection and emergency medical services, the construction of which could cause
significantienvironmiental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives. (Refer to pages 3.13-13 through 3.13-19 of the Draft FIR.)

2. Impact 3.13-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of or need for new or physically altered facilities for the provision of fire protection and
emergency medical services, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection. (Refer to pages 3.13-19 through 3.13-32 of the Draft EIR.)

3. Impact 3.13-3: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or need for new or physically altered facilities
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for police protection services, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable response times or other performance objectives for police protection. (Refer
to pages 3.13-32 through 3.13-35 of the Draft EIR.)

4. Impact 3.13-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could contribute to cumulative substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of or need for new or physically altered facilities for police protection services, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
response times or other performance objectives for police protection. (Refer to pages 3.13-35 through
3.13-42 of the Draft EIR.)

5. Impact 3.13-5: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could resultiin substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the need for or provision of new or ph{sically altéred parks or
recreational facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environnigntal fmpacts’ in order
to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives for parks or tegfeational facilities.
(Refer to pages 3.13-42 through 3.13-44 of the Draft FIR.)

6. Impact 3.13-6: Construction and operation of the Proposed Projeét could increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities suchithat substantial physical
deterioration of a facility would occur or be accelerated. (Refer to pages 3.13-44 through 3.13-45 of the
Draft EIR.)

7. Impact 3.13-7: Construction and operation‘¢f the Préposed:Project could include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansion of reggeationalifacilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment. (Refer toipages 3. 13445 thrdugh 3.13-46 of the Draft EIR.)

8. Impact 3.13-8: Construction anthoperation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could contitbuté'fe cuniulative substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the need for or provision of giew or physigally“altered parks or recreational facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant éfiyirgiimental itnpacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or
other performance objectives fir, parks or recreational facilities. (Refer to pages 3.13-46 through 3.13-49
of the Draft EIR.)

9. Impact 3.1349%G onsruction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with related
cumulative development, Gouldivontribute to the increased use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recteational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelériated. (Refer to page 3.13-49 of the Draft EIR.)

10. Impact 3.13-10: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with related
cumulativéiprojectsi could include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Refer to page
3.13-50 of the Draft EIR.)

11. Impact 3.13-11: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the need for or provision of new or physically altered schools,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. (Refer to pages 3.13-60 through
3.13-64 of the Draft FIR.)

12. Impact 3.13-12: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could contribute to cumulative substantial adverse physical impacts associated
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with the need for or provision of new or physically altered schools, the construction of which could cause

significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for schools. (Refer to pages 3.13-66 through 3.13-68 of the Draft EIR.)

L. Transportation and Circulation

1. Impact 3.14-7: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses could have the potential to
cause significant impacts on freeway facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to page 3.14~
240 of the Draft EIR.)

2. Impact 3.14-12: The Proposed Project could have the potential to adversely dffect existing or
planned bicycle facilities; or fail to adequately provide for access by bicycle. (Refer to pages 3.14:247
through 3.14-248 of the Dratt EIR.)

3. Impact 3.14-22: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses couldihave the potential to
cause significant impacts on freeway facilities under cumulative condifions. (Riefer tiy. page 3.14-292 of

the Draft EIR.)

M. Utilities and Service Systems

1. Impact 3.15-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Projett could require or result in the
relocation or construction of new or expanded waterifacilities, thé:construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects. (Refer to pages 3.15:35 through 3.15-38 of the Draft EIR.)

2. Impact 3.15-2: Construction and operation of the Priiposed Project could result in insufficient
water supplies available to serve the projectdnd reasongbly foreseeable future development during
normal, dry, and multiple dry vears. (Retér to pages 3:15-38 through 3.15-48 of the Draft EIR.)

3. Impact 3.15-3: Construciinon andioperatipn of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development withitn the/GEWC Southwest System, could require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expandediwates treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction or relocatién 6fawhich tould'cause significant environmental effects. (Refer to page 3.15-48
of the Draft EIR.)

4. Impact 3.1 5-4: Opegation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development.andifuture water demands within GSWC’s Southwest System, could result in insufficient
water supplies availalile 16 serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during
normal,‘dry, and mipltiple dry years. (Refer to page 3.15-49 of the Draft EIR.)

S. Impaet:3:85-5: Operation of the Proposed Project could result in a determination by LACSD,
which would serve the project, that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to LACSD’s existing commitments. (Refer to pages 3.15-57 through 3.15-60 of the
Draft EIR.)

6. Impact 3.15-6: Operation of the Proposed Project could require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction or relocation of which
could cause significant environmental effects. (Refer to page 3.15-59 of the Draft EIR.)

7. Impact 3.15-7: Operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development that would be served by the JWPCP, could cumulatively result in a determination by
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LACSD that it does not have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
LACSD’s existing commitments. (Refer to pages 3.15-60 through 3.15-63 of the Draft EIR.)

8. Impact 3.15-8: Operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development, could require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded wastewater
treatment facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.
(Refer to page 3.15-63 of the Draft EIR.)

9. Impact 3.15-11: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could generate solid waste in
excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, and could otherwise
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. (Refer to pages 3.15-79 through;3.15-81 of the Draft
EIR)

10. Impact 3.15-12: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could conflict with federal,
State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations relateditp manageinent and reduction
of solid waste. (Refer to page 3.15-81 of the Draft EIR.)

11. Impact 3.15-13: Construction and operation of the Proppsed Projéct, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could cumulatively generate solid wasteiin excessiof State or local standards, or
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, and could gtherwise éumulatively impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goal. (Refer to pages 3.15-82 through 3715488 0f the Draft EIR.)

12. Impact 3.15-14: Construction and operatiotiof the/Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could conflict with federal, State, and ocal statues and regulations related to
management and reduction of solid waste. (Bifer tipage3.15488 of the Draft FIR.)

Section Il Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts
Mitigated to a Less Than Significant Level

The following significant and poténtially significant environmental impacts of the Project, including
cumulative impacts, are being mitigated to a less than significant level and are set out below. Pursuant to
section 21081(a)(Iyof EEQA and section 15091(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, as to each such impact,
the City Council based onthe évidence in the record before it, finds that changes or alterations
incorporated:anto‘the Project’by means of conditions or otherwise, mitigate, avoid or substantially lessen
to a level'of insignificaiite these significant or potentially significant environmental impacts of the
Project. ‘he basis for the finding for each identified impact 1s set forth below.

A. Aesthetics

1. Impact 3.1-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could create a new source
of substantial light or glare which could adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. (Refer
to pages 3.1-41 through 3.1-52 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(a): Construction Lighting. The project applicant shall implement the
following measures to avoid or minimize disturbances related to construction lighting:
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e Require construction contractors use construction-related lighting only where and when necessary for
completion of the specific construction activity.

e Require construction contractors to ensure that all temporary lighting related to construction activities
or security of the Project Site is shielded or directed to avoid or minimize any direct illumination onto
light-sensitive properties located outside of the Project Site.

e Designate a Community Affairs Liaison and create a telephone hotline and email address to reach this
person, with contact information conspicuously posted around the project site, in adjacent public
spaces, and in construction notifications. If the Community Affairs Liaison hotline is not staffed 24
hours per day, the hotline shall provide an automatic answering feature, with date and time stamp
recording, to answer calls when the phone is unattended. The Community Affairs Liaison shall be
responsible for responding to any local complaints about disturbances related to consgruction or
security lighting.

The Community Affairs Liaison shall investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resglve lighting ¢omplaints
related to construction activities of the Project. The Community Affairsiiiaison shall covtdinate with a
designated construction contractor representative to implement the fglfowitig;

o Document and respond to each lighting complaint.

o Attempt to contact the person(s) making the lighting comiplaint as’spon as feasible and no later
than one construction work day.

o Conduct a prompt investigation to attempt to determine'ifhigh-brightness construction-related
lighting contributes a substantial amount of light'spillover or glare related to the complaint.

o Ifitis reasonably determined by the Community Affairs I#aison that high-brightness construction-
related lighting causes substantial spillover light ot glare to a light-sensitive receptor, the
Community Affairs Liaison shall identifv-asid imiplement feasible measures to address the lighting
complaint.

Examples of feasible measures that migy béimplemented include but are not limited to:

o Confirming construction ligliting eqiiipmetit and related direction and shielding devices are

maintained per manufactyer’s specifications;

O

Ensuring construction’lighting is not operated unnecessarily, and/or

o Evaluating and implemerting fedsible relocations of lighting equipment, alternatives to specific
types of lighting &guipiiient, ¢r changes to direction and shielding equipment, as appropriate.

e Adjacent residenité within“300 feet of the Project Site shall be notified of the construction schedule, as
well as the name and confactanformation of the project Community Affairs Liaison.

Mitigation Measuré:3.1-2(b): Lighting Design Plan. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project
applicant shall submit to the City a Lighting Design Plan, based on photometric data, that demonstrates
that projeet-contribisted lighting from light-emitting diode (LED) lights, illuminated signs, or any other
project lighting onito the light-sensitive receptor properties identified as SR 1, SR 2, and SR 4 in the LDA
lighting analysis report would not result in more than 2 foot-candles of lighting intensity or generate
direct glare onto the property so long as those sites are occupied by light-sensitive receptor uses, or that
an illuminated sign from the Project would produce a light intensity of greater than 3 foot-candles above
ambient lighting on residentially zoned property. Where existing conditions exceed these levels, the
Lighting Design Plan shall avoid exacerbating existing conditions, but need not further reduce light levels
on light-sensitive receptor properties.

Measures to ensure that the lighting and illuminated signage from the Project would not exceed the
identified thresholds may include but are not limited to relocating and or/shielding pole- or building-
mounted LED lights; directing illuminated signage away from residential properties; implementing a
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screening material for parking garages or other structures to allow ventilation while reducing the amount
of spill light; designing exterior lighting to confine illumination to the Project Site; restricting the
operation of outdoor lighting to certain hour after events are completed; limiting the luminosity of certain
lights or signs; and/or providing structural and/or vegetative screening from sensitive uses.

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(c): Hotel Design. The design of the proposed hotel shall be prohibited from
using (1) reflective glass that exceeds 50 percent of any building surface and on the bottom three floors,
(2) mirrored glass, (3) black glass that exceeds 25 percent of any surface of any building, and (4) metal

building materials that exceed 50 percent of any street-facing surface of a building.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(a) requires the project applicant to implgment measures to
avoid or reduce adverse effects of construction and security lighting on light-sensitive tégeptors outside of
the Project Site, thereby ensuring that nuisances or hazards resulting from constiietion light sougées
would be avoided or minimized. Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(b) requires the project.applicant t6 provide to
the City a lighting design plan that demonstrates that project-contributed lighting would not'result in
lighting intensity or glare onto the residential properties identified as SR'1, SR:2, and SR 4 to exceed
appropriate levels. Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(c) prohibits the use orpositioning af,materials in the
proposed hotel that would produce excessive or hazardous glare.. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.1-2(a), 3.1-2(b), and 3.1-2(¢), this impact would be less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incprporited into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effett as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.1-5: Construction and operation of the Ptoposed Project, in conjunction with
other cumulative development, could cumulativelyitreate a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttiine views'in the area. (Refer to pages 3.1-61 through 3.1-
63 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.1-5: Implentent Mitigation Measures 3.1-2(a), 3.1-2(b), and 3.1-2(¢) Construction
Lighting, Lighting Design Plan®and Hotel Design.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Méasute 3.1-2(a) requires the project applicant to implement measures to
avoid or reduce adverseigffecty.of construction and security lighting on light-sensitive receptors outside of
the Project Site, thereby ensuring'that nuisances or hazards resulting from construction light sources
would be ayoided ior minimjzed. Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(b) requires the project applicant to provide to
the City g lighting désign plan that demonstrates that project-contributed lighting would not result in
lightingiintensity og glare onto the residential properties identified as SR 1, SR 2, and SR 4 to exceed
appropriafe levels. Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(c) prohibits the use or positioning of materials in the
proposed hetgl that would produce excessive or hazardous glare. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.1-2(a), 3.1-2(b), and 3.1-2(¢), the Proposed Project’s contribution to glare impacts would be
less than cumulatively considerable, and the cumulative impact of spillover light and glare would be less
than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be

reduced to less than significant.

B. Biological Resources
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1. Impact 3.3-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could have the potential to 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
nursery sites. (Refer to pages 3.3-14 through 3.3-15 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: The project applicant shall conduct tree removal activities required for
construction of the Project outside of the resident or migratory bird and raptor breeding season (February
1 through August 31) where feasible. For construction activities or ground disturbing activities such as
demolition, tree and vegetation removal, or grading that would occur between February 1 through August
31, the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys not more
than one week prior to the commencement of construction activities in suitable nesting habitat within the
Project Site for nesting birds and raptors. This survey shall include areas located withinni}00 feet from
construction to avoid indirect impacts to nesting birds. During the preconstructiusurvey. fiests:dlétected
shall be mapped using global positioning system software, and species confirmed to beinesting or likely
nesting will be determined.

If active nests for avian species protected under the Migratory Bird Tréaty Act of:California Fish and
Game Code are found during the survey, the qualified biologist shall detegmine an‘appropriate buffer for
avoiding the nest (where no work will occur) until the biologist isigble to détermine that the nest is no
longer active. A minimum 100-foot no-work buffer shall bggstablishizd around any active bird nest,
however, the buffer distance may be adjusted by a qualified'biolosidtdepending on the nature of the work
that is occurring in the vicinity of the nest, the knownitoleranceiof the species to noises and vibrations,
and/or the location of the nest. If, in the professiondl opinien’ of the:qualified biologist, the Project would
impact a nest, the biologist shall immediately inform ‘the Constryition manager and work activities shall
stop until the biologist delineates a suitable biifter distanice anddor determines that the nest is no longer
active.

Basis for Finding: With the implemséntation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2, construction of the Proposed
Project would no longer have the potential to'disturb active nests for nesting birds and raptors. Active
nests would be identified and suitithle Buffers would be established to ensure that construction activities
do not disturb nesting birds. Mifigatitn measures would thus ensure that the Proposed Project would not
cause a substantial redugtion in 16€al population size or reduce reproductive success to birds and raptors.
Thus, this impact would Bg contiidered less than significant.

Finding: Changgs or alterationghave been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced toifesisthatsignifidant.

2. Impact 3.3:3: Construction of the Proposed Project could have the potential to conflict with
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resource, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance. (Refer to pages 3.3-16 through 3.3-18 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3:
a) To ensure that all new trees planted at a 1:1 ratio as required by the City’s Tree Preservation

Ordinance are of sufficient size, quantity, and quality, the following shall be implemented:

e Prior to any on-site tree disturbance or removal of any protected tree, a tree permit shall be obtained
from the City of Inglewood in accordance with the City of Inglewood Tree Preservation Ordinance
(Inglewood Municipal Code Chapter 12, Article 32). The tree permit shall identity the appropriate
size of tree to be replaced (i.e., 36-inch box tree).
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e All replacement mitigation trees shall be monitored by a certified arborist annually for minimum of
3 years following the completion of construction and planting, respectively. Monitoring shall verify
that all encroached and replacement trees are in good health at the end of the 3-year monitoring
period. Any encroached or replacement tree that dies within the 3-year monitoring period shall be
replaced, and the replacement tree shall be monitored annually for 3 years. Annual monitoring
reports shall be prepared by a certified arborist and submitted to the City. The monitoring report
shall depict the location of each encroachment and replacement mitigation tree, including a
description of the health of each tree based on a visual assessment.

b) To ensure proper protection of trees to remain during project construction, the following shall be
implemented.

e The Tree Protective Zone (TPZ) of protected trees to be retained and that are located within 25 feet
from the grading limits, shall be enclosed with temporary fencing (e.g., free-standinig chainsink,
orange mesh drift fencing, post and wire, or equivalent). A smaller TPZ may B establishied in
consultation with a certified arborist. The fencing shall be located at the limits of the!TPZ and shall
remain in place for the duration of construction activities in the area, ¢tias detéermined by the City.

e Prune selected trees to provide necessary clearance during constuction andito temove any defective
limbs or other parts that may pose a failure risk. All pruning shall bg,completed (or supervised) by a
certified arborist and adhere to the Tree Pruning Guidelinesiésf the Intéinational Society of
Arboriculture. Trenching shall be routed so as to minimize dattiage to réots of protected trees roots
if feasible. Any required trenching within the TPZ should béisceoinplished by the use of hand tools,
to the extent feasible, while under the direct supgrvision af a certified arborist. If roots larger than 2
inches in diameter are encountered, the arborigt shallprovidéirecommendations for pruning or
avoidance. Any major roots encountered should'be ¢onseryed if feasible and treated as
recommended by the arborist. If extengiie disturbiiice td tree roots would occur such that tree
health would be impacted as determified by the ‘ertified arborist, the tree shall be replaced at 1:1 per
Mitigation Measure 3.3-3(a) abovi,

s Any work conducted within thie TPZ 6f a protected tree shall be monitored by a certified arborist.
The monitoring arborist shall prescribe nieasures for minimizing or avoiding long-term impacts to
the tree, such as selective primingto minithize construction impacts.

¢ No storage of equipment, Siippligs, vehicles, or debris should be allowed within the TPZ of a
protected tree. Noidiimping oficonstruction wastewater, paint, stucco, concrete, or any other clean-
up waste should occugavithin'the'TPZ. No temporary structures should be placed within the TPZ.

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, the Proposed Project would
not confligti®ith logal poligies or ordinances, including Inglewood Municipal Code Chapter 12, Article
32, the ity of Inglewood T ree Preservation Ordinance. Mitigation for the loss of protected trees would
consist Gfireplaceniant at a ratio determined in consultation with the City of Inglewood Parks, Recreation
and LibraryyCommpumity Services Department pursuant to the Tree Preservation Ordinance. Mitigation
Measure 3.3-3%would ensure that construction-related impacts are minimized or avoided to trees that
would be encroached and/or retained on the Project Site; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be

reduced to less than significant.

C. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
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Impact 3.4-1: Construction of the Proposed Project could have the potential to cause a

substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to section 15064.5.
(Refer to pages 3.4-21 through 3.3-27 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Retention of Qualified Archacologist. Prior to the start of ground-disturbing
activities associated with the Project, including demolition, trenching, grading, and utility installation, the
project applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards for archaecology (US Department of the Interior, 2008) to carry out all mitigation
related to cultural resources.

a)

b)

<)

d

H

Monitoring and Mitigation Plan. Prepare, design, and implement a monitoring and mitigation
program for the Project. The Plan shall define pre-construction coordination, congtruction monitoring
for excavations based on the activities and depth of disturbance planned for each péition of the
Project Site, data recovery (including halting or diverting construction so thitiarchaeclogical remains
can be evaluated and recovered in a timely manner), artifact and feature treatinent, jprocurement, and
reporting. The Plan shall be prepared and approved prior to the issuanéé.of the fisst grading permit.
Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training. The qualified archaeologist'and Mative American Monitor
shall conduct construction worker archaeological resources sengitivity trainitig at the Project kick-off
meeting prior to the start of ground disturbing activities (including vegetation rémoval, pavement
removal, etc.) and will present the Plan as outlined in (a), for'all constrisgtion personnel conducting,
supervising, or associated with demolition and ground disturbanti, including utility work. for the
Project. In the event construction crews are phased gr rotated: "didditional training shall be conducted
for new construction personnel working on groupdédisturbitig activities. Construction personnel shall
be informed of the types of prehistoric and histéric arghdeological resources that may be encountered,
and of the proper procedures to be enacted in the ‘éyvent of agiinadvertent discovery of archaeological
resources or human remains. Documentation shall béretained by the qualitied archaeologist
demonstrating that the appropriate consiruction petsonnél attended the training.

Archaeological and Native Americdi Motitoring. ‘Fhe qualified archaeologist will oversee
archaeological and Native Ameritan mbnitots who shall be retained to be present and work in
tandem, monitoring during cefistruction éxcavations such as grading, trenching, or any other
excavation activity associated ivithithe Projett and as defined in the Monitoring and Mitigation Plan.
If, after advanced notice, thi, Tribe declines, is unable, or does not respond to the notice, construction
can proceed under supervisioniof thiqualified archaeologist. The frequency of monitoring shall be
based on the rate of exgavativipsand grading activities, the materials being excavated, and the depth of
excavation, andiiffound;the quantity and type of archaeological resources encountered. Full-time
monitoring may be redicedito part-time inspections, or ceased entirely, if determined adequate by the
qualified archaeologist and the Native American monitor.

In theg¥ent ofithe discovery of any archaeological materials during implementation of the Project, all
work shall immediatély cease within 50 feet of the discovery until it can be evaluated by the qualified
archagologist. Construction shall not resume until the qualified archacologist has made a
deterriinationsn the significance of the resource(s) and provided recommendations regarding the
handling 6Fthe find. If the resource is determined to be significant, the qualified archaeologist will
confer with the project applicant regarding recommendation for treatment and ultimate disposition of
the resource(s).

If it is determined that the discovered archaeological resource constitutes a historical resource or a
unique archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA, avoidance and preservation in place is the
preferred manner of mitigation. Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to,
avoidance, incorporating the resource into open space, capping, or deeding the site into a permanent
conservation easement.

In the event that preservation in place is demonstrated to be infeasible and data recovery through
excavation is the only feasible mitigation available, a Cultural Resources Treatment Plan shall be
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prepared and implemented by the qualified archaeologist in consultation with the project applicant,
and appropriate Native American representatives (if the find is of Native American origin). The
Cultural Resources Treatment Plan shall provide for the adequate recovery of the scientifically
consequential information contained in the archaeological resource through laboratory processing and
analysis of the artifacts. The Treatment Plan will further make recommendations for the ultimate
curation of any archaeological materials, which shall be curated at a public, non-profit curation
facility, university or museum with a research interest in the materials, if such an institution agrees to
accept them. If resources are determined to be Native American in origin, they will first be offered to
the Tribe for permanent curation, repatriation, or reburial, as directed by the Tribe. If no institution or
Tribe accepts the archaeological material, then the material shall be donated to a local school or
historical society in the area for educational purposes.

g) If the resource is identified as a Native American, the qualified archaeologist and priject applicant
shall consult with appropriate Native American representatives, as identifiedithrough ‘the AB 52
consultation process in determining treatment for prehistoric or Native Ametigan‘tésources to ensure
cultural values ascribed to the resource, beyond that which is scientifi¢ally important, 4r¢é considered,
to the extent feasible.

h) Prepare a final monitoring and mitigation report for submittal tgithe. applicant;,and the South Central
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), in order to document the ‘resultsiof the ar¢haeological and
Native American monitoring. If there are significant discoverigs, artifattiand feature analysis and
final disposition shall be included with the final report,swhich will,be submitted to the SCCIC and the
applicant. The final monitoring report shall be submitted fo the#ipplicant within 90 days of
completion of excavation and other ground distugbing activities that require monitoring.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 would #%¢id and/gr substantially lessen the above impact by
ensuring that any unanticipated archaeologicdl tesources'that:gualify as historical resources or unique
archaeological resources pursuant to CEQA are appropriately identified, documented, evaluated, and
treated promptly, so they are not inadvestentlvidamaged or destroyed. Therefore, the recommended
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 for the reténtioriof a qialified archaeologist, cultural resources sensitivity
training, and inadvertent discovery protogols'ts proposed to address potential impacts. With
implementation of Mitigation Méisnre:3'4-1, the'impact to any unanticipated archaeological resources
that qualify as historical resourées orinique archaeological resources pursuant to CEQA would be less
than significant.

Finding: Changes:wtélterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lesgen the siginficant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.4-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could have the potential to cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to section
15064.5. (Refer tg pages 3.4-27 through 3.3-28 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would avoid and/or substantially lessen the above impact by
ensuring that any unanticipated archaeological resources that qualify as historical resources or unique
archaeological resources pursuant to CEQA are appropriately identified, documented, evaluated, and
treated promptly, so they are not inadvertently damaged or destroved. Therefore, the recommended
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 for the retention of a qualified archaeologist, cultural resources sensitivity
training, archaeological and Native American monitoring and inadvertent discovery protocols is proposed
to address potential impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-2, the impact to any
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unanticipated archaeological resources that qualify as historical resources or unique archaeological
resources pursuant to CEQA would be less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

3. Impact 3.4-3: Construction of the Proposed Project could have the potential to cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American Tribe, and that is: i) Listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of histaiical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1 (k). ii) A resource determined by the lead agency,
in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significafit pursitgit to criteria set
forth in subdivision (¢) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of thi¢.resourcé:to a* California Native
American Tribe. (Refer to pages 3.4-29 through 3.3-35 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: Implement Mitigation Measurg;3.4-1.

Basis for Finding: As documented in the July 15, 2039, letter ¢losing Tribal consultation, the City and
the Tribe are in mutual agreement that the Proposed Projegtivouldinot result in potentially significant
impacts to Tribal cultural resources with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-3. Mitigation
Measure 3.4-3 would avoid and/or substantially Tessen the abéve impact by ensuring that any
unanticipated tribal cultural resources are dppropriately;identified, documented, evaluated, and treated
promptly, so they are not inadvertently damaged or destroyed. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.4-3, the impact to any ungtiticipated Tribal ultural resources would be less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations hidye licen requited in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the signifi¢ént environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

4. Impact 3.4é4iConstiuction of the Proposed Project could have the potential to disturb
human remains including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries. (Refer to pages 3.4-35
through 3.3-36 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3:4:4: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. In the event of the
unanticipated discovery of human remains during excavation or other ground disturbance related to the
Project, albiwork shall immediately cease within 100 feet of the discovery and the County Coroner shall
be contacted th*accordance with PRC section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code section 7050.5. The
project applicant shall also be notified. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native
American, the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified in accordance
with Health and Safety Code section 7050.5, subdivision (¢), and PRC section 5097.98 (as amended by
AB 2641). The NAHC shall designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for the remains per PRC section
5097.98. Until the landowner has conferred with the MLD, the project applicant shall ensure that a 50-
foot radius around where the discovery occurred is not disturbed by further activity, is adequately
protected according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices, and that
further activities take into account the possibility of multiple burials.
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Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 requires notification of the County Coroner in the event of
the unanticipated discovery of human remains and a proscribed protocol for their disposition in
accordance with applicable regulations, notification of the NAHC, and subsequent Tribal coordination if
remains are determined to be of Native American descent. If the NAHC is unable to identify a MLD, or
the MLD identified fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner or his or her authorized
representative rejects the recommendation of the descendants and the mediation provided for in PRC
section 5097.94(k), if invoked, fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or
his or her authorized representative shall inter the human remains and items associated with Native
American human remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further and
future subsurface disturbance. Thus, the impact would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the projectiwhich avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR: Impacts wonldibe
reduced to less than significant.

. Impact 3.4-5: Construction of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with construction of
other cumulative projects, could have the potential to result in ciimulatively considerable impacts
to historical resources. (Refer to pages 3.4-36 through 3.3-37 of the Dgaft EIR)

Mitigation Measure 3.4-5: Implement Mitigation Measurg:L. REF MM3 4 1\h \* MERGEFORMAT ]
(Retention of Qualified Archaeologist)..

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 would ensugg that ar¢haeological monitoring would
discover unanticipated archaeclogical resources, that qialify as historical resources, during construction,
that will be identified, evaluated and treated proniptly, before they can be damaged or destroyed during
construction, and reducing significant projégt-level inipactsion archacological resources that are historical
resources under CEQA. Therefore, withimitigation, the Proposed Project would not have a considerable
contribution to a cumulative impacti arcliaeolssgicaliresources and would be considered less than
significant.

Finding: Changes or alterationi:have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significantignvirénmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant:

6. Impact 34-6: Construgtion of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with construction of
other cumulative projects; could have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts on
archaeologicil resources. {Refer to pages 3.4-37 through 3.3-38 of the Draft FIR.)

Mitigation Measuge 3.4-6: Implement Mitigation Measure [ REF MM3 4 1'h \* MERGEFORMAT ]
(Retentioniof Qualitied Archaeologist).

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 would ensure that archaeological monitoring would
discover unanticipated archaeological resources, during construction, that will be identified, evaluated and
treated promptly before they can be damaged or destroyed during construction, and reducing significant
project-level impacts on archacological resources that are historical resources under CEQA. Therefore,
with mitigation, the Proposed Project would not have a considerable contribution to a camulative impact on
archaeological resources and would be considered less than significant.
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

7. Impact 3.4-7: Construction of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with construction of
other cumulative development, could have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts on the
significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074. (Refer
to pages 3.4-38 through 3.3-39 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.4-7: Implement Mitigation Measure [ REF MM3 4 1\h \* MERGEFORMAT ]
(Retention of Qualified Archaeologist).

Basis for Finding: As documented in the July 15, 2019, letter closing Tribal cofisultation®the Gity and
the Tribe are in mutual agreement that the Proposed Project would not result in potentially significant
impacts to Tribal cultural resources with implementation of Mitigation Médsure 3:4-7/ Mitigation
Measure 3.4-7 would avoid and/or substantially lessen the above impagtby énlsuring that any
unanticipated Tribal cultural resources are appropriately identified, dé¢ymented; gvaliiated, and treated
promptly, so they are not inadvertently damaged or destroyed. Thetrefore;iwith mitigation, the Proposed
Project would not have a considerable contribution to a cumulativé:impact t6:any unanticipated Tribal
cultural resources and would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required i "or incorpgrated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect asddentifiéd in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

8. Impact 3.4-8: Construction of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with construction of
other cumulative projects, could havethe potential tb contribute to cumulative impacts on human
remains including those interred gutsideiof dedicated cemeteries. (Refer to pages 3.4-39 through
3.3-40 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.4-8: Imiplenient Mitigation Measure 3.4.4.

Basis for Finding: Implementitiog of Mitigation Measure 3.4-8 would ensure that all work immediately
cease within 100 festiéfithe'discovery, all relevant PRC and Health and Safety Codes that pertain to
human remains discovery'dre tollowed, and the identified appropriate actions have taken place. Therefore,
with mitigation, the Proposét] Project would not have a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact
on human:téttininsiand would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes'or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially Jessesi'the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be

reduced to less'than significant.

D. Geology and Soils

1. Impact 3.6-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could have the potential
to result in the substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil. (Refer to pages 3.6-25 through 3.6-26 of the
Draft EIR.)
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Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a). Comply with Applicable
Regulations as Approved by the City and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB).

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-1, the Proposed Project would
comply with the MS4 permit regulations, NPDES General Construction Permit, Inglewood Municipal
Code regulation, the County’s LID Standards manual, and the USGBC’s LEED Program. In addition, an
LID Plan and SWPPP will be prepared to the satisfaction of the City and Los Angeles RWQCB.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in substantial erosion or the loss of topsoil. Thus, this
impact would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the projectiwhich avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR: Impacts wonldibe
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.6-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could liuve the potential to directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unigne geologic fedture. (Refer to
pages 3.6-27 through 3.6-29 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: A qualified paleontologist megting the Stgiety of Vertebrate Paleontology
{(SVP) Standards (SVP, 2010) shall be retained by the prajectapplitant dnd approved by the City prior to
the approval of grading permits. The qualified paleontlogist shall:

a) Prepare, design, and implement a monitoring afid mitigation plan for the Project consistent with
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Guidelines. Thi Plan shall define pre-construction coordination,
construction monitoring for excavations based on theiactivities and depth of disturbance planned for
each portion of the Project Site, data récovery (including halting or diverting construction so that
fossil remains can be salvaged in atimelyimanner); fossil treatment, procurement, and reporting. The
Plan monitoring and mitigation prograi, shall:beiprepared and approved by the City prior to the
issuance of the first grading pérmit. If thé igualified paleontologist determines that the Project-related
grading and excavation agtivitywill'not afféét Older Quaternary Alluvium, then no further mitigation
is required.

b) Conduct construction worker'paledntological resources sensitivity training at the Project kick-oft
meeting prior to the Start'6fEtound disturbing activities (including vegetation removal, pavement
removal, etc. }afidivill present the Plan as outlined in (a). In the event construction crews are phased
or rotated, additional trainiig, shall be conducted for new construction personnel working on ground-
disturbing aciivities. The training session shall provide instruction on the recognition of the types of
paleontoligicaliresourges that could be encountered within the Project Site and the procedures to be
follgwved if they are'found. Documentation shall be retained by the qualified paleontologist
demanstrating that the appropriate construction personnel attended the training.

¢) Directithe performance of paleontological resources monitoring by a qualified paleontological
monitor (nte€ting the standards of the SVP, 2010). Paleontological resources monitoring shall be
conducted pursuant to the monitoring and mitigation program developed under (a), above. Monitoring
activities may be altered or ceased if determined adequate by the qualified paleontologist. Monitors
shall have the authority to, and shall temporarily halt or divert work away from exposed fossils or
potential fossils, and establish a 50-foot radius temporarily halting work around the find. Monitors
shall prepare daily logs detailing the types of ground disturbing activities and soils observed, and any
discoveries.

d) If fossils are encountered, determine their significance, and, if significant, supervise their collection
for curation. Any fossils collected during Project-related excavations, and determined to be

DRAFT (June 12, 2020)
Page [ PAGE ] of [ NUMPAGES |



Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged
Subject to Revision

significant by the qualified paleontologist, shall be prepared to the point of identification and curated
into an accredited repository with retrievable storage.

¢) Prepare a final monitoring and mitigation report for submittal to the City in order to document the
results of the paleontological monitoring. If there are significant discoveries, fossil locality
information and final disposition shall be included with the final report which will be submitted to the
appropriate repository and the City. The final monitoring report shall be submitted to the City within
90 days of completion of excavation and other ground disturbing activities that could affect Older
Quaternary Alluvium.

Basis for Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-2 would ensure that paleontological
resources would be identified before they are damaged or destroyed, and are properlyigvaluated and
treated. Thus, the impact would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project:which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identitied in thé&/EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

3. Impact 3.6-3: Construction and operation of the Proposed Prgject in conjunction with other
cumulative development, could have the potential to result in"substantial.erosion or loss of topseil.
(Refer to pages 3.6-29 through 3.6-30 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3: Implement Mitigation Mgésure 3.9¢1(a). Comply with Applicable
Regulations as Approved by the City and the Los Aigeles RWQCH,

Basis for Finding: With the implementation:it Mitigatioh, Medsure 3.6-3, the Proposed Project would
comply with the MS4 permit regulations, NPDES Getieral €onstruction Permit, Inglewood Municipal
Code regulation, the County’s LID Stanidardsnanual, and the USGBC’s LEED Program. In addition, an
LID Report and SWPPP will be prepiared to:the satisfaction of the City and Los Angeles RWQCB.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact
related to erosion or loss of topsoiliandiwould be‘considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations héave beéen required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the signifivétit,environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less thag&igniticant,

4. Impact 3;6-4: Construction of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
developmentiicould have the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts on paleontological
resources. (Refer to pages 3.6-30 through 3.6-31 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation:Measure 3.6-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-2.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.6-4 would lessen the Proposed Project contribution to the loss
of paleontological resources by requiring that work stop if such resources are discovered until the
resource can be evaluated, collected, properly treated, and curated with accredited repository with
retrievable storage. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the Proposed Project contribution to
the cumulative loss of paleontological resources would be less than cumulatively considerable, and,
therefore, this cumulative impact would be less than significant.
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Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be

reduced to less than significant.

E. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

1. Impact 3.7-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could generate "net new"
GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that could have a significant impact on the
environment. (Refer to pages 3.7-51 through 3.6-65 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a):

GHG Reduction Plan. Prior to the start of construction, the project applicant shall retaiti g qualified
expert to prepare a GHG Reduction Plan (Plan). The City shall approve the experttetained for fhis
purpose to confirm the consultant has the requisite expertise. Components of the Plan relévant to
construction GHG emissions associated with the construction activities being approyed shall be subject to
review and approval by the City Building Official prior to issuance ofig constrigtion:permit for such
activities. Components of the of the Plan relevant to operational GHG emjssions, including the annual
GHG Verification Report process described below, shall be subjégt to reviéw and approval by the City
Building Official prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancyfor the Aréna.

The purpose of the Plan is to document the Proposed Froject’s GGHG emissions, including emissions after
Project-specific GHG reduction measures are implémentediiand toidetermine the net incremental
emission reductions required to meet the “no net new#GHG emissions threshold over the 30-year life of
the Proposed Project. The Plan shall include g detatled déscrigtion of the GHG emissions footprint for all
operational components of the Proposed Prgject basedion thie best available operational and energy use
data at time of approval and the latest atid most, up to dite emissions modeling and estimation protocols
and methods.

The GHG Reduction Plan shajl in¢ladé the following elements:

1) Project GHG Emissions. Estimateithe Project’s net new GHG emissions over the 30-year operational
life of the Project. The éstimateishallbe based on final design, project-specific traffic generation,
actual energy use estimites, equipthent to be used on site, and other emission factors appropriate for
the Project, using thethestigvailable emissions factors for electricity, transportation engines, and other
GHG emission sources ¢ommonly used at the time the GHG Reduction Plan is completed, reflecting
existing;vehicle emissign standards and building energy standards. Net operational (incremental)
emissions shall'bésderived by adding the annual operational emissions and backfill emissions and
then subtracting, from that total existing emissions and emissions from relocated LA Clippers games
and mirket shifted non-NBA events, as illustrated in Table 3.7-9a and Table 3.7-9b. The estimate
shall in¢lideithe Project’s construction GHG emissions, which shall be amortized over the 30-year
operational life of the Project, shown in Table 3.7-7 to be 603 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MTCO2e)/year.

2) GHG Mitigation. Include reduction measures that are sufficient to reduce or offset incremental
emissions over the net neutral threshold, are verifiable, and are feasible to implement over project
life. At a minimum, the GHG Reduction Plan shall include: (i) implementation of all measures set
forth under Section A. below; and (i1) emissions reductions associated with implementation of Project
Design Features 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 and Mitigation Measures 3.2-2(b) and 3.14-2(b) regarding the
reduction of NOx and PM2.5 emissions, to the extent these features and measures have co-benefits in
the form of quantifiable GHG emissions reductions. The project applicant shall be required to
implement a combination of measures identified in Section B below, or co-benefits of NOx and
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PM2.5 emissions reduction measures required under AB 987, to achieve any remaining GHG
emission reductions beyond those identified in (1) and (ii) above necessary to meet the no net new
GHG emissions threshold over the 30-year operational life of the Project.

A. Required GHG Reduction Measures.

a. Minimize energy demand, including electricity and natural gas demand through
implementation of LEED Gold certification design features.
b. Implement a transportation demand management (TDM) program that includes the

following, subject to further refinement and revision through coordination between the

City and the project applicant at the time of project approval:

i. TDM 1 —Encourage Alternative Modes of Transportation (Rail, Public Bus, and
Vanpool). The IBEC Project shall encourage alternative modgs of transportation
use by providing monetary incentives and bus stop improvemetits near the
Project Site such as, but not limited to:

Integrated event and transit ticketing to enable seaniless ¢dnnections and
provide event-day travel updates.

Discounted event tickets with the purchasg'of a tréinsit ‘pass or providing
proof of a registered TAP card (the regjonil fare pavinent method).
Giveaways for transit users (goods for attendégs, free tickets for emplovees,
etc.).

Rewards/gamification opportinitiesfor fans to compete for prizes or points
based on their transportatigi choiges.

Bus stop facilities impgovementis: the:JBEC Project shall provide on-site
and/or off-site improvertients such as lighting, new benches and overhead
canopies, added Benvhigapacity if needed, and real-time arrival information
for an improvél user experiencs for bus stops that are relocated as a result of
the IBEC Broject;

Transiggnd/oriMultisMeaidal Subsidy: the IBEC Project shall provide pre-tax
conuputer henefits for'employees.

Vanpool:Subsidy: This shall provide pre-tax commuter benefits for
employees;

Marketing and outreach campaign to event attendees and employees for
transit Usage.

it THM2:- Event-day Dedicated Shuttle Services

The following shall be provided to ensure sufficient connectivity to existing and
planined Metro Rail Stations:

DRAFT (June 12, 2020)

The IBEC Project shall provide dedicated shuttle service from the Green
Line at Hawthorne Station, Crenshaw/LAX Line at AMC/96th Station, and
Crenshaw/LAX Line at La Brea/Florence (Downtown Inglewood) Stations
for Arena events. This shuttle service shall be a dedicated event-day shuttle
service from the venue for employees and attendees.

The IBEC Project shall provide no less than 27 shuttles with a capacity of no
less than 45 persons per shuitle to accommodate employees and attendees
traveling to and from the Project Site. Due to the arrival and departure of
employees prior to and after the attendees, respectively, the same shuttles
shall be utilized for the employees. Shuttle service shall begin no less than
two hours before the event and extend to at least 30 minutes after the start of
the event. After the event, shuttle service shall begin no less than 30 minutes
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before the end of the event and shall continue for at least one hour after the
end of the event.

The IBEC Project shall implement Mitigation Measure [ REF MM3 14 2b
\h V¥ MERGEFORMAT ], requiring the IBEC operator to provide enough
shuttles to ensure that there is successful and convenient connectivity with
short wait times to these light rail stations. To this end, the project applicant
shall monitor the number of people using shuttles to travel between the above
light rail stations and the IBEC. If the monitoring shows that peak wait times
before or after major events exceeds 15 minutes, then the project applicant
shall add sufficient additional shuttle capacity to reduce wait times to meet
this target. The aim is to require increased shuttle runs aspecessary to make
sure that demand is accommodated within a reasonable amount of time and
to encourage use of transit.

The IBEC Project shall provide a convenient and safé:]ogativiiien site for
shuttle pick-up and drop-off on the east sidé:of Sputh Prairie Avenue,
approximately 250 feet south of West Céntury Bottlevard. The drop-off
location shall be adjacent to the Arend so thiat shuttle'tisers would not need to
cross South Prairie Avenue to arrivéiat the Aréina. The IBEC Project shall
implement Mitigation Measure [ REF“MM3 14431 'h * MERGEFORMAT
1, which requires constructing's dédicated northbound right-turn lane that
would extend from the bugpull-ott,on the'east side of South Prairie Avenue
to West Century Boulgyérd.

iii. TDM 3 — Encourage Carposls and Zero-Emission Vehicles
The IBEC Project shalliprovide mcentives to encourage carpooling and zero-
emission vehicles.ds'a meansfor Shiring access to and from the Project Site. The
incentives shall.inclide:

Incentiyves foticarpdols of zero-emission vehicles, including preferential
parkigig with themumber of parking spots in excess of applicable
requirements, reditéed parking costs, discounted nides (or other, similar
beénefits) fo incentivize sharing/pooling for attendees using transportation
netwirk ciimpany (TNC) rides to or from an event, or other
Higcounts/benefits.

Wariablé“parking price based on car occupancy - structured to encourage
catpooling.

8 percent of parking spaces with electrical vehicle charging stations in excess
of the minimum requirement of 6 percent (i.¢., a minimum of three hundred
and thirty (330) electric vehicle charging stations (EVCS) shall be installed
within the three proposed on-site parking garages serving the Project for use
by employees, visitors, event attendees, and the public).

iV, TDM 4 — Encourage Active Transportation
The IBEC Project shall include features that would enhance the access for
bicyclists and pedestrians, including the following:

DRAFT (June 12, 2020)

Bicyele parking in excess of applicable code requirements as follows: 60
employee bike parking spaces and 23 attendee bike parking spaces.
Showers and lockers for employees.

A bike valet service if needed to accommodate bike parking space needs.
A bicycle repair station where bicycle maintenance tools and supplies are
readily available on a permanent basis and offered in good condition.
Coordination of bike pools and walk pools.
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e Sidewalks or other designated pathways following safe routes from the
pedestrian circulation to the bicycle parking facilities and throughout the
development.

v. TDM 5 — Employee Vanpool Program

The IBEC Project shall provide an employee vanpool program to accommodate

up to 66 employees utilizing the vanpool service. Each vanpool shall have a

capacity of at least 15 persons per vehicle. The vanpool program shall be in

conjunction with a vanpool subsidy providing pre-tax commuter benefits for

employees as indicated in TDM 1.

Vi. TDM 6 — Park-n-Ride Program

The IBEC Project shall provide a regional park-n-ride program that utilizes

charter coach buses with a capacity of no less than 45 persons per bus. Parking

lot locations shall correspond to zip code ticket purchaséidata, andithe site
circulation shall be designed to account for the charter coachéy:
Vil TDM 7 — Information Services

The IBEC Project shall provide services to inform théipubli¢ about activities at

the IBEC, including the following:

e  Strategic Multi-modal Signage/Wayfinding

e Real-time travel information; Changeable Messgge Sign (CMS) and social
media
Welcome packets for new ginplogees anditrigoing marketing
Commercials/Advertiseshient - Telévision, Website, Social Media, Radio, etc.
Information kiosk or bulletin:board préviding information about public
transportation optiens.

viit.  TDM 8 — Reduce Qn-Site Parking:emand

The IBEC Project shall include features that reduce on-site parking demand.

These featurgs shigll télnde:

e Provigdé coachtiys/mifbus/microtransit staging and parking areas: the IBEC
Project is designedito accommodate 20 minibus/microtransit/paratransit
parkingigpaces and 23 charter coach bus spaces. The capacity for
minitbus/fiicrotransit/paratransit shall be no less than 10 persons per vehicle.

s “uAllocate sutficient TNC staging spaces: the IBEC Project shall be designed
to accommodate approximately 160 spaces for TNC staging.

X EDM:9.— Event Day Local Microtransit Service

The IBEC Project shall provide a local minibus/microtransit service for all event

days with a service range of approximately 6 miles surrounding the Project Site.

Fach minibus shall have a capacity of no less than 10 persons per vehicle and

shall provide service to employees and event attendees.

X. Monitoring

The TDM Program shall include an ongoing program to monitor each of the

TDM Program elements listed above. The monitoring program shall collect data

on the implementation of each specific TDM strategy and shall assess the extent

to which the TDM Program is meeting demand for alternative forms of
transportation and reducing vehicle trips and reliance on private automobiles.

The information obtained through this monitoring program shall be provided to

the City Traffic Engineer on an annual basis.

A monitoring report shall be prepared not less than once each vear. The report shall

evaluate the extent to which the TDM Program encourages emplovees to reduce single-
occupancy vehicle trips and to use other modes of transportation besides automobile to
travel to basketball games and other events hosted at the Project. The monitoring report

<
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shall be provided to the City Traffic Engineer (ongoing) and the State of California
Office of Planning and Research (through 2030) and made available to LADOT.

d. The TDM Program 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 Project’s transportation characteristics, and advances in technology or
infrastructure become available. Any changes to the TDM Program shall be subject to
review and approval by the City Traffic Engineer. In reviewing any proposed changes to
the TDM Program, the City Traffic Engineer shall ensure that the TDM Program, as
revised, is equally or more effective in addressing the issues set forth above.

e. Install “smart parking” systems in the on-site parking garages serving the Project to
reduce vehicle circulation and idle time within the structures by morg gfficiently directing
vehicles to available parking spaces.

B. Potential Additional GHG Reduction Measures

The GHG Reduction Plan shall identify and quantify any additional GHG; redugtion nicasures

proposed by the project applicant to reduce incremental emissionste below, the net'vero

threshold. These additional measures may include one or morg:of the following:

a. Potential on-site measures:
i. Installation of additional photovoltaic systems asigarports‘on the Eastern Parking
Garage.
ii. Purchase of energy for on-site consumption‘through the Southern California

Edison (SCE) Green Rate, whigh fatlitatesiSCE s purchase of renewable energy
to meet the needs of Green raté participants from solar renewable developers
within the SCE service terfilory orsimilatiopportunities for renewable electricity
that may arise in the future.

ii. If available after apptoval‘by applicable regulatory agencies, on-site use of
renewable naturaligas.
iv. Implementatioiiof a“aste diversion program with a goal of reducing landfill
waste o zgro'
b. Potential off-site;hieasures:
i. Carbon 6ffset éredits. The project applicant may purchase carbon offset credits

that niegt the requirements of this paragraph. Carbon offset credits must be
verified by, an approved registry. An approved registry is an entity approved by
CARBtisactas an “offset project registry” to help administer parts of the

¢ ompliance Offset Program under CARB’s Cap and Trade Regulation. Carbon
offset credits shall be permanent, additional, quantifiable, and enforceable.

i Trapsit and City Fleet Vehicles Replacement. The project applicant may enter
inti¥ an agreement to cover replacement costs of existing City municipal fleet and
transit vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and install related Electric
Vehicle Charging Stations (EVCS).

it Local EV Charging Stations. The project applicant may enter into agreements to
install EVCS locations in the City for use by the public.

iv. The project applicant may develop or enter into partnership with other
organizations to develop a tree planting program in the City.

v. EV Home Charger Program. The project applicant may implement a program to

cover 100 percent of the costs of purchasing and installing EV chargers for
residential use in local communities near the Project Site.

The GHG Reduction Plan may include different, substitute GHG reduction measures that are equally
effective or superior to those proposed above, as new technology and/or other feasible measures become
available during construction or the operational life of the Project. The GHG Reduction Plan shall identity
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such different, substitute GHG reduction measures, and shall provide enough information to assess the
feasibility of these measures. The project applicant may rely on such measures only if they are reviewed
by the City Building Official, are quantified, are found to be feasible, and are found to be at least as
effective as those measures listed above. The Plan shall identity and quantify any other GHG reduction
measures needed to reduce the Project incremental GHG emissions to no net new GHG emissions, or
better.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b): Annual GHG Verification Report. The project operator shall prepare an
Annual GHG Verification Report, which shall be submitted to the City, with a copy provided to CARB
on an annual basis following the commencement of project operations. The Annual GHG Verification
Report shall estimate the Project’s emissions for the previous year based on operational data and methods,
and using appropriate emissions factors for that year, as set forth in the GHG ReductioniPlan, and
determine whether additional offset credits, or other measures, are needed for thgProject t¢ result'in net
zero GHG emissions. It shall include a process for verifying the actual number angd attéindance of net new,
market-shifted, and backfill events.

If an Annual GHG Verification Report determines that the Project’ s gthissions ot the! previous vear were
lower than necessary to achieve net zero GHG emissions, credit fot any einissions téductions achieved
below net zero shall be applied to the next year in the following Annual GHG Verification Report. The
Annual GHG Verification Report shall be verified by a qualified. indépendent expert entity retained at the
project applicant’s expense. GHG offset credits to achigye nef.zero: GH  emissions for the previous year,
if necessary, shall have been purchased by the end of:gich reporting year.

Following completion and verification of the Annual' GHG Verification Report, the GHG Reduction Plan
shall be refined as may be needed in order tosmiainitdin etissions below net zero over the next reporting
year. Any such revisions shall be preparediby the qualified éxpert retained by the project applicant and
shall be subject to review and approval by theity.

In reviewing the GHG Reduction:Plan, any révisions to that plan, or other reports related to
implementation of the Plan, the City mav retain qualified expert to assist with this review. The selection
of such an expert shall be at the:Citvis discretion. Any expenses incurred by the City in retaining this
expert shall be borne by the projest.applicant.

The provisions of thikMatigation Measure 3.7-1(b) may be consolidated with the reporting obligations
pursuant to AB 987, as memonialized in the conditions of approval to the Project, into a single GHG
reduction monitoging and verification report.

Basis fop Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a) requires development of a GHG Reduction Plan to
demonstrgte how the Proposed Project can achieve “no net new" GHG emissions, either directly or
indirectly,“ver the 80-year operational life of the Proposed Project. The GHG Reduction Plan must
incorporate an‘extensive list of required measures for reducing energy demand and for reducing
automobile trips, along with a monitoring program to help ensure effectiveness of the Proposed Project’s
TDM program. The GHG Reduction Plan may also include additional on-site and off-site measures as
needed to achieve no “net new” emissions over the 30-year operational life of the Proposed Project,
including the potential use of carbon offset credits that are verified by an approved registry, defined as
“an entity approved by CARB to act as an “offset project registry” to help administer parts of the
Compliance Otfset Program under CARB’s Cap and Trade Regulation.”

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b) ensures successful implementation of the GHG Reduction Plan by requiring
an Annual GHG Verification Report, to be verified by a qualified, independent expert, which shall
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estimate the Proposed Project’s emissions for the previous year and determine whether additional
measures or carbon offset credits are needed for the Proposed Project to maintain its attainment of “no net
new” GHG emissions over the course of its 30-year operational life. The Annual GHG Verification
Report shall include a process for veritying the actual number and attendance of net new, market-shitted,
and backfill events. With the monitoring and reporting program described in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b),
the City will be actively managing compliance with mitigation, and the GHG Reduction Plan would be
effective in reducing project emissions to the “no net new” threshold of significance. Thus, the impact
would be less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impdggts would be

reduced to less than significant.

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1. Impact 3.8-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would be located on a site
which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pitrsuant t6 Government Code
section 65962.5 and, as a result, could have the potential to create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment. (Refer to pages 3.8-39 through 3.6-44 of the:Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.8-4: Prior to initiating any groust! distarbinig"détivities on the Project Site, the
project applicant shall prepare a Soil Management Plan (SMP) that is submitted to and reviewed and
approved by the California Department of Toxic Substaness Contrel (DTSC), the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), theLos Aigeles Cbunty Fire Department (LACFD) Site
Mitigation Unit (SMU), or other applicable fegulat6ry, agénes having jurisdiction to review or approve
the SMP. The SMP shall be prepared by a Registered Environmental Assessor (REA) or other qualified
expert, and shall address the findings of'the twéEKI technical memoranda dated June 28, 2019, and/or
subsequent relevant studies.

During construction, the contractorishall implement the SMP. If unidentified or suspected contaminated
soil or groundwater evidenced by, staitied soil, noxious odors, or other factors, is encountered during site
preparation or constructivm:activities ortiany portion of the Project Site, work shall stop in the excavation
area of potential contamination. Upsnidiscovery of suspect soils or groundwater, the contractor shall
notify the applicable tegiilatoty, agency. and retain an REA or qualified professional to collect soil
samples to confitim the type andigxtent of contamination that may be present.

If contamination is:Genfirmed to be present, any further ground disturbing activities within areas of
identified or suspegted contamination shall be conducted according to a site specific health and safety
plan, prepared by a California state licensed professional. The contractor shall follow all procedural
direction gi¥en byithe applicable regulatory agency, and in accordance with the SMP to ensure that
suspect soils are 1solated, protected from 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 identitied 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 from the appropriate regulatory agency for a course of action that would allow that
construction to recommence within any such areas. The project applicant shall submit the “no further
action” letter or notification documenting direction from the regulatory agency to the City prior to
resumption of any ground disturbing activity on the relevant portion of the Project Site. If compounds in
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soil are identified in concentrations that trigger SCAQMD’s Rules 1166 or 1466, the SMP will require
compliance with such rules.

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-4, the Proposed Project would
not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment as a result of exposure to existing
contamination or hazardous release sites. Thus, this impact would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.8-5: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would belocated within
an airport land use plan area and could result in a safety hazard or excessivingise forpeople
residing or working in the project area or could create a hazard to navigable.airspace and/or
operations at a public airport. (Refer to pages 3.8-44 through 3.6-48 of the Draft EIRY)

Mitigation Measure 3.8-5: The project applicant shall submit an agpligation to'the Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) for a determination that that the Project is consistétit with the"Airport Land Use
Plan. The project applicant shall submit Form 7460 1, “Notice of*Broposed ‘@onstruction or Alteration,” to
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or notify the EAA, through, the Obstacle Evaluation/Airport
Airspace Analysis system, consistent with the requirements"af, 14'€iide #f Federal Regulations (CFR) Part
77, prompting completion of an aeronautical study togletermineiwhether the Project would constitute a
hazard to air navigation. A copy of the 14 CFR Pari 77 notificationishall be included in the compatibility
review application for the Project.

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project apiplicant shall provide the City with a copy of the
ALUC-issued consistency determinatioiiy andithe FAArissued “Determination of No Hazard to Air
Navigation.” The project applicant shéll iniplement all recommendations made by the FAA, including
those for marking and lighting of:project contpponerits that are determined to constitute obstructions in
federal airspace, and any requiretiigntsset forth'ih the ALUC consistency determination regarding height
restrictions.

Basis for Finding: With'the iniflepentation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-5, the Proposed Project would not
create a hazard to aitffidyngation as a result of the penetration of imaginary airspace surfaces or obstacle
clearance surfacey, and waiild not.be inconsistent with the ALUP. Thus, this impact would be considered
less than significant.

Finding: Changes or ‘altérations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantiglly lesseti the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be

reduced to'dess thait'significant.

G. Hydrology and Water Quality

1. Impact 3.9-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project could have the potential
to violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality, or conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan.
(Refer to pages 3.9-21 through 3.9-24 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a): Comply with Applicable Regulations as Approved by the City and the Los
Angeles RWQCB. The project applicant shall comply with the MS4 permit regulations, NPDES General
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Construction Permit, Inglewood Municipal Code regulations, the County’s LID Standards Manual, and
the USGBC’s LEED program. A LID Report and SWPPP shall be prepared to the satistaction of the City
and Los Angeles RWQCB to ensure the prevention of substantial water quality degradation during
construction and operation of the Project. These plans shall be approved by the City and Los Angeles
RWQCB to confirm that these permit and regulatory requirements have been satisfied before construction
commences on the site.

Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(b): Sweeping. Operation of the Project shall include periodic sweeping to
remove oil, grease, and debris from parking lots of 25 spaces or more. Such sweeping shall occur not less
than weekly.

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.9-1(a), the Propésed Project would
comply with applicable regulations as approved by the City and the Los AngelesRWQCB and would not
result in an impact to water quality. With implementation of Mitigation Measure'3.9%1{h), the Proposed
Project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan Storm Drains andWaste'Water Policy 2. Thus,
this would be a less-than-significant impact.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated itito, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental eftect as identifiéd in the'BIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.9-3: Construction and operation 6f the Proposed Project could have the potential
to substantially alter the existing drainage patteins of the site op area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or throagh the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which has the potential to: result iiv'substantial erosion or siltation on or off site;
substantially increase the rate or amourit of surface runetf in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off site; create or contributétunoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater dyainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or impede or p¢direct flow.(Refer to pages 3.9-26 through 3.9-31 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.9-3: Iniplement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) and 3.9-1(b) (Comply with
Applicable Regulations as Approvid by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCB and Sweeping).

Basis for FindingWith the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-3, construction of the Proposed
Project would comply withiapplicable regulations as approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCB
and would not regylt in a significant impact related to alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site.
Thus, thigidinpact weuld beiconsidered less than significant.

Finding: Changes'or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially Jessesi'the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less'than significant.

3. Impact 3.9-4: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with
other cuamulative development within the Dominguez Channel Watershed, could have the potential
to cumulatively violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality or conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan. (Refer to pages 3.9-31 through 3.9-32 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.9-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) and 3.9-1(b) (Comply with
Applicable Regulations as Approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCB and Sweeping).
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Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.9-4, the Proposed Project would
comply with applicable regulations as approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCB, would be
consistent with the City’s General Plan Storm Drains and Waste Water Policy 2, and, therefore, would not
result in an impact to water quality. Thus, the Proposed Project would not have a considerable
contribution to a cumulative impact and would be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

4. Impact 3.9-6: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with
other cumulative development in the Dominguez Channel Watershed, could have the potential to
cumulatively alter the drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or through the addition of impervious surfices, in a:mannér which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site; substantiallviincrease the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flogding on or'off site; create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing'or, planned stormw ater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted vinoff; or impede or redirect
flow. (Refer to pages 3.9-33 through 3.9-34 of the Draft.EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.9-6: Implement Mitigation Mgasure 3.9¢](a) and 3.9-1(b) (Comply with
Applicable Regulations as Approved by the City arid the Ligs Angeles RWQCB and Sweeping).

Basis for Finding: With the implementationist Mitigation, Metsures 3.9-6, construction of the Proposed
Project would comply with applicable regalations as approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCB
and would not result in a significant impact rélated to alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site.
Thus, the Proposed Project would ngt'haveia congiderable contribution to a cumulative impact, and would
be considered less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterationi:have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significantienviténmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be

reduced to less than significant:

H. Transportation: and Circulation

1. npact 3.14:13; The Proposed Project could have the potential to adversely affect existing
or planned pedestrian facilities, or fail to adequately provide for access by pedestrians. (Refer to
pages 3.14-248 through 3.14-249 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-13: The project applicant shall widen the east leg crosswalk across West
Century Boulevard at South Prairie Avenue to 20 feet.

Basis for Finding: The widened crosswalk would provide sufficient capacity for the anticipated
pedestrian flows. The impact would be mitigated to less than significant.

The widened crosswalk may also encourage more pedestrians destined to/from the parking areas in the
northeast part of Hollywood Park to use the north sidewalk along West Century Boulevard rather than the
south sidewalk, which would improve conditions for pedestrians using the south sidewalk to walk to/from
the East Transportation Center and Garage.
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This mitigation measure would not be required if the West Century Boulevard Pedestrian Bridge Project
Variant is constructed. Under this condition, pedestrian travel in this crosswalk should be prohibited
during the pre-event and post-event peak periods.

Cumulative impacts are also considered less than significant as the cumulative projects would not add a
significant number of pedestrians to the analyzed sidewalk and crosswalk facilities near the Proposed
Project. Mitigation Measure 3.14-13 would ensure that any cumulative pedestrian impacts would also be
less than significant with mitigation.

Impacts under a concurrent event scenario, with major events at the Proposed Projectipccurring
concurrently or overlapping with events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, are alsaigonsidered less
than significant as the anticipated pedestrian flows would not add a significant titimber of*pedestrians
(beyond conditions analyzed under the Adjusted Baseline Plus Project Major Event Scénariojto the
analyzed sidewalk and crosswalk facilities near the Proposed Project analyized dutingithe pré-event and
post-event peak hours. It is anticipated that events at The Forum wouldigenerate relatively few added
pedestrians near the Proposed Project given their physical distance fiom, one another @ind availability of
parking on-site at The Forum. It is anticipated that pedestrians attending éyents at the NFL Stadium
would primarily utilize the HPSP internal pedestrian network if théy park ofissite. Alternately, they would
utilize pedestrian facilities beyond the limits of the pedestrian. study ‘agea for the Proposed Project if they
parked off-site and relied on shuttles to access the NFL Stadiym. Asuch, under a concurrent event
scenario, those impacts would not combine to adversely affectexisting or planned pedestrian facilities
near the Proposed Project or fail to adequately provide for pédestriam access; heavier volumes of traffic on
concurrent event days would not result in inadeguate pedestriansaccess in the vicinity of the Proposed
Project.

Finding: Changes or alterations have béen réguired in or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant esvironthentalietféét as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.14-14: The Proposed Project could have the potential to result in inadequate
emergency access under. Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-249 through 3.14-251 of
the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Meakure 3.14:14: “The project applicant shall work with the City and the Centinela Hospital

Medical Center ((,HMC) to.develop and implement a Local Hospital Access Plan that would maintain

reasonablgidtéess i the hogpital by emergency and private vehicles accessing the CHMC emergency

room. Measures to be‘included in the plan could include, but may not be limited to, the following:

a) Development of a wayfinding program that consists of the following:
Plagement of signage (e.g., blank-out signs, changeable message signs, permanent hospital
alternaté'route signs, etc.) on key arterials that may provide fixed alternate route guidance as well
as real-time information regarding major events. This program would benefit from the project
financial contribution to the City’s I'TS program (see Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(0)) by including
cameras, vehicle queue spillback detection loops on eastbound West Century Boulevard, and
other technologies which, if implemented, could enable the wayfinding signs to be automatically
illuminated when necessary.

b) Coordination with CHMC regarding updates to their website and any mobile apps so that
employees, visitors, and patients visiting those sites are provided with advanced information of
when events are scheduled.
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c) Provide direction to TCOs regarding best practices for accommodating emergency vehicles
present in congested conditions during pre-event and post-event conditions.

The Local Hospital Access Plan shall consider, develop, and implement solutions to address potential
access restrictions caused by construction activity at the Project (see Impact 3.14-15). The Plan shall have
a monitoring and coordination component including observations of accessibility to the Emergency
Department during periods when events are and are not being held at the Project. Coordination would
include participation by the project applicant in quarterly working group meetings with hospital
administrators to identity and address circulation concerns.

The Local Hospital Access Plan shall be reviewed by the City, the Police Department;. ] os Angeles
County Fire Department, and approved by the City prior to the first event at the Projectiarena.

Basis for Finding: The implementation of the above mitigation measure would gnsureithat adequate
access to the local hospital would remain, even during arena events. Coordination with the €HMC and
implementation of wayfinding technology would assist drivers and emergencyivehitles to safely and
quickly navigate to the CHMC, and the mitigation would reduce thig impact to less thian significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorpofated intdiithe project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

3. Impact 3.14-26: The Proposed Project could haye the potential to result in inadequate
emergency access under cumulative conditions, (Refeér to page 3.14-297 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-26: Implement Mitigation Weasure 3.14-14 (Local Hospital Access Plan).

Basis for Finding: The implementatién ofithe above mitigation measure would ensure that adequate
access 10 the local hospital woulditemain, even during arena events. Coordination with the CHMC and
implementation of wayfinding technolgy wouldassist drivers and emergency vehicles to safely and
quickly navigate to the CHMC tand the mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.

Finding: Changes or altérgiionsiiaveibeen required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessemth&isignificant environmental effect as identitied in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than signifigant

I Utilities and Service Systems

1. Impact 3.15-9: Construction and operation of the Proposed Prgaject could have the potential
to require ¢y, result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction or relocation of which could have the
potential to cause significant environmental effects. (Refer to pages 3.15-68 through 3.15-72 of the
Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.15-9: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) (Comply with Applicable
Regulations as Approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCB).

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.15-9, construction of the Proposed
Project would comply with applicable regulations as approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQUCB
that require preparation and implementation of an LID Plan and SWPPP. Thus, the effects of expansion of
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storm water drainage facilities would be reduced to insignificance. Thus, this impact would be considered
less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

2. Impact 3.15-10: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with
other cumulative development, could have the potential to result in the relocation or construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction or relocation
of which could have the potential to cause significant environmental effects. (Refer to pages 3.15-73
through 3.15-78 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.15-10: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) (Comply with' Applicable
Regulations as Approved by the City and the Los Angeles RWQCRB).

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measurgg 31 5-10, construction of the
Proposed Project would comply with applicable regulations as approved'tiy the City and the Los Angeles
RWQCB and the expansion of storm water drainage facilities would not catige a significant environmental
effect. Therefore, the Proposed Project with mitigation would.not resylt in a considerable contribution to a
potentially significant cumulative impact. Thus, this cumulative impagct ivould be less than significant.

Finding: Changes or alterations have been required in, orifiCorpotated into, the project which avoid or

substantially lessen the significant environmental efféctas identified in the EIR. Impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

Section V. Significant.and.Unavoidable Impacts

The following significant and pefentially:significant environmental impacts of the Project, including
cumulative impacts, are unavbidablé:and cannot be mitigated in a manner that would substantially lessen
the significant impact. Notwithstinding:disclosure of these impacts, the City Council elects to approve
the Project due to overriding ¢oiisiderations as set forth below in Section F, the statement of overriding
considerations.

A. Air Quality

1. Impact 3:2:1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would conflict with
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. (Refer to pages 3.2-65 through 3.1-73 of the Draft
EIR)

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(b). Implementation of a
comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b). Emergency Generator and Fire
Pump Generator Maintenance & Testing.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-1(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c). Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan.
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-1(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d). Incentives for vendors and
material delivery trucks to use ZE or NZE trucks during operation.

Basis for Finding: Because regional emissions during construction and operation of the Proposed Project
would exceed the significance thresholds for those criteria air pollutants for which the Air Basin is not in
attainment (i.e., VOC, NOX, PMio, and PM5), the Proposed Project would have a significant impact
regarding consistency with the AQMP.

Regarding construction emissions, the Applicant has agreed to use off-road diesel-powered construction
equipment that meets or exceeds CARB and US EPA Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards or
equivalent for all equipment rated at 50 hp or greater. Such equipment will be outfitted with BACT
devices including, but not limited to, a CARB certitied Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters: Based on
registration data, over 75 percent of heavy-duty diesel vehicles (i.e., vendor andhayl trucks) in the State
are model year 2010 or newer.

All construction equipment and vehicles shall maintain compliance with the ‘fianufacturer’s
recommended maintenance schedule and the Applicant will maintaiimaintenande records. The Applicant
will strive to use ZE or NZE heavy- duty haul trucks during constriictioriand no idling signs will be
posted upon entry and throughout the Project Site during construétion. In addition, the project applicant
will restrict vehicle idling time to no longer than five minutes and will post signs at the entrance and
throughout the site stating that idling longer than five minutes i$'fiétpermitted. Even with implementation
of Project Design Feature 3.2 1 and Mitigation Measuge 3.2 1();, construction-related daily emissions
would exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholdifor NQIX. Theiefore, short-term regional construction
emissions would be considered significant and ynavoidable.

Regarding operational emissions, feasible miitigation‘in linewith the VMT-reduction targets of the
AQMP and the City’s ECAP to reduce sggional emissigns during operation of the Proposed Project have
been developed. Implementation of Mitigation Measyre 3.2 1 would require the implementation
Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b), which involveithe implementation of a TDM program, consistent with the
transportation strategies noted in‘the 2016 RTP/SCS. In particular, the TDM program would be designed
to provide transportation servites and incentives that encourage and support the use by employees, event
attendees and customers, of altemdtive'niodes of transportation and the reduction of vehicle trips,
including by increasing averagéivehiele occupancy. The Proposed Project TDM program would include a
variety of componentsgancliding programs to encourage alternative modes of transportation (rail, public
bus, and vanpool) includitig eveént-day dedicated shuttle services; programs to carpools and ZE vehicles,
active transportation, empldayee vanpools, a park-n-ride program, and information services; and programs
to reduce gnssite parking demand, including event-day local microtransit service.

As demanstrated in‘Appendix K, the TDM program would result in a reduction of vehicle trips. Potential
trip reductions are based on estimates of vehicle trips for LA Clippers home basketball games and other
non-NBA baskétball game events to be hosted at the Project Site, as well as LA Clippers employees who
will use the LA Clippers practice and training facility and the LA Clippers offices, and vehicle trips by
employees and patrons of the sports medicine clinic, retail, restaurant, community space and hotel uses
included at the Project Site. The TDM program would be designed to achieve and maintain a reduction in
the number of vehicle trips, on an annual basis, by attendees, employees, visitors, and customers as
compared to trips generated by Project operations absent the TDM program. The implementation of this
mitigation measure would reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and encourage the use of other modes of
transportation besides automobiles, thereby reducing Project-related emissions during operation of the
Proposed Project. However, as the timing and efficacy of these measures cannot be determined with
certainty at this time, the regional operational emissions would continue to exceed the significance
thresholds for those criteria air pollutants and precursors for which the Air Basin is not in attainment (i.e.,
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VOC, NOX, PMjig, and PMa5). As such, even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b), the
Proposed Project would not be consistent with the control strategies in the AQMPs.

The Applicant has agreed to conduct maintenance and/or testing on the emergency generators or fire
pump generators on three separate non-event days. Each emergency generator shall be tested on a
separate non-event day and the two fire pump generators may be tested together on a separate non-event
day. As shown in Table 3.2 24, below, NOX emissions during operations would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels during Non-Event days. However, VOC, NOX, PM,o, and PM, s emissions would
remain in excess of the SCAQMD significance thresholds on certain Event days. In addition, the
Applicant has agreed to provide incentives to vendor delivery trucks that use ZE or NZE trucks during
project operations. As previously stated, registration data indicates over 75 percent oftheavy-duty diesel
vehicles (i.e., vendor and haul trucks) in the state are model year 2010 or newer. Thus,"there are no
additional feasible mitigation strategies to further reduce the maximum daily regipnal emigsionginf VOC,
NOX, PMio, and PM3 s during operations and the Proposed Project would contintie t6'8e.abovie'the
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and impacts would be significant and Uinavoidable.

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the air quality related'policies inithe €ity’s General Plan
and ECAP. However, even with implementation of all feasible mitigationy regionalProposed Project
emissions of nonattainment pollutants would remain in excess of*dpplicabléthresholds, and this impact
would be considered significant and unavoidable.

For additional information concerning the use of ZE afid NZE ‘denstruction equipment, trucks and
shuttles, please see Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-5:8CAGMD3-14, SCAQMD3-15, SCAQMD3-
19, NRDC-9, and Ray Gorski, Inglewood Basketball' & Evitertaipment Center Draft EIR: Review of
Suggested Mitigation Measures, May, 2020,

Finding: The City Council finds that there aféno additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this tithe which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact vemains sighificant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverseimpagt will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
signiticant) level, the City Coung¢il. finds:that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identifiedin tie:Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite thisimpact;

2. Impact3,2-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase in NOx emissions during construction, and a cumulatively
considegable net increase in VOC, NOx, CO, PMyy, and PM, s emissions during operation of the
Proposed Project. (Refer to pages 3.2-73 through 3.1-90 of the EIR.)

Mitigation Megakure 3.2-2(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(b).

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b): Emergency Generator and Fire Pump Generator Maintenance & Testing.
The Applicant shall conduct maintenance and/or testing of the emergency generators or fire pump
generators on three separate non-event days. Each emergency generator shall be tested on a separate non-
event day and the two fire pump generators may be tested together on a separate non-event day.
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c): The project applicant shall prepare and implement a Construction
Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to the issuance of a construction permit for each site or phase of the
Project, as applicable, the project applicant shall submit

the components of this plan associated with the construction activities being approved to the City
Department of Economic and Community Development for review and approval. The plan shall detail
compliance with the following requirements:

1y

2)

3

4)

%
~

The Plan shall set forth in detail how the project applicant will implement Project Design
Feature 3.2-1.

The Plan shall require construction contractor(s) to use off- road diesel- powered construction
equipment that meets or exceeds California Air Resources Board (CARB) and US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4 off-road emissions standards, or equivalent, for eqiipment rated at
50 horsepower or greater. Such equipment shall be outfitted with Best Available Contrpl Techiiology
(BACT) devices including, but not limited to, a CARB certified Level 3 Diesel Pégticulate Filters. This
requirement shall be included in applicable bid documents, and the sucgessful ‘¢ontiactoifs) shall be
required to demonstrate the ability to supply compliant equipment peior tithe coimmencement of any
construction activities. A copy of each unit’s certified tier specifigation and GARB, or South Coast Air
Quality Management District operating permit (if applicable) shall beigvailabléispon request at the
time of mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. The:City shall:require quarterly reporting
and provision of written documentation by contractors to ensuré:ggmpliance, and shall conduct regular
inspections to ensure compliance with these requirements,

The project applicant shall require, at a minimum, fiat operattizs of heavy-duty haul trucks visiting the
Project during construction commit to using 201¢ modeliyear ofihewer engines that meet CARB’s 2010
engine emission standards of 0.01 grams per brake hersepowershour (g/bhp-hr) for particulate matter
(PM) and 0.20 g/bhp-hr of NOx emissiong:or hewer, cléanet trucks. In addition, the project applicant
shall strive to use zero-emission (ZE) orfticar-zero-émissivn (NZE) heavy-duty haul trucks during
construction, such as trucks with natural gas:engines that meet CARB’s adopted optional NOx emissions
standard of 0.02 g/bhp-hr. Contragtors shiall berequired to maintain records of all trucks visiting the
Project, and such records shall;b¢ madg avajlableito the City upon request.

The project applicant shall:enstite gl constru¢tion equipment and vehicles are in compliance with the
manufacturer’s recommended, maisitenance schedule. The project applicant shall maintain maintenance
records for the constryetion phéase ofithe Project and all maintenance records shall remain on site for a
period of at least 2 years from anipletion of construction.

The project apglicant'shall'eiter into a contract that notifies all construction vendors and contractors that
vehicle idling time will bé:limited to no longer than 5 minutes or another timetrame as allowed by
Califomnja Codé.of Regulations Title 13, section 2485, Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-
Fueled CommercialMator Vehicle Idling, unless exempted by this regulation. For any vehicle that is
expected to idledonger than 5 minutes, the project applicant shall require the vehicle’s operator to shut off
the engine. Signs shall be posted at the entrance and throughout the site stating that idling longer than

5 minutesiis not permitted.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d): The project applicant shall provide incentives for vendors and material
delivery trucks that would be visiting the Project to encourage the use of ZE or NZE trucks during
operation, such as trucks with natural gas engines that meet CARB’s adopted optional NOx emissions
standard of 0.02 grams per brake horsepower-hour (g/bhp-hr). At a minimum, incentivize the use of 2010
model year delivery trucks.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(e): If ZE or NZE shuttle buses sufficient to meet operational requirements of
the TDM Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) are determined to be commercially
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available and financially feasible, the project applicant shall provide bidding priority to encourage their
use as part of the TDM Program.

Basis for Finding: The Applicant has agreed to use off-road diesel-powered construction equipment that
meets or exceeds CARB and US EPA Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards or equivalent for all
equipment rated at 50 hp or greater. Based on registration data, over 75 percent of heavy-duty diesel
vehicles (i.e., vendor and haul trucks) in the state are model vear 2010 or newer. Even with
implementation of Project Design Feature 3.2 1 and Mitigation Measure 3.2 1(c) discussed below,
construction-related daily emissions would exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOX.
Therefore, short-term regional construction emissions would be significant and unavoidable.

With regard to regional operational emissions, under Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(a) the Proposed Project
would implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b), which would require the Propéséd,Project to divelop a
TDM program which would be designed to reduce vehicle trips by spectators, event-davistattiand
employees through the use of alternate modes of transportation including public transit, shuttles,
ridesharing, walking, and biking. The TDM program would be requirgd to denjpnstiate a reduction in
vehicle trips produced by the Proposed Project. Potential trip reductioni.are basédioniéstimates of vehicle
trips for LA Clippers home basketball games and other non-NBA, basketbil] game évents to be hosted at
the Project Site, as well as LA Clippers employees who would use the LA Clippers practice and training
facility and the LA Clippers offices, and vehicle trips by enipleyees aiid patrons of the sports medicine
clinic, retail, restaurant, community space, and hotel usek included atithe Project Site. The TDM program
would be designed to reduce single-occupancy vehigle trips andifo use other modes of transportation
besides automobile to travel to basketball games and:-other €vents hissted at the Proposed Project. The
implementation of this mitigation measure would serveito furthérreduce mobile emissions during
operation of the Proposed Project, as well agiany negligible pélated health effects. Because the efficacy of
these measures to reduce trips cannot be détermined with certainty at this time, maximum daily regional
emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, PMyq, anid:PM3éemissions during operation of the Proposed Project would
continue to be above the SCAQMID)egional signifigance thresholds and impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

As shown in Table 3.2-24, on page 3:2:90 of the Draft EIR, with Mitigation Measure 3.3-2(b), NOX
emissions during operations, wouldibe réduced to less-than-significant levels during Non-Event days.
However, VOC, NOX, C@; PMiiiiand PM, s emissions would remain in excess of the SCAQMD
significance thresholdsion certain event days, therefore impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

With Mitigation Measure 3,3-2(c), the Applicant has agreed to use off-road diesel-powered construction
equipmentithat'meets or exceeds CARB and US EPA Tier 4 Final off-road emissions standards or
equivalant for all equiptitent rated at 50 hp or greater, will strive to use ZE or NZE heavy- duty haul
trucks diring construction, and no idling signs will be posted upon entry and throughout the Project Site
during consiruction: Based on registration data, over 75 percent of heavy-duty diesel vehicles (1.e., vendor
and haul trucksyin the state are model year 2010 or newer. Thus, there are no additional feasible
mitigation strategies to further reduce the maximum daily regional emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, PMy,,
and PM, s during construction and the Proposed Project would continue to be above the SCAQMD
regional significance thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

With Mitigation Measure 3.3-2(d), the Applicant has agreed to provide incentives to vendor delivery
trucks that use ZE or NZE trucks during project operations. Based on registration data, over 75 percent of
heavy-duty diesel vehicles (i.e., vendor and haul trucks) in the state are model year 2010 or newer. Thus,
there are no additional feasible mitigation strategies to further reduce the maximum daily regional
emissions of VOC, NOX, CO, PMy, and PM> s during operations and the Proposed Project would
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continue to be above the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

For additional information concerning the use of ZE and NZE construction equipment, trucks and
shuttles, please see Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-5, SCAQMD3-14, SCAQMD3-15, SCAQMD3-
19, NRDC-9, and Ray Gorski, Inglewood Basketball & Entertainment Center Draft EIR: Review of
Suggested Mitigation Measures, May, 2020.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an agéeptable {lass-thian-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, teclinological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support apprisval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

3. Impact 3.2-5: Construction and operation of the Propoesed Projgect, in conjunction with
other cumulative development, would result in inconsistencies with implémentation of applicable
air guality plans. (Refer to pages 3.2-104 through 3.1-105 6f the Draft FIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.2-5(a): Implement Mitigatiogi Measure 3i14 2(b). Implementation of a
comprehensive Transportation Demand Management:( TV ) program.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-5(b): Implement Mitigation:Meagure 3.2-2(b). Emergency Generator and Fire
Pump Generator Maintenance & Testing,

Mitigation Measure 3.2-5(c): Implement Mitigation'Measure 3.2-2(c). Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-5(d): Tinplement Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d). Incentives for vendors and
material delivery trucksit@iuse ZF ‘6r NZAE trucks during operation.

Basis for Finding: Becayse Proposed Project regional emissions during construction and operations
would exceed the significange thresholds for those criteria air pollutants for which the Air Basin is not in
attainment (j.e., VOC, NOx, PMio, and PM> 5, the Proposed Project would have a considerable
contribugion 1o a sigaificasit cumulative inconsistency with the AQMPs. As discussed above, the Proposed
Project would implement Mitigation Measures 3.2-5(a-d), which would require the project applicant to
use off-ropd diesel:powered construction equipment that meets or exceeds the CARB and US EPA Tier 4
Final off-road:emissions standards or equivalent for all equipment rated at 50 hp or greater and implement
a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan during project construction.

Implementation of a TDM program would serve to reduce Project-related mobile emissions during
operation of the Proposed Project. Maintenance and/or testing of emergency generators or fire pump
generators will be conducted on three separate non-event days. Each emergency generator shall be tested
on a separate non-event day and the two fire pump generators may be tested together on a separate non-
event day. As demonstrated in Table 3.2-24, NOx emissions during operations would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels during Non-Event days. However, VOC, NOx, CO, PM4, and PM; s emissions
would remain in excess of the SCAQMD significance thresholds on certain event days. In addition, the
Applicant has agreed to provide incentives to vendor delivery trucks that use ZE or NZE trucks during
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project operations. As previously stated, registration data indicates over 75 percent of heavy-duty diesel
vehicles (i.e.. vendor and haul trucks) in the state are model year 2010 or newer. Thus, there are no
additional feasible mitigation strategies to further reduce the regional emissions generated during
operation of the Proposed Project, based on the above, construction and operation of the Proposed Project
would contribute to a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact as it relates to consistency with the
applicable air quality plan.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptablé(less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, te¢hnological: andiother
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support 4pproval.of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

4. Impact 3.2-6: Construction and operation Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, would result in cumulative increases in short-term (construction) and
long-term (operational) emissions. (Refer to pages 3.2-105 through 3.1-106 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.2-6(a): Implement Mitigation Meastite 3'14:2(b}: Implementation of a
comprehensive Transportation Demand Management{TDM) program.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-6(b): Implement MitigationiMeasure 3:2-2(b). Emergency Generator and Fire
Pump Generator Maintenance & Testing.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-6(c): Implemént Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c). Prepare and implement a
Construction Emissions Minimizatigh'Plan;

Mitigation Measure 3.2-6(d): Implemént Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d). Incentivize use of ZE or NZE
trucks.

Basis for Finding: As diseussédiabove under Mitigation Measure 3.2 2(c¢), there would be no feasible
mitigation measurgsitdifurthier reduce NOx emissions during construction. Thus, consistent with
SCAQMD guidance, the Proposed Project NOx emissions during construction of the Proposed Project
would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) would reduce regional and localized emissions for all
pollutants, during operation of the Proposed Project. However, even after implementation of the required
TDM Progiam, eniissions are predicted to remain in excess of applicable thresholds. Thus, consistent
with SCAQMI¥recommendations, the Proposed Project contribution to VOC, NOx, CO, PMyg, and PMs s
emissions during operation of the Proposed Project would remain cumulatively considerable, resulting in
a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

As shown in Table 3.2-24. on page 3.2-90 of the Draft EIR, NOx emissions during operations would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels during Non-Event days. However, VOC, NOx, CO, PM,, and
PM3 5 emissions would remain in excess of the SCAQMD significance thresholds on certain event days,
therefore cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

As discussed above under Mitigation Measure 3.2 2 (¢), there would be no feasible mitigation measure to
further reduce the maximum daily regional emissions of NOx during construction and the Proposed
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Project would cumulatively be above the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds for NOx, and
cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

The Applicant has agreed to provide incentives to vendor delivery trucks that use ZE or NZE trucks
during project operations. Based on registration data, over 75 percent of heavy-duty diesel vehicles (i.e.,
vendor and haul trucks) in the state are model year 2010 or newer. Thus, there are no additional feasible
mitigation strategies to further reduce the maximum daily regional emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PMy,,
and PM, s during operations and the Proposed Project would cumulatively be above the SCAQMD
regional significance thresholds and cumulative impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measgres or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less=than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened t¢4m acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, d6cialfechnelogical, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Consideratipns;support appraval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

B. Noise and Vibration

1. Impact 3.11-1: Construction of the Proposed Project would result in generation of a
substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient nojse levels in the vicinity of the Proposed
Project in excess of standards established in the lgcal ‘genéral plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies. (Refer to pages 3.11-86 throtugh 3.11-104 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-1: Constrictionloisé/Redtction Plan. Prior to the issuance of any demolition
or construction permit for each phisise of projéét development, the project applicant shall develop a
Construction Noise Reduction, Planitoninimize ‘daytime and nighttime construction noise at nearby noise
sensitive receptors. The plan shall beideveloped in coordination with an acoustical consultant and the
project construction contractor, and:shall:be approved by the City Building Official. The Plan shall
include the following elentents

e A sound barrjer platithat includes the design and construction schedule of the temporary and
permanent spind barriers m¢luded as project design features for the Project, or sound barriers that
achieve an eqiivalent of better reduction in noise levels to noise-sensitive receptors.

o Buffef distancesiand types of equipment selected to minimize noise impacts.

e Haulroutes supject to preapproval by the City.

e  Consipuction contractors shall utilize equipment and trucks equipped with the best available noise
controf4echnitiues, such as improved mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts,
engine enclosures and acoustically attenuating shields or shrouds, wherever feasible.

e Impact tools (i.e., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for project construction
shall be hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is
unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust and external jackets shall be used
where feasible to lower noise levels. Quieter procedures shall be used, such as drills rather than
impact equipment, whenever feasible.

e Stationary noise sources (e.g., generators) shall be muftled and enclosed within temporary sheds,
incorporate insulation barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible. Pole power shall be utilized at
the earliest feasible point in time, and to the maximum extent feasible in lieu of generators. If
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stationary construction equipment such as diesel- or gasoline-powered generators, must be operated
continuously, such equipment must be located at least 100 feet from sensitive land uses (e.g.,
residences, schools, childcare centers, hospitals, parks, or similar uses), whenever possible.

e Use of “quiet” pile driving technology (such as auger displacement installation), where feasible in
consideration of geotechnical and structural requirements and conditions.

e Designate a Community Affairs Liaison and create a telephone hotline and email address to reach this
person, with contact information conspicuously posted pest-this-person's-number-around the Project
Site projestsite, in adjacent public spaces, and in construction notifications. If the Community Affairs
Liaison hotline is not staffed 24 hours per day, the hotline shall provide an automatic answering
feature, with date and time stamp recording, to answer calls when the phone is unattended. The
Community Affairs Liaison shall be responsible for responding to any local comgilaints about
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project.

The Community Affairs Liaison shall investigate, evaluate, and attempt to regtlve noiseicomplaints

related to construction activities of the Proposed Project. The Community Aftairs Iisiison'shall

coordinate with a designated construction contractor representative to ittliplement'the following:

o Document and respond to each noise complaint.

o Attempt to contact the person(s) making the noise complaitit as$pon as feagible and no later than
one construction day.

o]

Conduct a prompt investigation to attempt to determine if conistruction activities related to the
Proposed Project contribute a substantial amount of tigise'reléted: to the complaint.

o]

If it is reasonably determined by the Community Affairsil iaison that construction-related noise
described in the complaint exceeds ambient gxterior noise'tévels by 5 dBA or more at a noise
sensitive use, then the Community Affairs Liaison shalliidentify and implement feasible
reasonable measures within the Projéct Site'th addpeds'the noise complaint.

Examples of reasonable measures that may be implemented within the Project Site include, but are

not limited to:

o Confirming construction gguipment and rélated noise suppression devices are maintained per
manufacturers’ specificatipns;

o]

Ensuring construction‘gguipment is not idled for extended periods of time: and/or

Evaluating feasilile.telocations ‘of equipment, alternatives to specific types of equipment, or

resequencing of construétivn dctivities, as appropriate, while maintaining the project schedule and

safety.

e  Adjacent noige-sensitivig residents and commercial uses (i.e., educational, religious, transient lodging)
within 500 feét of demolition and pile driving activity shall be notified of the construction schedule,
as well as the natie,aid contact information of the project Community Affairs Liaison.

Q

Basis for Finding: Significant on-site construction noise levels would occur during daytime and
nighttime cotistriiction, and off-site construction truck traffic would result in significant increases in
traffic noise. Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 would reduce impacts by requiring a Construction Noise
Reduction Plan.

Due to the lack of specificity of the construction plan at this point in time, the effectiveness of the noise-
reduction techniques identified the mitigation measure, and the uncertainty of haul route designation and
distribution of trucks, it is not practicable to calculate a numeric reduction in mitigated noise levels. The
Proposed Project includes the installation of temporary and permanent sound walls, the most effective
measure to reduce construction noise impacts, prior to commencement of heavy construction activity and
reductions provided have been accounted for in the analysis. Although restrictions on equipment usage
such as the number of equipment pieces that could operate simultaneously within the same area of the
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Project Site and restrictions on the number of heavy-duty construction trucks that can travel along the
same roadways could potentially reduce impacts at noise-sensitive receptors, such restrictions are not
considered feasible because these limitations could result in extension of the construction schedule that
would expose noise-sensitive receptors to longer durations of construction activity, could affect safety
during construction activities, and could interfere with achievement of project applicant Objective 1a.
Therefore, these impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptablé(less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, te¢hnological: andiother
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support 4pproval.of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

2. Impact 3.11-2: Operation of the Proposed Project would'resnlt in generation of a
substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levelsiin the vicinity of the Proposed
Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or neise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies. (Refer to pages 3.11-104 through 3.11-159 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a): Operations Noise Reduction Plan, The project applicant shall prepare an
Operations Noise Reduction Plan which shall include megsiires designed to minimize impacts to offsite
noise-sensitive land uses. The level of noise reduction™f be achigved by the Operations Noise Reduction
Plan shall be documented by a qualified noisé'consultant dndistibmitted to the City. The Operations Noise
Reduction Plan shall be submitted to and approved byithe City prior to the issuance of the first Plaza
building permit and verified prior to thé'issuante of the Certificate of Occupancy for the first Plaza
Building.

The Operations Noise Reduction Plan shiall include the following:

*  Construct the permanent $bundiférriers included in the Project as project design features (as depicted
on Figure 2-19 of the Draft BIR), ‘et:construction of permanent sound barriers that achieve an
equivalent or better'nioiséireduction 45 the permanent sound barriers proposed as project design
features.

+  Design and ifistall noise génerating mechanical equipment, such as emergency generators,
transformers: and/or HVAC units so that such equipment will not cause exceedance of the ambient
conditigig:by thore than'3 dBA at any noise sensitive receptor by means of acoustical enclosures,
sileticers, barriers/élocation, and/or other noise-reducing approaches.

e Locatg noise generating mechanical equipment at the furthest feasible distance from sensitive
recepiors,

¢ Enclose the rooftop restaurant space with a material such as glass, with a minimum density of 3.5
pounds per square foot (3.5 Ibs/sf), that is at least 60 inches high, and has no gaps between each panel
or between 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 insertion loss at any noise-sensitive receptor.

e Design any amplified sound system, equipment, and/or structures in the Plaza to ensure that aggregate
noise from mechanical and amplified sound result in noise levels no greater than 3 dBA over ambient
conditions (1-hour Leq) at any noise sensitive receptor during major event pre- and post-event
conditions. Measures to achieve this standard may include, but are not limited to:
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o Design the outdoor stage and sound amplification system (placement, directivity, orientation,
number of speakers, and/or maximum volume) so as to limit noise levels near noise-sensitive
receptors.

o Utilize sound-absorbing materials on the exterior of Plaza structures where appropriate and
effective to reduce noise levels at adjacent off-site sensitive receptors.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(b) (Implementation of a
comprehensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program).

Basis for Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) would reduce Proposed Project
composite noise levels by establishing performance standards where feasible. Due to digtance attenuation
and the effectiveness of screening materials such as steel, enclosing mechanicaleguipment and plicing it
as far away from receptors as possible would lower the contribution of mechanical‘eguipmeitfrom
composite levels. In addition, installation of a noise-attenuating sound barnier around the toisftop
restaurant open dining areas would lower the contribution of restaurantfiviséito theé composite noise
levels. Design of the outdoor stage and sound amplification system t¢ limit amplified!sound levels leaving
the Project Site would reduce composite noise levels at atfected reteptors, The effeptiveness of feasible
noise reduction strategies such as sound enclosures for mechanical equipmént, glass barriers around the
rooftop restaurant, and the design of the amplified sound system havi, been established. However, due to
the uncertainty with feasibility and effectiveness of noisg réductivn:sirategies to control crowd-generated
noise, composite noise impacts on weekday and weekghnd everiings would be significant and unavoidable.

Significant increases in traffic noise would occur under the Major Event Weekday Post Event and the
Mid-Size Event at NFL Stadium plus concertat The Forum plus Project Weekday Post Event conditions.
Mitigation that could reduce impacts fromain-road traffic alpnig impacted segments includes the
construction of sound walls along the roadway, segments adjacent to noise-sensitive receptors. However,
the Proposed Project does not have controloverithe public right-of-way or noise-sensitive receptors that
could allow installation of sound walls. Therefore nstallation of sound walls would not be feasible.
Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) wapld regtiire the;implementation of a comprehensive TDM program that
would reduce Project-related traffic i\ reduction in Project-related traffic would result in reductions in
traffic noise. The extent to whichithis nigasure would reduce trips along impacted segments is uncertain.
Therefore, impacts would béisignificant 4nd unavoidable.

Finding: The City'Couneil. finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Couneil couldiadopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that thus adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerationiidéntified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

3. Impact 3.11-3: Construction of the Proposed Project would generate excessive groundborne
vibration levels. (Refer to pages 3.11-159 through 3.11-186 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-3(a): Minimize Construction Equipment Vibration. To address potential
structural damage impacts, the operation of construction equipment that generates high levels of
vibration, such as vibratory rollers, large bulldozers/drill rigs and loaded trucks, shall occur no nearer than
20 feet from neighboring structures, if feasible.
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Mitigation Measure 3.11-3(b): Vibration, Crack, and Line and Grade Monitoring Program. If vibratory
rollers, large bulldozers or loaded trucks are required to operate within 20 feet of existing structures,
implement a vibration, crack, and line and grade monitoring program at existing buildings located within
20 feet of demolition/construction activities. The following elements shall be included in this program:
Pre-Demolition and Construction:

a)

b)

1.

1.

iv.

Photos of current conditions shall be included as part of the crack survey that the
construction contractor will undertake. This includes photos of existing cracks and other
material conditions present on or at the surveved buildings. Images of interior conditions
shall be included if possible. Photos in the report shall be labeled in detail and dated.
The construction contractors shall identify representative cracks in the walls of existing
buildings, if any, and install crack gauges on such walls of the buildings to measure
changes in existing cracks during project activities. Crack gauges shallibe installed on
multiple representative cracks, particularly on sides of the buildihg facingthe project.
The construction contractor shall determine the number and placéméntinf vikration
receptors at the affected buildings in consultation with a qualified ar¢hitect'The number
of units and their locations shall take into account proptsed démolition and construction
activities so that adequate measurements can be takgn:fllustrating;yibtation levels during
the course of the project, and if/'when levels exceed the e§tablished ‘threshold.

A line and grade pre-construction survey at the atfected buildings shall be conducted.

During Demolition and Construction:

1.

The construction contractor shall regufarly inspéct and photograph crack gauges,
maintaining records of these inspeétions to'be incladed in post-construction reporting.
Gauges shall be inspected every twoWeeks, or giore frequently during periods of active
project actions in close proximity téicrack ménitors.

The construction contractér shall collégt vibration data from receptors and report
vibration levels to the €ity Building Official on a monthly basis. The reports shall include
annotations regarding projéct activities as necessary to explain changes in vibration
levels, along withi proposed ¢orrective actions to avoid vibration levels approaching or
exceeding the estahlished threshold.

Post-Construction

1.

The applicant (i 14, construction contractor) shall provide a report to the City Building
Offi¢iglregarding crack and vibration monitoring conducted during demolition and
¢onstruction. Infaddition to a narrative summary of the monitoring activities and their
findings, thig report shall include photographs illustrating the post-construction state of
crapks andiaterial conditions that were presented in the pre-construction assessment
report-along with images of other relevant conditions showing the impact, or lack of
impact, of project activities. The photographs shall sufficiently illustrate damage, if any,
cagsed by the project and/or show how the project did not cause physical damage to the
buildings. The report shall include annotated analysis of vibration data related to project
activities, as well as summarize efforts undertaken to avoid vibration impacts. Finally, a
post-construction line and grade survey shall also be included in this report.

The project applicant (and its construction contractor) shall be responsible for repairs
from damage to buildings if damage is caused by vibration or movement during the
demolition and/or construction activities. Repairs may be necessary to address, for
example, cracks that expanded as a result of the project, physical damage visible in post-
construction assessment, or holes or connection points that were needed for shoring or
stabilization. Repairs shall be directly related to project impacts and will not apply to
general rehabilitation or restoration activities of the buildings.
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Mitigation Measure 3.11-3(c): Designate Community Affairs Liaison. Designate a Community Affairs
Liaison and create a telephone hotline and email address to reach this person, with contact information
conspicuously posted around the project site, in adjacent public spaces, and in construction notifications.
If the Community Affairs Liaison is not staffed 24 hours per day, the hotline shall provide an automatic
answering feature, with date and time stamp recording, to answer calls when the phone is unattended. The
Community Affairs Liaison shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about
construction vibration disturbances.

The Community Affairs Liaison shall investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resolve vibration disturbance
complaints related to construction activities of the Project. The Community Affairs Ligison shall
coordinate with a designated construction contractor representative to implement the following:

e Document and respond to each vibration complaint.

e Attempt to contact the person(s) making the vibration complaint as soon as fegsibléiand o' later than
one construction work day.

e Conduct a prompt investigation to attempt to determine if construgtion activities contribute a
substantial amount of the vibration related to the complaint.

o [fitis reasonably determined by the Community Affairs Liaison that'égnstruction-related vibration at
a vibration-sensitive receptor exceeds 72 VdB at a residence or building$yhere people normally sleep
or 75 VdB at a commercial, industrial, or institutional #iggswith primarily daytime use, the Community
Affairs Liaison shall identify and implement feasiblémeasures toatdress the vibration complaint.

Examples of feasible measures that may be impleniented ificlude Bijt are not limited to:

e Confirming construction equipment is maintained ‘per manyfacturer’s specitfications;

e Ensuring construction equipment is not:operated pnnecessarily; and/or

e FEvaluating and implementing any feasible measures such as application of vibration absorbing
bartriers, substitution of lower vibratitn gengrating equipment or activity, rescheduling of vibration-
generating construction activityior othet:poténitial adjustments to the construction program to reduce
vibration impacts at the adjagent vibgation“gensitive receptors.

Basis for Finding: The potentiali:for binlding damage due to typical construction techniques such as those
expected to be used in theicenstruction otfthe Proposed Project is rare except in extreme cases such as
blasting or pile driving, The;potential §tructural response from vibration velocities generated by Proposed

Project constructivn woulidhinélsde minor cosmetic damage for fragile buildings.3 Buildings that would
be impacted by Broject construction with regard to potential structural damage are not designated as
historic, therefore would notbe considered “fragile”. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures
3.11-3(ajand 3.11-3¢biysthe Proposed Project would not result in the generation of excessive groundborne
vibration levels extgeding structural damage thresholds during on-site construction activity, and any
structuralidamage that may be created would be repaired. Thus, this impact with regard to structural
damage would#'Considered less than significant.

Although vibration velocities may not be lowered by Mitigation Measure 3.11-3(c), annoyance would be
addressed within 24 hours of complaint. Similar to structural damage mitigation, required setbacks for
vibratory construction equipment from vibration sensitive receptors required under Mitigation Measures
3.11-3(a) and 3.11-3(b) would reduce vibration velocities. However, such restrictions on equipment usage

3 TFederal Transit Administration, 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September 2018.

p. 113,
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would potentially result in delays in the construction schedule that would expose vibration-sensitive
receptors to longer durations of construction activity, and thus may not be feasible to reduce the impact to
insignificance. Therefore, impacts with regard to human annoyance would be considered significant and
unavoidable.

As described above, heavy-duty construction truck travel along the designated haul route(s) could result
in exceedance of human annoyance thresholds. The distance at which heavy-duty trucks need to travel in
order to avoid exceedance of human annoyance thresholds of 72 VdB for residential uses and 75 VdB for
commercial and industrial uses is 25 feet and 20 feet, respectively. Potential mitigation to address this
impact includes prohibiting travel along the right lane of the roadway. Limiting the lanes of travel for
construction trucks, including haul trucks, where residential, commercial, or industrial uses could be
impact would not be feasible because there would be no mechanism for enforcement. Additionally, the
drivers of construction vehicles may not be under the management of the ProjectiProponent; Therefore,
no feasible mitigation is available to mitigate on-road construction vibration impacts'with regard to
human annoyance and impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasiblg mmtigation’theasres or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reducg ‘this intpact to a'léss-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and ungvoidable:

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminatedior Tesdanedito an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific.gconomic;ilegal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overritding Conisiderations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

4. Impact 3.11-5: Construction of the Proposed Praoject, in conjunction with other cumulative
development, would result in cumulative teiporary increases in ambient noise levels. (Refer to
pages 3.11-188 through 3.11-190 of the Braft' EIR:)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-5; Implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-1. (Construction Noise Reduction
Plan).

Basis for Finding: Significantitn:site construction noise levels would occur during construction, and off-
site construction truckitraftit would result in significant increases in traffic noise in combination with
cumulative constriiction-rélated noise levels if construction of the cumulative projects identified above
were to overlap with constritction of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the Construction Noise
Reduction:Rlan in'¢ambination with proposed permanent and temporary noise barriers would reduce
Proposed Project contribution to cumulative construction-related noise levels from on-site activities and
off-site ¢onstructiop; tratfic.

Although implémentation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 would ensure that feasible measures to minimize
construction noise from the Proposed Project would be undertaken, the close proximity of affected noise
sensitive receptors to potentially overlapping construction activities from the Proposed Project and nearby
Cumulative Projects 67, 73 and/or 74 could result in cumulative impacts in excess of applicable
thresholds at nearby noise-sensitive receptors. In addition, overlapping construction traffic, even with
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, could result in cumulative noise level increases at noise-
sensitive land uses along truck routes in excess of 3 dBA.

The Proposed Project includes the installation of temporary and permanent sound walls, the most
effective measure to reduce construction noise impacts, prior to commencement of heavy construction
activity and reductions provided have been accounted for in the analysis. However, because the Proposed
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Project construction plan is not final at this point in time, and it is unknown whether construction of other
projects in the area including Cumulative Projects 67, 73, and/or 73 would overlap with construction of
the Proposed Project, it is not practicable to calculate a numeric reduction in mitigated noise levels
attributable to the noise-reduction techniques identified in Mitigation Measure 3.11-1. Due to the
uncertainty with feasibility and effectiveness of noise reduction strategies, the Proposed Project
contribution to cumulative noise impacts could remain considerable, and the impacts would be significant
and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an agigeptable (lgss-thian-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, ‘and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support appraval 6fthe Project as
modified, despite this impact.

s Impact 3.11-6: Operation of the Proposed Project, in.conjunction with'other cumulative
development, would result in cumulative permanent increasesiin ambietif noise levels. (Refer to
pages 3.11-190 through 3.11-228 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-6(a): Implement Mitigatiori Measure:3.11-2(a). (Noise Reduction Plan).

Mitigation Measure 3.11-6(b): Implement Mitigation:Measure:3.14 2(b) (Implementation of a
comprehensive Transportation Demand Managemerit(TDM ) program).

Basis for Finding: Implementation of the noite reduction strategies included in Mitigation Measure
3.11-2(a) would reduce Project compdsite ipise'foyels’ However, effectiveness of noise reduction
strategies incorporated within Mitigation, Measure 3711-2(a) are dependent on the final design of the
Proposed Project and thus are untértainiat this titme. Due to the uncertainty with feasibility and
effectiveness of noise reductionistratégies, cumulative operational noise impacts would be considered
significant and unavoidable,

Significant increagesg iy traftic, noise would be lessened by implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-
2(b) which would'require'the iniplementation of an expanded TDM program that would reduce Project-
related traffic. A'reduction in Project-related traffic would result in reductions in cumulative tratfic noise.
The extent i ywhichthis méasure would reduce trips along impacted segments is uncertain. Therefore,
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Finding: "Fhe CityiCouncil finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City €éiricil could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.
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6. Impact 3.11-7: Construction of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development, would generate excessive groundborne vibration. (Refer to pages 3.11-228 through
3.11-229 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.11-7: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.11-3(a), 3.11-3(b), 3.11-3(¢). (Minimize
Construction Equipment Vibration; Vibration, Crack, and Line and Grade Monitoring Program; and
Designate Community Affairs Liaison).

Basis for Finding: With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-7, the Proposed Project would
not result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration levels exceeding structural damage
thresholds during on-site construction activity by ensuring that vibration-inducing egpipment are used at
distances from existing building such that the generation of significant vibration levels‘syould be avoided,
and buildings would be protected through a crack monitoring and repair programi:¥ibration anngwance
related to onsite construction activity would be addressed through the designatiotiof ‘4 Commiinity
Affairs Liaison Thus, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-7,%the contribition sf the
Proposed Project to the cumulative vibration-related structural damage#mpactiwould be less than
considerable, and this cumulative impact would be considered less thasignificait,

As described above, heavy-duty construction truck travel along thé:designatéd haul route(s) could result
in exceedance of human annoyance thresholds. The distangg,at whiclizheavy-duty trucks need to travel in
order to avoid exceedance of human annoyance thresholds ot 72 VdB:for residential uses and 75 VdB for
commercial and industrial uses is 25 feet and 20 feet fespectively. Potential mitigation to address this
impact includes prohibiting travel along the right lane of thé'roadway. Limiting the lanes of travel for
construction trucks, including haul trucks, where residential, commercial, or industrial uses could be
impact would not be feasible because there wuld bz no'mechanism for enforcement. Additionally, the
drivers of construction vehicles for cumulative projecty would not be under the management of the project
applicant or its construction contractorsiWhilésdesignation of a Community Affairs Liaison would
address vibration impacts with regardito htiman dnneyéance, the impact would not be reduced to a less-
than-significant level. Therefore, 10 feasible mitigation is available to mitigate cumulative on-road
construction vibration impacts with regard to huthan annoyance and impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.

Finding: The City Couneil finds:that:there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Coungilicould‘adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these #e¢asons,‘the nipact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extesitithat this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significaiit) level, the @ity Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identtified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

C. Transportation and Circulation

1. Impact 3.14-1: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause
significant impacts at intersections under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-190
through 3.14-192 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a): The project applicant shall implement elements of the Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(b) including strategies,
incentives and tools to provide opportunities for daytime and non-event employees to reduce single-
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occupancy vehicle trips and use other modes besides automobile to travel to and from the Project Site.

These elements include:

a) TDM 1/Encourage Alternative Modes of Transportation (Rail, Public Bus, and Vanpool) — The
Project shall encourage alternative modes of transportation use by providing monetary incentives
and bus stop improvements near the Project Site such as:

e Bus stop facilities improvements: The Project would provide on-site and/or oft-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 Project.

e Transit and/or Multi-Modal Subsidy: The Project would provide pre-tax commuter benefits
for employees.

e Vanpool Subsidy: This would provide pre-tax commuter benefits for employees.

e Marketing and outreach campaign for transit usage.

b) TDM 3/Encourage Carpools and Zero-Emission Vehicles — The Project shall prgvide several
incentives that would encourage carpooling and zero-emission vehigles asiaineans for sharing
access to and from the Project Site including the following:

e Provide incentives for carpools or zero-emission vehigles, including ‘Breferential parking with
the number of parking spots in excess of applicablestequireménts, reduced parking costs, or
other discounts/benefits.

c) TDM 4/Encourage Active Transportation — The Prgjeet shall' include features which enhance
access for bicyclists and pedestrians including thie following:

e Bicycle parking: provide bicycle parkingiin excess sf:applicable code requirements. The
Project Site would provide 60 employeeibike parking spaces and 23 attendee bike parking
spaces.

e Provide showers and lockers foriemployees.

® Bicycle fix-it station: provide a'bicycle repair station where bicycle maintenance tools and
supplies are readily availabléion a‘permanint basis and offered in good condition.

e  Sidewalks or other degignated pithways following safe routes from the pedestrian circulation
to the bicycle parkirig facilities andithroughout the development.

d) TDM 5/Employee Vinpool Brogram — The Project shall provide an employee vanpool program
that would accommodateup 16,66 employees utilizing the vanpool service. Each vanpool is
assumed to havé a Gapacity bl 15persons per vehicle. The vanpool program would be in
conjunction with a'vanpool*subsidy providing pre-tax commuter benefits for employees as
indicatediin TDM;].

e) TDM 7/AnformationiServices — The Project shall provide services to inform employees about
transportation options including the following:

s Welcomeipackets for new employees and ongoing marketing.

» Infortigtion kiosk or bulletin board providing information about public transportation
options;

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 3(f) (Northbound Exclusive Right-
turn Lane and Overlap Phase on South Prairie Avenue at West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 3(1) (Implement protected or
protected/permissive left-turn phasing on South Prairie Avenue at West 104th Street).

Basis for Finding: Since the majority of trips generated by the ancillary uses are generated by patrons of
the commercial uses and not employees, these measures would reduce the severity of, but not eliminate,
these impacts. No feasible mitigation measures are available at the Crenshaw Boulevard/West Century
Boulevard intersection. These impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.
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Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

2. Impact 3.14-2: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impacts at intersections under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-192 through 3.14-
210 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a): The project applicant shall prepare and iniplementan‘Event
Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The Event TMP shall addregs the i$4ues set forth below, and
shall achieve the identified standards for each of these issues:

a) Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Through added intersection capacity and/ér traffic management,
traffic does not queue back to the upstream locations listéd:below dtizing more than 5 percent of a
pre-event peak hour (assuming no other concurrentgyents):

e  Northbound South Prairie Avenue: vehicle gueties, do notispill back from the project vicinity
to [-105, causing vehicle queues on the Spiith Prairie; Avenue off-ramp to exceed their
available storage.

e  Southbound South Prairie Avenue; yehicléigueues dis not spill back from the project vicinity
to beyond Manchester Boulevargd:

e FEastbound West Century Boulegard: vehicle queues do not spill back from the project
vicinity to 1-405, causing vébicle ‘Gueues o the West Century Boulevard off-ramps to exceed
their available storage,

e  Westbound West Cenitury Boulevard: vehicle queues do not spill back from the project
vicinity to beyongd Cresishaw Boulevard.

b) Pedestrian Flows: Throtigh pedestrian flow management, pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks
onto streets withimeyving Vihicles; particularly along portions of West Century Boulevard and
South Prairie Avenne adjadentto the Project.
such as g reservation system A comprehensive parking plan is implemented to minimize
unnecessary vehicular circulation (while looking for parking) within and adjacent to the Project.
The Plan could inclade strategies such as a reservation system, smartphone parking app,
directional;signage, and real-time parking garage occupancy.

d) Bicvele Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to on-site event bicycle parking.
Theson-site bicycle parking shall have an adequate supply to accommodate a typical major event.
If monitoring shows that there is demand for on-site bicycle parking that is not being met, then
additional supply (such as a bicycle valet) shall be identified.

e) Shuttle Bus Loading: An adequate amount of curb space (accompanied by appropriate traffic
management strategies) is provided along South Prairie Avenue to efficiently accommodate
shuttle buses that transport attendees to/from light rail stations.

) Shuttle Bus Capacity and Wait Times: An adequate supply of shuttle buses is provided such that
peak wait times for attendees before and after major events do not exceed 15 minutes.

g) Paratransit: Specific suitable locations are provided to accommodate paratransit vehicle stops.

h) Ridehailing: Traffic management strategies (including active enforcement, wayfinding, signage,

etc.) are implemented to minimize pre-event passenger drop-offs in travel lanes or at curbs along
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the project frontage, and to provide orderly vehicle staging, passenger loading, and traffic flow of
ridehailing vehicles after events. For post-event conditions, the arena is placed within a
‘geofenced area’ in which attendees requesting a TNC are directed to meet the TNC vehicle at the
East Parking Garage. If monitoring shows that ridehailing vehicles are using travel lanes or curbs
along the project frontage to drop off passengers during the pre-event period, then TCOs and/or
barricades shall be stationed at locations where unauthorized drop-offs are occurring.

1) Neighborhood Streets: Reduce traffic volumes on local and collector street segments identified in
the Draft EIR as having a significant impact without causing a significant impact on other local
and collector street segments. Discourage and reduce event-related cut-through tratfic while
maintaining access for residents and their guests.

D) Truck Staging: Large trucks associated with concerts or other special events go not park or idle
along South Prairie Avenue, West Century Boulevard, or any local/collector sttget in the project
vicinity, with the exception of Doty Avenue between West Century Boglevard andiWest 102nd
Street.

k) Parking Garage/Lot Operations: Through eftective garage/lot opetdtions, vehicles do not spill
back onto public streets and adversely affect the roadway netwirk prior to évents while waiting to
enter garages/lots.

The Event TMP shall be subject to review and approval by the City Traffic'Bngineer. The City Traffic
Engineer shall, in performing this review, confirm that the Event TMP, meets these standards.

The Event TMP will be a dynamic document that is eipected toibe revised and refined as monitoring is
performed, experience is gained, additional informétion isbtainéd:regarding the Proposed Project’s
transportation characteristics, and advances in technology or infrastructure become available. Any
changes to the Event TMP shall be subject toireview:and'apprisval by the City Traffic Engineer. In
reviewing any proposed changes to the Evént TMP, the. City* Traffic Engineer shall ensure that the Event
TMP, as revised, is equally or more eftégtive’in addressing the issues set forth above.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b): The project dpplicant shall implement a TDM Program. The TDM
Program shall include strategies, ‘itigentives, and'tools to provide opportunities for non-event employees
and patrons as well as event atténdess and employees to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips and to use
other modes of transportation besidles automobile to travel to basketball games and other events hosted at
the Project. The TDM Prograntshall include:

a) TDM 1/Engbiitage Alternative Modes of Transportation (Rail, Public Bus, and Vanpool) - The
Project shall encotirage alternative modes of transportation use by providing monetary incentives
and bus siop improyements near the Project Site such as:

o lritegrated event and transit ticketing to enable seamless connections and provide event-day
travel ypdates.

o Discounted event tickets with the purchase of a transit pass or providing proof of a registered
L AP gard (the regional fare payment method).

e (ivéaways for transit users (goods for attendees, free tickets for employees, etc.).

e Rewards/gamification opportunities for fans to compete for prizes or points based on their
transportation choices.

e Bus stop facilities improvements: The Project shall 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 Project.

e  Transit and/or Multi-Modal Subsidy: The Project would provide pre-tax commuter benefits
for employees.

e  Vanpool Subsidy: This would provide pre-tax commuter benefits for employees.
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Marketing and outreach campaign for transit usage.

TDM 2/Event-day Dedicated Shuttle Services — The Project shall provide connectivity to the
existing and future Metro Rail Stations and would take advantage of the transportation resources
in the area. The Project shall ensure that enough shuttles would be provided for successtul and
convenient connectivity with short wait times. The following shall be provided:

The Project shall provide dedicated shuttle service from the Green Line at Hawthorne Station,
Crenshaw/LAX Line at AMC/96th Station, and Crenshaw/LAX Line at Downtown
Inglewood station for arena events. This shuttle service shall be a dedicated event-day shuttle
service from the venue for employees and attendees.

The Project shall provide an estimated 27 shuttles with a capacity of 45 persons per shuttle to
accommodate employees and attendees traveling to and from the ProjectiBite. Due to the
arrival and departure of employees prior to the attendees, the same shuttlesould be utilized
for the employees. It is anticipated that the shuttle service would bégiitwo hotigs beéfore the
game and extend to 30 minutes after the start. After the game, shuttlé servideavould begin 30
minutes before the end, and continues one hour after.

The Project shall provide a convenient and safe location git'site f6#:shuttle pick-up and drop-
off on the east side of South Prairie Avenue, approximatelsi250 feet'south of West Century
Boulevard. The drop-off location shall be adjacent to the areniéso that shuttle users would not
need to cross South Prairie Avenue to arrive at the areng,

The project applicant shall monitor the numbet ifipeople iising shuttles to travel between the
above light rail stations and the Project. If the monitoringshigws that peak wait times before
or after major events exceeds 15 minutes. ‘then the pipject applicant shall add sufficient
additional shuttle capacity to reduce wail;fimes to mectithis target. The aim is to require
increased shuttle runs as necessary:tg:make sure that'demand is accommodated within a
reasonable amount of time and f6"encotithge Usgivl transit.

TDM 3/Encourage Carpools and Zétg-Emission Vehicles — The Project shall provide several
incentives that would encouragésarposling and zero-emission vehicles as a means for sharing
access to and from the Projget Site iipcluding the following:

Provide incentives for carpools ot#ero-emission vehicles, including preferential parking with
the number of pagking spots in excess of applicable requirements, reduced parking costs,
discounted rides (otiptherigimilar benetits) for those sharing TNC rides to or from the event,
or other disééiants/bendfits.

Provide yariablg, parking price based on car occupancy — structured to encourage carpooling.
The Project wouldiprovide 8 percent of parking spaces with electrical vehicle charging
stations in excess ofithe minimum requirement of 6 percent.

TDM 4/Encourage Active Transportation — The Project shall include features which enhance
decess for bigyeligts and pedestrians including the following:

®

Bicyelg: parking: Provide bicycle parking in excess of applicable code requirements. The
Project Site would provide 60 employee bike parking spaces and 23 attendee bike parking
Spages.

Provide showers and lockers for employees.

A bike valet service would be implemented if needed to accommodate bike parking space
needs.

Bicvele fix-it station: Provide a bicycle repair station where bicycle maintenance tools and
supplies are readily available on a permanent basis and offered in good condition.
Coordinate bike pools and walk pools.

Sidewalks or other designated pathways following safe routes from the pedestrian circulation
to the bicycle parking facilities and throughout the development.
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TDM S/Employee Vanpool Program — The Project shall provide an employvee vanpool program
that would accommodate up to 66 employees utilizing the vanpool service. Each vanpool is
assumed to have a capacity of 15 persons per vehicle. The vanpool program would be in
conjunction with a vanpool subsidy providing pre-tax commuter benefits for emplovees as
indicated in TDM 1.

TDM 6/Park-n-Ride Program — The Project shall provide a regional park-n-ride program that

would utilize charter coach buses with a capacity of up to 45 persons per bus to accommodate up

to 1,980 attendees. Parking lot locations would correspond to zip code ticket purchase data, and
the site circulation would be designed to account for the charter coaches. The operation of this
park-n-ride would be similar to the currently operating park-n-ride program from the Hollywood

Bowl venue located in the Hollywood Hills within the County of Los Angeles,

TDM 7/Information— The Project shall provide information services to inform‘the public about

activities at the Project including the following:

e Strategic multi-modal signage/wayfinding.

Real-time travel information; changeable message sign (CMS}and sotialimedia.

Welcome packets for new employees and ongoing marketing.

Commercials/advertisement — television, website, socighiiiédia, radiciete’

Information kiosk or bulletin board providing information abéit public transportation

options.

TDM 8/Reduce On-Site Parking Demand — The Prgjiet shall include features that reduce on-site

parking demand such as:

e Provide coach bus/minibus/microtransit:staging. andiparking areas: The Project is designed to
accommodate 20 minibus/microtransit/pagatransit parking spaces and 23 charter coach bus
spaces. The capacity for minibus/migretransit/paratiansit is 10 persons per vehicle and 435
persons per bus for the charter goach bus:

e Allocated sufficient TNC staging spaces: The Project is designed to accommodate
approximately 160 spaces fot;TNCistaging.

TDM 9/Event-Day Local Microtrarisit Service — The Project shall provide a local

minibus/microtransit setvice fopall evéint days with a service range of approximately 6 miles

surrounding the Projet Site; Each minibus is assumed to have a capacity of 10 persons per
vehicle, and the service'svould accommodate up to 66 employees and up to 180 attendees on all
event days.

Monitoring — The ‘DM Program shall include an ongoing program to monitor each of the TDM

Program glemerits listéd above. The monitoring program shall collect data on the implementation

of each gpecific TIIM strategy, and shall assess the extent to which the TDM Program is meeting

demand for alternative forms of transportation, and reducing vehicle trips and reliance on private
atomobilesiiThedntormation obtained through this monitoring program shall be provided to the

City Traffie Engineer on an annual basis.

A monitoringrepirt shall be prepared not less than once each year. The report shall evaluate whether the
TDM Program is achieving the reductions in vehicle trips set forth above. The monitoring report shall be
provided to the City Traffic Engineer (ongoing) and the State of California Office of Planning and
Research (through 2030) and made available to LADOT.

The TDM Program 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 Project’s
transportation characteristics, and advances in technology or infrastructure become available. Any
changes to the TDM Program shall be subject to review and approval by the City Traffic Engineer. In
reviewing any proposed changes to the TDM Program, the City Traffic Engineer shall ensure that the
TDM Program, as revised, is equally or more effective in addressing the issues set forth above.
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(c): The project applicant shall work with the City of Inglewood and the City
of Los Angeles to implement capacity-increasing improvements at the West Century Boulevard/La
Cienega Boulevard intersection. Recommended improvements include two elements:

a) Restripe the westbound approach to convert the outside through/right lane to a dedicated right-
turn lane and operate it with an overlap phase. This is consistent with the LAX Landside
Modermization Program improvements planned for this location.

b) Remove median island on the west leg and restripe the eastbound and westbound approaches to
add second left-turn lanes in each direction.

Should these improvements be deemed infeasible, the applicant and City of Inglewoai, shall work with
LADOT to identify and, if feasible, implement a substitute measure of equivalent effectiveness at
substantially similar cost. A substitute measure that can improve the overall saféty.of this‘infersgétion
could include, but not be limited to, provision of transportation system managemgnt (‘T$M) nicasures or a
commensurate contribution to such measures.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(d): The project applicant shall constrygt'(yia restriping ahd conversion of
median) second left-turn lanes on the northbound and southbound approaches to the West Century
Boulevard/Hawthorne Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard intersection‘gnd operaté the northbound right-turn
with an overlap phase.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(¢): Implement MitigatioiMeasure'3,14-3(f) (Implement northbound
exclusive right-turn lane and overlap phase on South Prairig‘Aventie at West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(f): The project gpplicaiit shall restripe the westbound West 104th Street
approach to Yukon Avenue from consisting of a shared leftithrough/right lane to consist of a left/through
lane and a dedicated right-turn lane.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g): The project applicant shall work with the City of Inglewood and Caltrans
to widen the 1-105 off-ramp appradgh 6 South Prairie Avenue to consist of two lefts, a shared
lett/through/right, and a dedicated right-turn lane. This would require complying with the Caltrans project
development process asadocal agéncy“sponsored project. Depending on the complexity and cost of the
improvement, this could'ifiglud&ithut is not limited to) a cooperative agreement, permit engineering
evaluation report, prééet stidy report, project report, environmental and engineering studies, project
design, construction, etc.

MitigationiMeasuive 3.14-2(h): The project applicant shall restripe the eastbound approach of
Manchester Boulevardat'T.a Brea Avenue to provide a separate right-turn lane, resulting in one left-turn
lane, twai through lines and one right-turn lane.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1): The project applicant shall restripe the westbound approach of
Manchester Boulevard at Crenshaw Boulevard to provide a second left-turn lane, resulting in two left-turn
lanes, one through lane and one shared through/right-turn lane.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(j): The project applicant shall work with the City of Inglewood, the City of
Hawthome, and Caltrans to widen the I-105 westbound off-ramp at Crenshaw Boulevard to consist of one
left, one left/through, and two right-turn lanes. This would require complying with the Caltrans project
development process as a local agency-sponsored project. Depending on the complexity and cost of the
improvement, this could include (but is not limited to) a cooperative agreement, permit engineering
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evaluation report, project study report, project report, environmental and engineering studies, project
design, construction, etc.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(k): The project applicant shall work with the City of Hawthorne to remove
the median island and restripe the southbound approach of South Prairie Avenue at 120th Street to
provide a second left-turn lane, resulting in two left-turn lanes, two through lanes and one shared
through/right-turn lane.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1): The project applicant shall work with the City of Hawthorne to
implement a southbound right-turn overlap signal phase at the intersection of Crenshaw Boulevard and
120th Street.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(m): Provide TCOs on Crenshaw Boulevard at 120% Sireet diting post-event
period as part of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(n): The project applicant shall construct gisécondileft-turn lane on
southbound La Brea Avenue at Centinela Avenue and implement protegted left tugns for the northbound
and southbound approaches.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0): The project applicant shall;make a fiinding contribution of $12 million to
the City of Inglewood Public Works Traffic Division to help funddtig ithplement Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements, including relatedénabling infrastructure, licensing software,
control center and technology updates, related corridor enhiaricements and supporting ITS components, at
intersections in which the Project causes a significant'inipact foriwhich a specific mitigation that would
reduce this impact to less than significant could notibe 1dentified. at intersections in which the Project
causes a significant impact for which a spégific mitigation trat would reduce this impact to less than
significant could not be identified.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(p): The project dpplicant shall work with the City of Inglewood, the City of
Hawthorne, and Caltrans to inyestizatgithe feasibility of adding a second eastbound left-tur lane or
extending the length of the single existing left-turn lane on 120th Street at the 1-105 Eastbound On/Off
Ramps within the existing pavenant width and, if determined to be feasible within the existing pavement
width, to implement the improvéinent

Basis for Finding: A draftiof the, Event TMP described under Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) is included
as Appendix K.4inf the EIR. The measures described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) included in the
TDM Progiéaiiis whigh waspeer reviewed by Fehr & Peers and the City during preparation of the EIR and
are considered objective'and appropriate for inclusion in the Draft EIR.

MitigationiMeasures 3.14-2(c) through 3.14-2(n) on the previous two pages identify physical mitigation
measures that'¢ould reduce the impacts at the specific impacted intersections listed in these mitigation
measures. No feasible physical mitigation was identified that would reduce impacts at the remaining
impacted intersections. However, the combined effects of the Event TMP, coordinated/special event
signal timings, and the physical mitigations below, would have synergistic etfects to improve operations
at other intersections without requiring physical improvements at them.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(c), if implemented, would improve operations at the West Century
Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard intersection from LOS F (with project) to E (with project and
mitigation) during the weekday AM peak hour and from LOS D (with project) to C (with project and
mitigation) during the weekday PM peak hour, thereby resulting in a less-than-significant impact. The
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City finds that LADOT, which has jurisdiction over a portion of this intersection, can and should allow
this improvement to occur. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) Since the improvement involves another
jurisdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood, however, its implementation cannot be guaranteed and
the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(d) would improve operations at the West Century Boulevard/Hawthorme
Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard intersection from LOS D (with project) to C (with project and mitigation)
during the weekday AM peak hour and from LOS F (with project) to E (with project and mitigation)
during the weekday PM peak hour. The impact would be significant and unavoidable during the PM peak
hour because operations would not be restored to ‘no project’ conditions.

The impact at the South Prairie Avenue/West Century Boulevard intersection would be gignificant and
unavoidable because the improvement under Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(e) doesingt mitigate theilJaytime
Event impact during the PM peak hour.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(f) would improve operations at the West 104th Stteet/ Yitkon Avenue
intersection from LOS C (with project) to A (with project and mitigation) duringtheweekday AM peak
hour and maintain LOS D conditions during the weekday PM peak‘hourii he impaét would be significant
and unavoidable during the PM peak hour because operations watild not beltestored to “no project’
conditions.

Although it is not yet designed, it is possible that implgmentatién of Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(g) would
result in the creation of a new off-ramp lane to the gouth of the exigting southernmost off-ramp lane at
Prairie Avenue. The construction of this new off-ramilane would move noise-generating traffic
approximately 10-12 feet closer to residencesat 11207 South.Prairie Avenue (on the west side, between
West 112th and West 113th Streets). Thesé residencesiare currently approximately 60 feet from the
closest travel lane; with implementationtof Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g), the distance would be reduced
to approximately 48 feet. The reduction ofithe distanes’could increase noise levels at these residences.
Because the homes are not protectéd by a sotipdwall it is possible that the incremental increase in noise
could be significant.

The addition of a new off-ramp lane would move vehicles that are the source of criteria pollutant and
toxic air contaminant emigsidiigapptoximately 12 feet closer to the residences than under existing
conditions. It is unlikely, thatthe addition of the new off-ramp lane would result in significant
concentrations of these aitipolliitants.

In additionggenstiiction of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g) would remove an indeterminate amount of
roadwayishoulder landseaping, including potentially some landscape trees that are planted on the south
side of cyrrent off“gamp lanes. Further, as described for the Proposed Project, although the site of this
mitigationimeasure is highly disturbed by past road construction, it remains possible that unknown
archaeologiéalitgsources could be discovered, or that previously unknown contaminants from roadway
runoff could be encountered.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g) would occur within right-of-way that is under the junsdiction of Caltrans,
and prior to implementation Caltrans would undertake environmental review pursuant to CEQA that
would identify and mitigate to the extent feasible any reasonably anticipated environmental impacts of
this measure.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g), if implemented, would improve operations at the 1-105 off-ramp/South
Prairie Avenue intersection from LOS C (with project) to B (with project and mitigation) during the
weekday AM peak hour and from LOS F (with project) to E (with project and mitigation) during the
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weekday PM peak hour, although the impact would be significant during the PM peak hour since the
Adjusted Baseline No Project LOS is D during this period. Since the improvement involves another
jurisdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood, its impacts are too speculative for analysis before the
improvement is designed, it would require independent CEQA review by Caltrans prior to
implementation, and its implementation cannot be guaranteed. The City also finds that, subject to further
CEQA review, Caltrans can and should authorize this improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).)
In light of these uncertainties, however, the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(h) would mitigate the Daytime Event impact at the Manchester Boulevard/La
Brea Avenue intersection during the PM peak hour to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1) would mitigate the Daytime Event impact at the Manchester
Boulevard/Crenshaw Boulevard intersection during the PM peak hour to a less-than-significant fével.

Although it is not yet designed, it is possible that implementation of Mitigdtion Mgasure 3:14 2(j) would
result in the creation of a new off-ramp lane to the north of the existinggnorthigrnmost westbound off-ramp
lane at Crenshaw Boulevard. The construction of this new off-ramp fane would'thové noise-generating
traffic approximately 10-12 feet closer to residences at the comer 61 119th Street anid Crenshaw
Boulevard, and at 119th Street and Atkinson Avenue. These residénces aré'éurrently approximately 100-
110 feet from the closest off-ramp lane; with implementation of Mitigation Méasure 3.14-3(j), the
distance would be reduced to 90-100 feet. The reduction,of ‘the distance could increase noise levels at
these residences. However, because the homes are alpgidy protégted by a soundwall that runs on the south
side of 119th Street, it is unlikely that the incrementstl incresise in“figise would be significant.

The addition of a new off-ramp lane would m@veNighiclés thatiare the source of criteria pollutant and
toxic air contaminant emissions approximagely 12 feét closér'to the residences than under existing
conditions. It is unlikely that the addition of the new offrramp lane would result in significant
concentrations of these air pollutants;

In addition, construction of Mitigation Meéasure3.14-2(3) would remove an indeterminate amount of
ruderal grassland and potentially somi¢ landscape trees that are planted on the south side of the soundwall.
Further, as described for the Proposed Project, although the site of this mitigation measure is highly
disturbed by past road congtriiction, it remains possible that unknown archaeological resources could be
discovered, or that previousty unknown contaminants from roadway runoff could be encountered.

Mitigation Measgire 3.14-2(j) would occur within right-of-way that is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans,
and prior tesimplementation Caltrans would undertake environmental review pursuant to CEQA that
would identify and mitigate any reasonably anticipated environmental impacts of this measure.

Mitigation:Measurg 3.14-2(j) reduces the Daytime Event impact at the 1-105 westbound off-
ramp/Crenshéisg:Boulevard intersection during the PM peak hour but not to less than significant. Since the
improvement involves other jurisdictions beyond the City of Inglewood, its impacts are too speculative
for analysis before the improvement is designed and would require independent CEQA review by
Caltrans prior to implementation, and its implementation cannot be guaranteed. The City also finds that,
subject to further CEQA review, Caltrans can and should authorize this improvement. (CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15091(a)(2).) In light of these uncertainties, the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(k) would mitigate the Daytime Event impact at the South Prairie
Avenue/120th Street intersection during the PM peak hour to a level of less than significant. The
improvement involves another jurisdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood. The City finds that the
City of Hawthorne can and should authorize the improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).)
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Because its implementation cannot be guaranteed, however, the impact is considered to be significant and
unavoidable.

If implemented and in conjunction with Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(m), the modifications under
Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1) would improve operations at the Crenshaw Boulevard/120th Street
intersection from LOS F (with project) to C (with project and mitigation) during the weekday post-event
peak hour. Although the impact would still be significant per the impact criteria, this would be a
substantial improvement in operations. The improvement involves another junisdiction beyond the City of
Inglewood. The City finds that the City of Hawthorne can and should authorize the improvement. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) Because its implementation cannot be guaranteed, however, the impact is
considered to be significant and unavoidable.

The Event TMP could benefit operations at the Crenshaw Boulevard/120th Stregt:intersettion ugidér
Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(m). The TMP includes placement of a TCO and trafti céties to permit the
southbound approach to function with two right-turn lanes at this intersectibn duritig flie post-event period
to better facilitate traffic flow. If implemented, the modifications would iimptiyve operations from LOS F
(with project) to C (with project and mitigation) during the weekdayipast-eventgeakihour. Although the
impact would still be significant per the impact criteria, this would*be a Sishstantialfmprovement in
operations.

Deployment of electronic changeable message signs (CMSyand/ét:hlank-out signs (depending on
location and the nature of the message) could be considered at'the 120th Street/Crenshaw Boulevard
intersection in lieu of TCOs. Experience from othervenuesihas determined that it is preferable to evaluate
the effectiveness of TCOs and special event staff deployiient before deciding whether permanent
electronic signs would be effective and econginicali

Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(n), which would ¢bnsist primnarily of restriping and not require right-of-way
acquisition, would mitigate and restote opérations atthe La Brea Avenue/Centinela Avenue intersection
to better than the ‘no project’ congdition, theréhy mitigating this impact to less than significant.

The City of Inglewood is implémentitig a city-wide ITS program on key corridors including but not
limited to West Century Boulevasd, Seuith Prairie Avenue, Manchester Boulevard, Florence Avenue,
Centinela Avenue, CrenshawiBounlevard, Imperial Highway, La Brea Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard,
Arbor Vitae Street,.and.Pinicay Drive: The program is to enable intersections to operate as part of a
coordinated system, to alléay T remote intersection monitoring from the City’s Traftic Management
Center, and to pravide flexibility to remotely change signal timings from the Traffic Management Center
in responsgitaschanges in tratfic flows or incidents. ITS will provide a fully responsive traffic signal
system bised on realtimgtraffic conditions that can provide instantaneous traffic information and
predictive time infoimation to users along access corridors. Additionally, this would enable the City to
better accammodage event-related traffic. Intersection improvements designed to address the significant
impacts of theiPtoject consist of financial contribution toward the design, construction, and integration of
ITS improvements, which include but are not limited to: vehicles detection, computer hardware and
networking, fiber-optic communication system upgrades, closed circuit TV cameras, changeable message
signs, blank-out signs, equipment and networking management, traffic signal modifications, Traffic
Management Center and Decision Support System integration, software licensing, high resolution data,
connected vehicle technology, upgrading outdated software and equipment, ATC controllers and cabinets,
lane control management, and other improvements to the I'TS network. The ITS improvements focus on
intersections on certain key corridors potentially affected by the Proposed Project. Under Mitigation
Measure 3.14-2(0). funding contributions may focus on ITS improvements along these corridors, in
addition to at identified intersections. The financial contribution shall be available for ITS improvements
at the following intersections and to the corridors where these intersections are located. The list below
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comprises intersections impacted under either Adjusted Baseline and/or cumulative conditions). Impact
3.14-28 in Section 3.14.5 lists five additional intersections that are significantly impacted by the Proposed
Project under a concurrent event at The Forum.

= La Cienega Boulevard / Florence Avenue

= Centinela Avenue / Florence Avenue

= South Prairie Avenue / Florence Avenue

= West Boulevard / Florence Avenue

= South Prairie Avenue / Grace Avenue

= South Prairie Avenue / East Carondelet Way

= South Prairie Avenue / East Regent Street

= La Cienega Boulevard / Manchester Boulevard
= LaBrea Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

= Hillcrest Boulevard / Manchester Boulevard

= Spruce Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

= South Prairie Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

= Kareem Court/ Manchester Boulevard

= Crenshaw Boulevard / Manchester Boulevard

= South Prairie Avenue / Kelso Street / Pincay Drive
= La Cienega Boulevard / Arbor Vitae Street

= Inglewood Avenue / Arbor Vitae Street

= Myrtle Avenue / Arbor Vitae Street

= South Prairie Avenue / Arbor Vitae Street

= LaBrea Avenue / Hardy Street

= South Prairie Avenue / Hardy Street

= (Crenshaw Boulevard / Hardy Street

= Felton Avenue / West Century Boulevard

= Inglewood Avenue / West Centuty Botilevard

= Fir Avenue / Firmona Avenug/ West Cenjury Boulevard
= Grevillia Avenue/ West Centtity Boulevard

®=  Hawthorne Boulevard / LaBrea'Boulevard / West Century Boulevard
= Myrtle Avenue / West Century; Botilevard

= Freeman Avenue / Wigst Ceititury Boulevard

= South Prairie Aviéine /"West Century Boulevard
= Doty Avenu¢/ West Gentury Boulevard

= Yukon Aveniie / West Century Boulevard

= Club Iiiée / West Centiry Boulevard

s 11th Avenue / Villdge Avenue / West Century Boulevard
= Crefishaw Boulevard / West Century Boulevard
= 5th Avenue / West Century Boulevard

= Yukon Averue / West 102nd Street

= Hawthorne Boulevard / West 104th Street

= South Prairie Avenue / West 104th Street

= Yukon Avenue / West 104th Street

s Crenshaw Boulevard / West 104th Street

=  South Prairie Avenue / Lennox Boulevard

= South Prairie Avenue / 108th Street

s South Prairie Avenue / 111th Street

= South Prairie Avenue / Imperial Highway

= Doty Avenue / Imperial Highway
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= Crenshaw Boulevard / Imperial Highway

= Crenshaw Boulevard / 120th Street

= Hollywood Park Casino Driveway / West Century Boulevard
= South Prairie Avenue / Buckthorn Street

= Van Ness Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

= Crenshaw Boulevard / Pincay Drive

The Adjusted Baseline Plus Project (Daytime Event) scenario included a number of intersections that
were also significantly impacted with a major event (see Impact 3.14 3). However, some of the mitigation
measures for impacts during a major event were not considered for a Daytime Event because they would
not be effective from the perspective of showing improved operations. This stems from the use of
different intersection analysis methods between the two scenarios. An example of this'#§:the Prairie
Avenue/Pincay Street intersection.

The combined effectiveness of the above mitigation measures is displayedion Table 3:14-5% on pages
3.14-207 through 3.14-210, of the EIR. Of the nine significant intersection impacts jdentified during the
weekday AM peak hour, the above mitigation measures would causé two to be¢dmeless than significant.
Of the 46 significant intersection impacts identified during the weekday PM peak héur, the above
mitigation measures would cause five to become less than significant. The precise degree of effectiveness
of proposed TDM strategies to shift the mode split away from driving:and rediice the project’s vehicular
trip generation is not known. Therefore, mitigation measureestinigidid not explicitly account for a certain
amount of reduced vehicle travel due to TDM strategiés. Howeyer, the above list of mitigation measures
would reduce vehicle travel demand, accommodateithe remiiining'#ravel demand in a more efficient
manner, and provide physical improvements, where féasible. to,add capacity to the roadway system. None
of the physical improvements described aboyé would reqiire additional right-of-way, however, some
would require coordination with other respansible agenciesiThe City finds that, to the extent the
improvements fall within the jurisdictiofyof anigther agéncy (LADOT, Caltrans, City of Hawthorne), the
other agency can and should authorizé them, to 6¢eur FCEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).) There are no
assurances, however, that these agencies would permit these improvements to be constructed. Thus, for
the various reasons described hereiithest impacty-are considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Coungil finds‘that thére are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adtipt.at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reagons, the:impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent thag this advetge impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significantylevel,'the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
consideriitions identifiédiin the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified;: despite this impact.

3. Impact:3:14-3: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts
at intersections under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-211 through 3.14-237 of
the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(a) (Implement Event TMP).
Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14 2(b) (Implement TDM Program).
Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(c): The project applicant shall work with the City of Inglewood and Caltrans

to restripe the center lane on the [-405 NB Off-Ramp at West Century Boulevard to permit both left and
right-turn movements. This would require complying with the Caltrans project development process as a
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local agency-sponsored project. This could include (but is not limited to) a cooperative agreement, permit
engineering evaluation report, encroachment permit, project design, construction, etc.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(d) (West Century
Boulevard/Hawthorne Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(e): The project applicant shall convert the signal control system at the
intersection of South Prairie Avenue and Pincay Drive to provide protected or protected-permissive
westbound and eastbound left-turn phasing.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(f): The project applicant shall widen the east side of Soyth Prairie Avenue to
extend the proposed shuttle bus pull-out on the east side of South Prairie Avenue to thelintersection to
serve as an exclusive right-turn lane. Additionally, implement a northbound rightsturmn signal ovérlap
phase. During pre-event and post-event periods, TCOs shall be positioned at thisilocatiim, as'part of the
Event TMP to manage the interaction of northbound right-turning traftic dnd pedestritns int'the east leg
crosswalk and to permit the lane to also operate as a bus queue jumper#or shititle buses departing the
shuttle bus pull-out and traveling north through the intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(g): Implement Mitigation Measure 3i14-2(g) (14105 Off-Ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(h): Implement MitigatiofiMeasurei3.14-2(;) (I-105 Westbound Off-Ramp
Widening at Crenshaw Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(i): Implement Mitigation Meéasuie'3.14-2(1) (Crenshaw Boulevard/120th
Street Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(j): The:projectapplicant shall work with the City of Inglewood and the City
of Los Angeles to remove the median island ‘@n the'north leg and construct a second left-turn lane on
southbound La Cienega Boulgvardiat (eéntinela Avenue. Should these improvements be deemed
infeasible, the project applicantiand €ity of Inglewood shall work with LADOT to identity and, if
feasible, implement a substitute meéasureiof equivalent effectiveness at substantially similar cost.

A substitute measure thatgarn imipeayve.the overall safety of this intersection could include, but not be
limited to, provisigniféfitransportation system management (I'SM) measures or a commensurate
contribution to sgich measttes.

MitigationMeasure 3.14-3(k): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(n) (La Brea Avenue/Centinela
Avenue Improvements’:

Mitigation:Measure 3.14-3(1): The project applicant shall implement protected or protected/permissive
left-turn phasing‘on northbound and southbound South Prairie Avenue at West 104th Street.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(m): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(¢) (Restripe the westbound West
104th Street approach to Yukon Avenue to consist of a left/through lane and a dedicated right-turn lane).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(n): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1) (Manchester
Boulevard/Crenshaw Boulevard Improvements).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(o): The project applicant shall work with the City of Inglewood to
coordinate traffic signals and optimize traffic signal timings to accommodate major event traffic flows
(see Figure 3.14-17 for locations).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(p): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0) (Financial Contribution to City
ITS program).

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measures 3.14-3(c) through 3.14-3(n) above identify physical mitigation
measures that could reduce the impacts at the specific impacted intersections listed in these mitigation
measures. No feasible physical mitigation was identified that would reduce impacts at the remaining
impacted intersections. However, the combined effects of the Event TMP, coordinategl/special event
signal timings, and the physical mitigations below, would have synergistic effects to imiprove operations
at other intersections without requiring physical improvements to them.

If Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(¢) is implemented, the modification to the céiiter lang o the 14405 NB Off-
Ramp at West Century Boulevard would improve operations from LOS:F (with, project) to C (with project
and mitigation) during the weekend pre-event peak hour but would sistaimproveiiponithe ‘no project’
LOS F condition during the weekday pre-event peak hour. The City findsithat Caltrians can and should
authorize this improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).) Since the ithprovement involves another
jurisdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood, however, its impletigntationcannot be guaranteed and
the impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable.

The modifications under Mitigation Measure 3.14-2{d) would maintain LOS F conditions at the West
Century Boulevard/Hawthorne Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard ingersection during the weekday and
weekend pre-event peak hour conditions andgmproye wegkday post-event peak hour conditions from
LOS F to E. The impact would be significasit and unaveidable because an acceptable LOS D would not be
achieved.

The modification under Mitigation Measure 3:14-3(¢) would improve operations at the South Prairie
Avenue/Pincay Drive intersection fronyb.OS E ¢vith project) to C (with project and mitigation) during the
weekday pre-event peak houritherehy mitigating this impact to less than significant.

The Proposed Project site platiwould.provide sufficient area to allow for widening Prairie Avenue to
provide a northboundimight“tirn lane. However, it would cause the sidewalk along the east side of Prairie
Avenue between;the plazaentiyiexit and Century Boulevard to be reduced from 20 to 8 feet in width.
This is considered a potentiglly significant secondary impact because it could cause post-event pedestrian
flows to exgeed the:sidewalk capacity (thereby resulting in walking in the street). In response to this
potentiaf ¢ondition, théiEvent TMP (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a)) includes post-event pedestrian
wayfinding guidang¢e, which if followed, would result in the majority of post-event attendees using the
primary pliza exit 46 access the east leg crosswalk at the Prairie Avenue/Century Boulevard intersection,
thereby limititig flows on this sidewalk to match its available width. With Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(f) in
place, operations at the Prairie Avenue/Century Boulevard intersection would remain at LOS F (with
similar delay levels to “without mitigation”) conditions. The impact would be significant and unavoidable
because an acceptable LOS D would not be achieved. Other mitigation measures, such as adding a second
northbound and southbound left-turn lane were also considered, but found not to be feasible due to lack of
roadway width and developed or developing properties on all quadrants of the intersection.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(g), if implemented, would improve operations at the [-105 Off-Ramp/South
Prairie Avenue intersection from LOS F (with project) to D (with project and mitigation) during the
weekday post-event peak hour, thereby mitigating this portion of the impact to less than significant.
However, operations would not be restored to an acceptable LOS during the weekday pre-event peak
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hour. The City finds that Caltrans can and should authorize this improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091(a)2).) Since the improvement involves another jurisdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood,
however, its implementation cannot be guaranteed and the impact is considered to be significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(h), if implemented, would improve operations at the I-105 Westbound Off-
Ramp/Crenshaw Boulevard intersection from LOS E (with project) to D (with project and mitigation)
during the weekday and weekend pre-event peak hours, thereby mitigating this impact to less than
significant. The City finds that Caltrans and the City of Hawthorne can and should authonze this
improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) Since the improvement involves other jurisdictions
beyond the City of Inglewood, however, its implementation cannot be guaranteed and:the impact is
considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(1), if implemented and in conjunction with Mitigation:Méssure 3:14-3(a),
would improve operations at the Crenshaw Boulevard/120th Street interse¢tion from J-OS Fi(with project)
to B (with project and mitigation) during the weekday post-event peak fidur, thereby mitigating this
impact to less than significant. The City finds that the City of Hawthbrne can anid:shonld authorize this
improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) Since the imprévemenyinvolvesianother jurisdiction
beyond the City of Inglewood, however, its implementation cannot.be guaranteed and the impact is
considered to be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3()), if implemented, would sniprove ‘éperations at the La Cienega Boulevard/
Centinela Avenue intersection under with project conditionsito a™V/C ratio the same as or better than the
no project condition under during all three analysis petigds, thergby mitigating the impact to less than
significant. The City finds that LADOT can aiid shtinld ‘athorize this improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091(a)2).) Since the improvement involyes anothérjursdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood,
however, its implementation cannot be gyaraiiteed and the impact is considered to be significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(k), which would consist primarily of restriping and not require right-of-way
acquisition, would improve opérations at the La Brea Avenue/Centinela Avenue intersection from LOS E
{with project) to D (with, project dnd miitigation) during the weekday pre-event peak hour, thereby
mitigating this impact to‘essithian significant.

Mitigation Measgre 3.14:3(]) Would reduce the severity of LOS F operations at South Prairie Avenue at
West 104th Street comparedito with project conditions for weekday and weekend pre-event conditions,
but maintainlOS E during both periods. Operations would remain at LOS E during the weekday post-
event peak hour. Thetimpact would be significant and unavoidable during the weekday pre-event,
weekday, post-eveiit;, and weekend pre-event peak hours because operations would not improve to an
acceptable L OS D,or better.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(m) would reduce the severity of LOS F operations at the West 104th Street/
Yukon Avenue intersection compared to with project conditions during the weekday pre-event peak hour,
though operations would remain at LOS F. The impact would be significant and unavoidable during the
weekday pre-event peak hour.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(n) would improve operations at Manchester Boulevard/Crenshaw Boulevard
from LOS F (with project) to E (with project and mitigation) during the weekday pre-event peak hour,
thereby mitigating this impact to less than significant (because operations would be at LOS F under no
project conditions). This modification improves operations from LOS E (with project) to C (with project
and mitigation) during the weekend pre-event peak hour, thereby mitigating this impact to less than
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significant. The City finds that Caltrans and the City of Hawthorne can and should authonze this
improvement. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) would reduce impacts or the severity of impacts at intersections along key
corridors throughout the study area, including in some cases intersections near the Proposed Project.
However, in some cases improving traffic flow at one or more intersections may degrade operations at
others by relieving an upstream bottleneck, thus permitting more traffic to flow through downstream
intersections. This, in turn, would contribute to secondary significant impacts described below.

Under Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(p), the ITS improvements focus on intersections on certain key
corridors potentially affected by the Proposed Project. Figure 3.14-17 and the Event TMP (see Appendix
K.4) indicate that there are several ‘arterial-to-arterial’ impacted intersections that do nog.have a
recommended physical improvement nor an active traffic management compongent, Two éxamplés are the
Manchester Boulevard/South Prairie Avenue and Crenshaw Boulevard/West Centuty Boulevard
intersections. At the Manchester Boulevard/South Prairie Avenue intersection, operation ofithe
intersection with officers along with a modified set of lane assignmentsi(to fa¢ilitate travel toward the
Proposed Project) was tested using microsimulation, but found not t¢'be effective, Hence, it is not
included as part of the coordinated/optimized South Prairie Avenué corridor signalitiming plan. At the
Crenshaw Boulevard/West Century Boulevard intersection, the ré¢ently congtructed improvements were
reviewed and no further capacity increases were deemed feasible. Sithilar reviews were conducted of
other intersections featuring significant impacts.

The combined effectiveness of the above mitigatiorf measurés is displayed on Table 3.14-60, on pages
3.14-220 through 3.14-236 of the EIR. Based on netwisk-level microsimulation analysis, under major
event conditions, the mitigations at major bottlénedks often resilt in increased traffic flow at adjacent
and/or downstream intersections. Improving the flow'at major bottleneck locations, although desirable,
can cause secondary, significant impacts,, Theifollowing describes their effectiveness during each peak
hour.

Weekdav Pre-Event Peak Hour

Of the 42 significant intersectiotiimpagts, the above mitigation measures would cause 15 to become less
than significant. In somgigases, thege mitigation measures improved traffic flow at one or more
intersections, which resulted in"degtaded operations at others by relieving an upstream bottleneck or
causing queues tojépillbik toa nearby intersection, worsening its operations. This occurred at six such
intersections. Thisse locations arg-identified in Table 3.14-60 showing their results being shaded for the
‘with mitigation™&cenario, bitt not shaded for the “plus project’” scenario. Opportunities for physical or
further opirational/signal timing improvements at these locations were investigated, but no feasible
mitigations were identified. The average percent demand served at the 68 intersections analyzed using
microsimlation ingteased from 85 percent (without mitigation) to 90 percent with the recommended

mitigation magures in place.

“Average percent demand served” by the entire simulation network is a metric which quantifies the extent to
which the entire hourly travel demand for a given intersection is able to be served within that hour. Under
congested conditions, bottlenecks form in the system which can cause traffic not to be able to reach downstream
intersections, or can cause blockages of upstream intersections by queued vehicles at the bottleneck. When the
percent demand served falls well below 100 percent (e.g., to 75 to 85 percent for a large network such as this),
the likelihood of ‘peak hour spreading’ (i.c., multiple hours of congestion) increases.
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Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

4. Impact 3.14-4: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause
significant impacts on neighborhood streets under Adjusted Baseline conditions; (Refer to pages
3.14-237 through 3.14-238 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-4(a): Implement Neighborhood Traffic Management Blan component of Event
TMP, which is contained in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-4(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) (Impl¢ment TDM Program).

Basis for Finding: The Event TMP, which can be found in Appénidix K.4 ofithis EIR, includes a chapter
on neighborhood traffic protection including the need for the.project:applicant to develop and implement
a Neighborhood Traftic Management Plan (NTMP). The NEMP weuld gover the area bounded by
Hawthorne Boulevard, Hardy Boulevard, Crenshaw Boulevardiiand Imperial Highway (excluding the
Hollywood Park Specific Plan area). It outlines theiprocess by whigh the applicant and City would engage
neighborhood groups, businesses, and stakeholders todevelop aiplan that has broad consensus and
protects the neighborhood from unwanted traffic intmsion duging events at the Proposed Project. It was
not possible for the Draft EIR to identify afSolution with broad consensus among stakeholders that would
fully address and mitigate the traffic leviéls expected o the impacted streets. Such an effort would require
extensive public outreach, as well agidetaited study efthow various measures could be implemented to
reduce volumes on street segmentd‘identified4s having significant street impacts without causing
additional impacts on nearby streefs, The NTMPlays out the process to be undertaken to complete this
assessment.

At this time, the effectivénessofithe WTMP toward reducing traffic levels on impacted neighborhood
streets to acceptableithitesholds cannot' be guaranteed. Although implementation of the TDM Program may
reduce vehicle trips, the prégiseidegree of trip reduction cannot be precisely quantified to determine
whether an impagt could be gvoided at any potentially impacted neighborhood street. Therefore, this
impact 1s gofisidered. signifi¢ant and unavoidable. However, the Event TMP includes a performance
standard that requiresrédicing traffic volumes on local and collector street segments identified in the Draft
EIR as haying a significant impact without causing a significant impact on other local and collector street
segments ahd discaitraging and reducing event-related cut-through traffic while maintaining access for
residents and their guests.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.
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5. Impact 3.14-5: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impacts on neighborhood streets under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-238
through 3.14-239 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-5: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Basis for Finding: The Event TMP, which can be found in Appendix K.4 of the EIR, includes a chapter
on neighborhood traffic protection including the need for the project applicant to develop and implement
a NTMP. At this time, the effectiveness of the NTMP element of the TMP toward reducing traffic levels
on impacted neighborhood streets to acceptable thresholds cannot be guaranteed. However, the Event
TMP includes a performance standard that requires reducing traffic volumes on local aig collector street
segments identified in the EIR as having a significant impact without causing a:dignificant impagton
other local and collector street segments and discouraging and reducing event-related ¢ut-thréush traffic
while maintaining access for residents and their guests.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasiblg mijtigation'igaSiires or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this imipact to a leéss-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and univoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be elimingted’or 1é88&tigd to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specificg€onomicilegal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Censiderations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

6. Impact 3.14-6: Major events at the Proposei} Project Arena would cause significant impacts
on neighborhood streets under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-239 through 3.14-
240 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-6: Implémerit Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Basis for Finding: The Event TMP, which can be found in Appendix K.4 of the EIR, includes a chapter
on neighborhood traffic pratectitnancluding the need for the project applicant to develop and implement
a NTMP. At this tini&iithe effectiveness of the NTMP element of the TMP toward reducing traffic levels
on impacted neigliborhood strééts to acceptable thresholds cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, this impact is
considered significant and ypavoidable. However, the Event TMP includes a performance standard that
requires reduéing traffic volumes on local and collector street segments identified in the EIR as having a
significant impact without causing a significant impact on other local and collector street segments and
discouraging and reducing event-related cut-through traffic while maintaining access for residents and
their guesty;

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.
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7. Impact 3.14-8: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impacts on freeway facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-241 through
3.14-242 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-8 (a): Implement the trip reduction measures included in the Project TDM
Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-8 (b): The project applicant shall provide a one-time contribution of
$1,500,000 to Caltrans towards implementation of the following traffic management system
improvements along the I-105 corridor:

a) Changeable message sign (CMS) on the eastbound 1-105 between the 1-405 ¢énnector ramp and
the eastbound South Prairie Avenue off-ramp.

b) CMS on the westbound I-105 between Vermont Avenue and the westboundi&renshaw Boulevard
off-ramp.

¢) Closed circuit television cameras on the westbound Crenshaw Bouleyvard 6ffiramp, the South

Prairie Avenue off-ramp, the westbound Hawthorne Boulevagd off-ramjp, and the eastbound
120th Street off-ramp to 1-105.

Basis for Finding: The freeway component impacts are consideredito be sighificant and unavoidable
despite the presence of the above mitigation measures. Impleiientation:of these measures would not
guarantee that operations at each impacted componentwould'be restoredito ‘no project’ levels. Freeway
off-ramp queuing under this scenario would be lessthan significant and require no mitigation.

Finding: The City finds that Caltrans can and:shionld agcept this‘contribution towards the implementation
of Caltrans’ TMS improvements along the E105 cortidor #@FQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) The City
Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitiggtion measures or alternatives that the City
Council could adopt at this time which wéuld réduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. For
these reasons, the impact remaing significant aid nnavoidable.

To the extent that this adverséampagtavill not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Counéi] finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified jiiithe Statément'of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impagt,

8. Impact3.14-9: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts
on freeway, facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-242 through 3.14-244
of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(a): Implement mitigation measure 3.14-3(h) ((I-105 Westbound Off-ramp
Widening ati@renshaw Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(c) (Restripe -405 NB Off-Ramp
at West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) (Retime and optimize traffic
signals on Inglewood streets).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(g) (I-105 Oft-ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(e): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(f): Implement the trip reduction measures included in the Project TDM
Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-9(g): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-8(b) (Work with Caltrans to
implement traffic management system improvements along the [-105 corridor).

Basis for Finding: The combined effect of the above mitigation measures would be improved operations
of streets in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, which would result in less overall delay and vehicle
queuing. Additionally, widening and/or lane reassignments on each of the impacted gff-ramps would
improve their capacity and ability to store vehicles. The following describes how impatted off-ramps
would be improved (for the more critical weekday pre-event peak hour):

At the 1-405 Northbound off-ramp at West Century Boulevard, the maximitim vehigleiquetie’would be
reduced from an estimated 4,075 feet (without mitigation) to 2,323 feet'with mutigation, which is less than
the applicable 3,600-foot storage. Thus, storage would be adequate with mitigativn.

At the [-105 Westbound off-ramp at Crenshaw Boulevard, the magimum véhicle queue would be reduced
from an estimated 5,465 feet (without mitigation) to 3,194 feet witlithitigation, which is less than the
applicable 4,065-foot storage. Thus, storage would be adeqigte withymitisation.

The surface street improvements and traffic managément stgategieg would result in a small decrease in the
maximum queue at the 1-405 southbound off-ramps oiitg t.a Cienega Boulevard. However, the more
southerly ramp (south of West Century Boulgvardywould contitiue to exceed the applicable storage
threshold.

If implemented, these measures would rediice the. offsfamp queues to within the applicable ramp storage
threshold at two of the three impagted off-ramtips duting the weekday and weekend pre-event peak hours.
However, the maximum queue atithe [-405 southibound off-ramp onto La Cienega (south of West Century
Boulevard) would continue to'éxceed the applicable storage threshold. These improvements are subject to
approval by Caltrans. The City fitids thit Caltrans can and should authorize this improvement. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2} ) Bégause their implementation cannot be guaranteed, however, the freeway
component impacisareconsidered 10 be significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Councilifinds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the Cigy:@ourigy] could gdopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasoiis;'the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) Tevél'the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

9. Impact 3.14-10: Certain components of the Proposed Project would generate VMT in excess
of applicable thresholds. (Refer to pages 3.14-244 through 3.14-245 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-10(a): Implement the trip reduction measures included in the Project TDM
Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-10(b): The project applicant shall operate a shuttle to transport hotel guests
between the hotel and Los Angeles International Airport, if warranted by demand.

Basis for Finding: As the significance thresholds for events, the hotel, and the regional retail use is any
net increase in VMT, these measures would reduce the magnitude of the impacts on VMT but would not
reduce them to less than signiticant. The Proposed Project impacts on VMT would be significant and
unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an agéeptable {lass-thian-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, teclinoloiical, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval ofithe Project as
modified, despite this impact.

10. Impact 3.14-11: Operation of the Proposed Project would adversely affect public transit
operations or fail to adequately provide access to transit undér:Adjusted: Baseline conditions. (Refer
to pages 3.14-245 through 3.14-247 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-11(a): Implement Mitigation Measures 3.14-2(a) (Event Transportation
Management Plan), 3.14-2(b) (TDM Program), and the entiréty offintersection improvements identified in
Mitigation Measures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-11(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(f), to extend the proposed shuttle
bus pull-out on the east side of South Péirie Avenue t& the South Prairie Avenue/West Century
Boulevard intersection.

Basis for Finding: Implementativiy,of Mitigatioti Measure 3.14-11(a) is expected to improve traffic
operations in the study area suripunding the Proposed Project, which would thereby reduce congestion on
South Prairie Avenue and West CénturviBoulevard affecting public bus operations and congestion on
South Prairie Avenue that gouldiblock ingress or egress from the turnout. Moreover, implementation of
the Event TMP woeuldtequite:that the Arena operator to provide sufficient shuttles to ensure that there is
successful and cénvenientigonneégtivity with short wait times to light rail stations such that peak wait
times before or after major gyents does not exceed 15 minutes. As such, implementation of Mitigation
Measure 31441 1 (4 the Event TMP, would reduce transit impacts associated with public bus operations
and attendees using shuttles to access light rail.

MitigationiMeasurg'3.14-11(b) would provide additional load/unload area for shuttles and would also
allow for the Tii1¢ to serve as a bus queue jumper (operated by traffic control officers) at the South Prairie
Avenue/West Century Boulevard intersection during the pre-event and post-event period.

Since these mitigation measures would reduce but not eliminate project impacts on traffic operational
conditions, the impacts on public bus operations are considered significant and unavoidable.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-11(b), when paired with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.14-11(a) the Event TMP, would reduce transit impacts associated with attendees using shuttles
to access light rail to less than significant.
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Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

11. Impact 3.14-15: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation for a
substantial duration of construction under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Referito pages 3.14-251
through 3.14-254 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-15: Before issuance of grading permits for any phase'iif the Project, the project
applicant shall prepare a detailed Construction Traffic Management Plan that will'besstbject to review
and approval by the City Department of Public Works, in consultationawvith affected fransit providers and
local emergency service providers. The plan shall ensure that acceptiable, operatinig, coiditions on local
roadways are maintained. At a minimum, the plan shall include;

a) Identification of haul routes and truck circulation patternsiinot permitting trucks to travel on
residential streets.

b) Time of day of arrival and departure of trucks.

c) Limitations on the size and type of trucks; pravision of'@ staging area with a limitation on the
number of trucks that can be waiting; not permitting'trackito park or stage on residential streets.

d) Preparation of worksite traffic control plan(s}fot lane agid/or sidewalk closures.

e) Identification of detour routes and signing“plan For street/lane closures.

) Provision of driveway access plan‘o that safévehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle movements are
maintained (e.g., steel plates, nitnimuih. distangés of open trenches, and private vehicle pick up
and drop off areas).

g) Maintain safe and efficignt access routgs for emergency vehicles and transit.”

h) Manual traftic control whes netessary.

i) Provisions for pedestriafiandibicycle safety.

n Identification of Jasationsfor construction worker parking; not permitting construction worker
parking on residefifial strééts.

k) Strategiesio tedisce ‘the, proportion of employee and delivery trips made during weekday AM and
PM peak hours throygh'émployee shift and construction material delivery scheduling.

3} Strategiesto be undgrtaken (e.g.. alternate routing/parking of employees and deliveries, etc.) to

reduce the'didverseietfects during events at The Forum or NFL Stadium of construction-related
¢losures of:fravel lanes along the project frontage.

Basis for Finding! 'The implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce the signiticance of
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. Lane closures at the South Prairie Avenue/West
Century Boulevard intersection would cause temporary, but noticeable worsening of tratfic conditions
throughout construction. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

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 later than 30 days before the start of
Project construction. Other municipal bus services may also be impacted and shall be included in construction
outreach efforts.)
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Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

12. Impact 3.14-16: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause
significant impacts at intersections under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages:3.14-254 through
3.14-257 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-16(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-1(a) (Elements i the " EDM
Program for daytime and non-event employees).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-16(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3,54=3(f) (Implemeiit northbound
exclusive right-turn lane and overlap phase on South Prairie Aventie at Wiest Centuity Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-16(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14:2(g) (I-105 Off-Ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Basis for Finding: The modification at the South Prairie Avenue/l105 off-ramp/112th Street
intersection, if implemented, would improve operatiotiy from LQS E (with project) to D (with project and
mitigation) during the weekday PM peak howr thershy mitigating this impact to less than significant. The
City finds that Caltrans can and should authorize the fthprovement at the 1-105 offramp. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).) There are néiassutances, however, that this improvement will be authorized.
Since the improvement involves angthier jutisdictionsn addition to the City of Inglewood, however, its
implementation cannot be guarapteed and the'impaét is considered to be significant and unavoidable. The
addition of a northbound left-furn lane it the Sotith Prairie Avenue/West Century Boulevard intersection
does not improve its operation‘dyring this time period, but does benefit operations during other time
periods and scenarios.

The combined effegtivienessiof the above mitigation measures is displayed on Table 3.14-61, on page
3.14-256 of the EIR. Of the; fourisignificant intersection impacts identified, the above mitigation measures
would cause oneifo become less than signiticant. None of the physical improvements described above
would requitéiaddifional right-of-way, however, some would require coordination with other responsible
agencieg, The City find§that Caltrans can and should authorize the improvement at the I-105 offramp.
(CEQA ‘Guidelines;:§ 15091(a)(2).) There are no assurances, however, that this improvement will be
authorizedéThus, for the various reasons described here, these impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.
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13. Impact 3.14-17: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impacts at intersections under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-257 through 3.14-264 of
the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).
Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) (Implement TDM Program).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(c) (West Century Boulevard/La
Cienega Boulevard Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(d) (Weiét Century
Boulevard/Hawthorne Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(¢): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(1) (Séuth Prairie Avenue/West
Century Boulevard Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(f): Implement Mitigation Measure 3:14-2(f) (West 104th Street/Yukon
Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(g): Implement Mitigatién Measurg 3.14-2(g) (I-105 Off-ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(h): Implement:Mitigation Meagtire 3.14-2(h) (Manchester Boulevard/La
Brea Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(i): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1) (Manchester
Boulevard/Crenshaw Boulevard Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(j}; Inmiplement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2()) (I-105 Westbound Oft-ramp
Widening at Crenshaw Boulevardj:

Mitigation Measuré8:14-17(k): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(k) (South Prairie Avenue/120th
Street Improvements).

MitigationMeasure 3.14-17(1): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1) (Crenshaw Boulevard/120th
Street Improvements).

Mitigation:Measure 3.14-17(m): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(m) (Provide TCOs on Crenshaw
Boulevard at 120th Street during post-event period as part of Event TMP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(n): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(n) (La Brea Avenue/Centinela
Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(0): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0) (Financial Contribution to
City ITS Program).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(p): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(c) (I-405 NB Off-Ramp Restripe
at West Century Boulevard).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(q): The project applicant shall restripe the northbound approach of Felton
Avenue at West Century Boulevard from a single left-through-right lane to one left/through lane and one
right-turn lane.

Basis for Finding: The combined effectiveness of the above mitigation measures is displayed on Table
3.14-62, on pages 3.14-261 through 3.14-264 of the EIR. Of the 17 significant intersection impacts
identified during the weekday AM peak hour, the above mitigation measures would cause four to become
less than significant. Of the 59 significant intersection impacts identified during the weekday PM peak
hour, the above mitigation measures would cause five to become less than significant. The precise degree
of effectiveness of proposed TDM strategies to shift the mode split away from driving;and reduce the
project’s vehicular trip generation is not known. Therefore, mitigation measure testing'did not explicitly
account for a certain amount of reduced vehicle travel due to TDM strategies. Mitigation migasute testing
also did not account for the beneficial effects of the TMP because the static intersgctiviizanalysis methods
do not allow for those operational benefits to be quantified. The Event TMB.ncludesiplacemient of TCOs
on South Prairie Avenue at the intersection with the West Garage drivegiway ta better facilitate traffic flow.
TCOs would facilitate right-tuming traffic from West 102nd Street gnto, South Praine'Avenue. However,
the above list of mitigation measures would reduce vehicle travel demandgaccommodate the remaining
travel demand in a more efficient manner, and provide physical improvemerits, where feasible, to add
capacity to the roadway system. None of the physical imprgvementsidescribed above would require
additional right-of-way. however, some would require ¢pordinatioisufliother responsible agencies. The
City finds that the other agencies (Caltrans, LADOT :€ity of Hawthome) can and should authorize these
improvements. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).¥ There aré no assurances, however, that these agencies
would permit these improvements to be construgted. Fhus, for the various reasons described here, these
impacts are considered significant and unaveidable:

Finding: The City Council finds that thére areino additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at.this tinie whigh would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remaingsignificant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse iimpact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Councilifindsithat specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified'isy the Statetent of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite thig#mpact;

14. Impact 3;14-18: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impacts atintersections under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-265 through 3.14-288 of
the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation:Measure 3.14-18(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).
Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) (Implement TDM Program).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(¢) (I-405 NB Off-Ramp Restripe
at West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(d) (West Century
Boulevard/Hawthorne Boulevard/La Brea Boulevard Improvements).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(e): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(e) (Protected or
protected/permissive eastbound/westbound left turns at South Prairie Avenue/Pincay Drive).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(f): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(f) (Northbound Exclusive Right-
turn Lane and TCO support at South Prairie Avenue/West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(g): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(g) (I-105 Off-Ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(h): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(j) (I-105 Off-ramp Widening at
Crenshaw Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(i): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(1) (Crenghaw Botlevard/120th
Street Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(j): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14:3()) (L4 Cienega
Boulevard/Centinela Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(k): Implement Mitigation Measure'3;]4-2(n)¢La Brea Avenue/Centinela
Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(1): Implement Mitigatigi Measuré:3.14-3(1) (South Prairie Avenue/West
104th Street Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(m): Implement Mitigation'Megsure 3.14-2(e) (West 104th Street/Yukon
Avenue Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(n): Implement Mitigativn Measure 3.14-2(1) (Manchester
Boulevard/Crenshaw Boulevard Improvemerits).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(o); Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) (Coordinate and Optimize
Traffic Signals).

Mitigation Measuré3:14-18(p): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0) (Financial Contribution to
City ITS program).

MitigationiMgasuve 3.14-18(q): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-17(q) (Felton Avenue/West
Century:Boulevard, Improvements).

Mitigation:Measuire 3.14-18(r): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(h) (Manchester Boulevard La
Brea Avenue Tiiprovements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-18(s): The project applicant shall make a one-time contribution of $280,000 to
the LADOT to help fund and implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements 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 intersections are identified in
Table 3.14-63 Cumulative plus Project (Major Event) with Mitigation Conditions and Table 3.14-99
Cumulative (with The Forum) plus Project (Major Event) with Mitigation Conditions.

e Concourse Way / West Century Boulevard

e Western Avenue / West Century Boulevard
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Vermont Avenue / West Century Boulevard

Van Ness Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

Western Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

Normandie Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

Vermont Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

Hoover Avenue / Manchester Boulevard

Figueroa Street / Manchester Boulevard

1-110 Southbound On/Off-Ramps / Manchester Boulevard
1-110 Northbound On/Off-Ramps / Manchester Boulevard
Crenshaw Boulevard / Florence Avenue

Basis for Finding: The following subsection describes specifically how the Event TMPimder Mitigation
Measure 3.14-18(a) would modify lanes and operations under Cumulative condifiotié:at the WWést Century
Boulevard/I-405 northbound on-ramp and Hawthome Boulevard/West Century Boulevardiintersection.
The Event TMP includes placement of TCOs and temporary lane changgs thrpngh thie use of cones during
post-event conditions at West Century Boulevard at the 1-405 northbgiind on-rainp fiom two through
lanes and one shared through-right turn lane to two through lanes 4iid onig, dedicated right turn lane. The
Event TMP includes placement of TCOs and temporary lane changes through the use of cones during pre-
event conditions at the northbound approach of Hawthorme Boulevard to West:Century Boulevard to 2
through lanes and 2 dedicated right-turn lanes.

Deployment of electronic CMS and/or blank-out sigis (depending.on location and the nature of the
message) could be considered at these locations in lieig of TCOs, ExXperience from other venues has
determined that it is preferable to evaluate the:éffegtiveniess of FCOs and special event staff deployment
before deciding, in consultation with the Cagy Traffic:Engitiger, whether permanent electronic signs would
be effective and economical.

The combined effectiveness of thesabove mifigativii measures is displayed on Table 3.14-63, on pages
2.14-272 through 2.14-288 of thé Draft FIR. Based on network-level microsimulation analysis, under
major event conditions, the mitigations at major bottlenecks often result in increased traffic flow at
adjacent and/or downstream intéfsections. Improving the flow at major bottleneck locations, although
desirable, can cause secondiny,.significant impacts. The following describes their combined effectiveness
during each peak hour,

Weekday Pre-Eviént Peak Hour

Of the 61 giificant inters¢ction impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause ten to become less
than siggificant. In somé ¢ases, these mitigation measures improved traffic flow at one or more
intersections, whichiresulted in degraded operations at others by relieving an upstream bottleneck or
causing qiigues to spillback to a nearby intersection, worsening its operations. This occurred at eight such
intersections. Opportunities for physical or further operational/signal timing improvements at these
locations were investigated, but no feasible mitigations were identified. The inability of the mitigation
measures to materially improve traffic flow under Cumulative Plus Project conditions is evidenced by the
percent demand served (averaged across all intersections) in the microsimulation remaining at 78 percent,
without and with the recommended mitigations. The mitigation measures are less effective than under
adjusted baseline conditions due to background tratfic growth.

Weekday Post-Event Peak Hour

Of the 21 significant intersection impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause 13 to become less
than significant. No intersections would experience a secondary, significant impact due to these
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mitigation measures. The average percent demand served at the intersections analyzed using
microsimulation increased from 92 percent (Adjusted Baseline Plus Project without mitigation) to 98
percent with the recommended mitigation measures in place. The post-event mitigation measures proved
much more effective than the pre-event mitigation measures because background traffic levels (upon
which project trips would be added) are much lower after events versus prior to events.

Weekend Pre-Event Peak Hour

Of the 40 significant intersection impacts identified during the weekend pre-event peak hour, the above
mitigation measures would cause six to become less than significant. These mitigation measures would
cause an additional six intersections to become new secondary, significantly impacted locations. The
average percent demand served at the intersections analyzed using microsimulation in¢reased from 84
percent (Adjusted Baseline Plus Project without mitigation) to 87 percent with the recontipended
mitigation measures in place.

Mitigation measure testing did not consider the effect of TDM strategies.onitravel ‘démand due to the
uncertainty of precisely quantifying their beneficial effect during speeial events: However, the above list
of mitigation measures would reduce vehicle travel demand, acconiimodate the retiaitiing travel demand
in a more efficient manner, and provide physical improvements;iwhere feagible. to add capacity to the
roadway system. None of the physical improvements described above woulditequire additional right-of-
way; however, some would require coordination with othet fésponsiblé.agencies. The City finds that the
other agencies (e.g. Caltrans) can and should authorize tliese ipprovémetits. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091(a)2).) The City also finds that LADOT can aiid should use the applicant’s contribution to
LADOT’s ITS system to improve the operation of that systém. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) There
are no assurances, however, that these agenciesswould permit these improvements to be constructed.
Thus, for the various reasons described hergi these imipacts:are considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that théig are'fio additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt atithis timé whichiwould reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact reainsisignificant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse iipactsvill not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds'that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified inthe Staténient of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite:this impact:

15. Impact 3114-19: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause
significant impactsion neigshborhood streets under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-289
through 3.14-290.0f the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation‘Meastire 3.14-19(a): Implement Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan component of
Event TMP, which is contained in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-19(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) (Implement TDM Program).

Basis for Finding: At this time, the effectiveness of the NTMP toward reducing traffic levels on
impacted neighborhood streets to acceptable thresholds cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, this impact is
considered significant and unavoidable. However, the Event TMP includes a performance standard that
requires reducing traffic volumes on local and collector street segments identified in the EIR as having a
significant impact without causing a significant impact on other local and collector street segments and
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discouraging and reducing event-related cut-through traffic while maintaining access for residents and
their guests.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

16. Impact 3.14-20: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would:cause significant
impacts on neighborhood streets under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14:290'through
3.14-291 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-20: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14:2¢a), (Implement Event TMP).

Basis for Finding: The Event TMP, which can be found in Apperidix K 4, tiicludes a chapter on
neighborhood traffic protection including the need for the project applicant to develop and implement a
NTMP. At this time, the effectiveness of the NTMP toward ‘teducinigitratfic levels on impacted
neighborhood streets to acceptable thresholds cannot e guaranteed. Therefore, this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable. However, the Event TMP inclisdes a'‘performance standard that requires
reducing tratfic volumes on local and collector street segiments identified in the EIR as having a
significant impact without causing a significgnt iripict oti:othir local and collector street segments and
discouraging and reducing event-related ciitsthrough traffic'while maintaining access for residents and
their guests.

Finding: The City Council finds:that there aré:no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adppt'it, this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the pact vemains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse'itiipact:will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, th&@ity Cauncil finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified ihithe'Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
moditied, despité this impact.

17. Impact 3.14-21:'Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impactsion neighborhood streets under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-291 through
3.14-292 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-21: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Basis for Finding: The Event TMP, which can be found in Appendix K .4, includes a chapter on
neighborhood traffic protection including the need for the project applicant to develop and implement a
NTMP. At this time, the effectiveness of the NTMP toward reducing tratfic levels on impacted
neighborhood streets to acceptable thresholds cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable. However, the Event TMP includes a performance standard that requires
reducing traffic volumes on local and collector street segments identified in the EIR as having a
significant impact without causing a signiticant impact on other local and collector street segments and
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discouraging and reducing event-related cut-through traffic while maintaining access for residents and
their guests.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

18. Impact 3.14-23: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would:cause significant
impacts on freeway facilities under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-292 through 3.14-
293 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-23(a): Implement the trip reduction meashites included;in‘the Project TDM
Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-23(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-8(b) (Work with Caltrans to
implement traffic management system improvements along ‘the T-¥05:cutridor).

Basis for Finding: The freeway component impacts are cafiSideréd;to be significant and unavoidable
despite the presence of the above mitigation megsuresiilhe Cityitinds that Caltrans can and should
implement traffic management system improgenicts along the'1-105 corridor, as identified under
Mitigation Measure 3.14-8(b). (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091¢a)(2).) Implementation of these measures
cannot be assured. Moreover, these imptovenients would not guarantee that operations at each impacted
component would be restored to ‘noiprojett levels,

Finding: The City Council finds'thiat fliére are 16 additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at'this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons; the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that thi¥idverséimpact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level the City'€oungil finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified inthe Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified,déspite this impatt.

19. Impact 3.14-24: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant
impacts onfreeway facilities under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-293 through 3.14-
295 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(a): Implement mitigation measure 3.14-3(h) (I-105 Westbound Off-ramp
Widening at Crenshaw Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(c) (Restripe [-405 NB Off-Ramp
at West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) (Retime and optimize traffic

signals on Inglewood streets).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(g) (I-105 Off-ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(e): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(f): Implement the trip reduction measures included in the Project TDM
Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(g): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-8(b) (Work with Caltrans to
implement traffic management system improvements along the [-105 corridor.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(h): The project applicant shall provide a one-timé¢ gentribution of
$1,524,900 which represents a fair share contribution of funds towards Caltrans*]-405 Active Traffic
Management (ATM ) Corridor Management (CM) project.

Basis for Finding: The combined effect of the above mitigation meastizes wouldibe improved operations
of streets in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, which would result in legs overall“delay and vehicle
queuing. Additionally, widening and/or lane reassignments on each.of the iipacted off-ramps would
improve their capacity and ability to store vehicles. The follewing desgribes how impacted off-ramps
would be improved for the more critical weekday (versus weekendypré-event peak hour:

= At the [-105 off-ramp at South Prairie Avenue;ithe magitnum*ehicle queue would be reduced from
an estimated 9,150 feet (without mitigation) to 4,878 feet with mitigation, which is less than the
applicable 8,720-foot storage. Thus, storage wanld be:adeiliate with mitigation.

s At the [-105 Westbound off-ramp at Cignshaw Bolevard, the maximum vehicle queue would be
reduced from an estimated 5,973 feet (without mitigation) to 3,671 feet with mitigation, which is less
than the applicable 4,065-foot stétageThusiistorfige would be adequate with mitigation.

s The surface street improvemgiits and traffi¢ management strategies would result in small decreases in
the maximum queue at the I-483 ngrthboundand southbound off-ramps at West Century Boulevard.
However, the northbound 6ff-ramp and the more southerly southbound off-ramp (south of West
Century Boulevard)would continueito exceed the applicable storage threshold.

These mitigation meigizes, ifimplemented, would reduce two of the impacted off-ramp queues to within
the available ranip storage uritiz, the weekday and weekend pre-event peak hours, thereby mitigating this
impact to less than significant. However, the maximum queue at the 1-405 northbound off-ramp onto
West CentiityiBouleyard and at the [-403 southbound off-ramp onto La Cienega (south of West Century
Boulevaid) would contititie to exceed the applicable storage threshold. The City finds that the other
agencies {e.g. Caltrans) can and should authorize these improvements. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091(a)(2),) The €ity also finds that Caltrans can and should use the applicant’s contribution to the I-
405 ATM system to improve the operation of that system. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).) Because
the improvements involve another jurisdiction in addition to the City of Inglewood, however, their
implementation cannot be guaranteed and the impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable.
The freeway component impacts are considered significant and unavoidable because implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.14-24(g) and 3.14-24(h) would not guarantee that operations at each impacted
component would be restored to ‘no project’ levels.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
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To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

20. Impact 3.14-25: The Proposed Project would adversely affect public transit operations or
fail to adequately provide access to transit under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-295
through 3.14-297 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-25(a): The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Mgasures 3.14-2(a)
(Event Transportation Management Plan), 3.14-2(b) (TDM Program), and the entirety ‘6f the intersection
improvements in Mitigation Measures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-25(b): The project applicant shall implement Mitigation:Measures 3.14-11(b)
to lengthen the proposed shuttle pull-out.

Basis for Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-25(a) is'éxpected t6 improve traffic
operations in the study area surrounding the Proposed Project, which wouldithereby reduce congestion on
South Prairie Avenue and West Century Boulevard affecting.public bys operations and would reduce
congestion on South Prairie Avenue that could block ingges$ipr €giéss fiom the turnout. Moreover,
implementation of the Event TMP would require thatthe Arendpperator to provide sufficient shuttles to
ensure that there is successful and convenient connégfivity with shért wait times to light rail stations such
that peak wait times before or after major events doeshot exceedi1 S minutes. As such, implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.14-25(a) would reduceitransitimpaits gssociated with public bus operations and
attendees using shuttles to access light rail?

Since these measures would reduce Bt notigliminate Gumulative project impacts on traffic operational
conditions, the impacts on publig;Bis operatits aré'considered significant and unavoidable. Mitigation
measure 3.14-25(a) and 25(b) would reduce transit impacts associated with attendees using shuttles to
access light rail under cumulatiye conditions to less than significant.

Finding: The City Coundil findsé:thatthere are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Coungilidould adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these geasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extefitithat thus adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the €ty Council finds that specific economic, legal. social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

21. Impact 3.14-27: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation for a
substantial duration of construction under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-298 through
3.14-299 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-27: The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-15,
Construction Traffic Management Plan.

Basis for Finding: The implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce the significance of
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. Lane closures at the South Prairie Avenue/West
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Century Boulevard intersection would cause temporary, but noticeable worsening of tratfic conditions
throughout construction. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

22, Impact 3.14-28: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurpently with
major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impagts at
intersections under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14:449 throush 3.14-477 of the
Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(a): Implement Mitigation Measures 3.14-3¢a) through 3.14-3(0).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0) (Financial Contribution to
City ITS program).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(c): On days with coricurrentévents'dt, The Forum, the City shall coordinate
the Event TMP with the operator of The Forum to expinid traffigicontrol officer coverage and implement
temporary lane assignments through the use gt ¢oney.as tollows:

e At South Prairie Avenue and Arbor Vitae Street utider pre-event conditions, through the use of cones
and signs temporarily suspend curbiparking, to allow approximately 150" eastbound right turn pocket;
lane widths may be reduced to approxitatelsi:l 17ito accommodate the turn pocket. This modification
reduces a bottleneck during the pre-eventipeak ‘hour that affects upstream traffic.

e At Hawthorne Boulevard andWest Century'Boulevard, through the placement of a TCO and cones,
temporarily reassign the norghbound approach as 2 left turn lanes, 2 through lanes, and 2 right turn
lanes, allowing a nogthbound tight tim phase overlap with the westbound left turns.

Mitigation Measure 3:14-28(d): On days with concurrent events at the NFL Stadium, the City shall
coordinate the Event TMPivithithe operator of the NFL Stadium Transportation Management and
Operations Plan {TMOP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(e): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(c) (West Century Boulevard/La
Cienega'Boulevard Improvements).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(f): The City of Inglewood shall require the NFL Stadium TMOP to
incorporate special traffic management provisions to cover conditions during which attendees to an NFL
football game would utilize parking within the Project garages.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measures 3.14-3(a) and 3.14-3(b) identified within Mitigation Measure
3.14-28(a) require implementation of the Event TMP and TDM program, respectively. Mitigation
Measures 3.14-3(¢) — (n) identified within Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(a) and 3.14-2(c) identified within
Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(e) consist of physical and/or operational improvements at a variety of surface
streets and freeway off-ramps significantly impacted by the Proposed Project. Mitigation Measure 3.14-
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3(0) requires coordination with the City to operate corridors with coordinated, special event signal
timings.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(b) requires a contribution to the ITS Program; refer to Mitigation Measure
3.14-2(0) for details of the ITS Program. The financial contribution shall be available for ITS
improvements at the following intersections and to the corridors where these intersections are located.
The list below contains only those intersections that are significantly impacted (under either/both
Adjusted Baseline or cumulative conditions) due to a Major Event at the Proposed Project operating
concurrently with an event at The Forum (i.e., they are not listed in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(0)).

= Hillcrest Boulevard/Florence Avenue

= Arbor Vitae Street/La Brea Avenue

= West Century Boulevard/Van Ness Avenue
= Yukon Avenue/Imperial Highway

= Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard

The modifications included in Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(c) would giiprove dperations throughout the
network, particularly along South Prairie Avenue and West Century Boiglevard apjyroaching the Project
Site and The Forum. The ability to implement these measures wiiyld depetid, in part, on The Forum venue
operator’s willingness to share information with the Project operaté, In Mareh 2020, press reports
announced that a company affiliated with the project applicaiitreached:agreement with the Madison
Square Garden Company (MSG) to acquire The Forumy which;may allow for better information sharing
and coordination on event scheduling at the two venpes.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(d) requires the Cityite,cootdinate sith operators of the NFL Stadium TMOP
and the Event TMP on days with concurrentiévents af:eachivgnue. This would allow each plan to operate
more efficiently and in coordination with eaéh other.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-28(f) requires the'City taiensure that the NFL Stadium TMOP operator conducts
traffic management at Proposed:ffroject garageiin a manner generally consistent with the Event TMP for
conditions in which NFL football ‘¢anie attendees park in these garages, and the Proposed Arena is
otherwise not utilized.

The combined effectivenesg. of thefabive mitigation measures is displayed on Table 3.14-98, on pages
3.14-462 through 3 14:477 ofithe EIR, for Scenario 1 (with The Forum). Based on network-level
microsimulation @nalysis, @hdetiinajor event conditions, the mitigations at major bottlenecks often result
in increased traffie flow at 4djacent and/or downstream intersections. Improving the flow at major
bottleneck focationsialthoyigh desirable, can cause secondary, significant impacts. The following
describey their effegtiveness during each peak hour.

Weekdav Pre-Event Peak Hour

Of the 61 significant intersection impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause 15 to become less
than significant. These mitigation measures would not cause any otherwise not signiticantly impacted
intersections to become a secondary, significant impact. The average percent demand served at the
intersections analyzed using microsimulation increased from 58 percent (Adjusted Baseline (With The
Forum) Plus Project without mitigation) to 71 percent with the recommended mitigation measures in
place.
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Weekdav Post-Event Peak Hour

Of the 45 significant intersection impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause ten to become less
than significant. These mitigation measures would cause an additional three intersections to become new
secondary, significantly impacted locations. Opportunities for physical or further operational/signal
timing improvements at these locations were investigated, but no feasible mitigations were identified. The
average percent demand served at the intersections analyzed using microsimulation increased from 65
percent (Adjusted Baseline (With The Forum) Plus Project without mitigation) to 69 percent with the
recommended mitigation measures in place.

Weekend Pre-Event Peak Hour

Of the 41 significant intersection impacts identified during the weekend pre-event peak hour, the above
mitigation measures would cause 15 to become less than significant. These mitigation measureswould
cause an additional three intersections to become new secondary, significantly inipactéd locations. The
average percent demand served at the intersections analyzed using micrositpulation icreased from 79
percent (Adjusted Baseline (With The Forum) Plus Project without migigation),to 85 percent with the
recommended mitigation measures in place.

The precise degree of effectiveness of proposed TDM strategies to:shift theimode split away from driving
and reduce the project’s vehicular trip generation is not kngwn. Theréfore, mitigation measure testing did
not explicitly account for a certain amount of reduced vehicle fravishidugito TDM strategies. The above list
of mitigation measures would reduce vehicle travel defnand, atéommodate the remaining travel demand
in a more efficient manner, and provide physical improvements, Where feasible, to add capacity to the
roadway system. None of the physical improvementsdggeribed above would require additional right-of-
way. Some of these improvements fall withipithe'jiinsdicétionof an agency other than the City. The City
finds that the other agencies (e.g. Caltrans¥¢an and should atithorize these improvements. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).) There are ng:assufances, however, that these agencies would permit these
improvements to be constructed. Thus, fotithe various reasons described here, these impacts are
considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finids that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adoptiat thistime which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons; the finpactremains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this advégse'impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) leveli the City Gouncil finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
consideratignipadertified inithe Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified despite thisiiipact.

23. Tmpact 3,14-29: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with
major eventsat'The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impacts on freeway
facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-478 through 3.14-480 of the Draft
EIR)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(h) (I-105 Westbound Off-ramp
Widening at Crenshaw Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(¢) (Restripe 1-405 NB Oft-Ramp
at West Century Boulevard).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) (Retime and optimize traffic
signals on Inglewood streets).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(g) (I-105 Off-ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(e): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(f): Implement the trip reduction measures included in the Project
Transportation Demand Management Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-29(g): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-8(b) (Work withiGaltrans to
implement traffic management system improvements along the [-105 corridor):

Basis of Finding: The combined effect of the above mitigation measures Weould béamiproved operations
of streets in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, which would result iniléss overall delay and vehicle
queuning. Additionally, widening and/or lane reassignments on several'of the impigted off-ramps would
improve their capacity and ability to store vehicles. The following descrilies how imipacted off-ramps
would be improved in concurrent Scenario 1 (with The Forum) (for the moré:critical weekday pre-event
peak hour):

= At the [-105 off-ramp at South Prairie Avenue, thé/maximuin vehicle queue would be reduced from
an estimated 9,175 feet (without mitigation) to47,700 feet withimitigation, which is less than the
applicable 8,720-foot storage. Thus, storage would:bie adequate with mitigation.

= At the [-105 Westbound off-ramp at Crenshaw Boulévardi the maximum vehicle queue would be
reduced from an estimated 6,247 feet (fithout mitigation) to 3,585 feet with mitigation, which is less
than the applicable 4,065-foot storage. This, storage would be adequate with mitigation.

= The surface street improvementsiand tafficthangagement strategies would result in small decreases in
the maximum queue at the [-405 northbotnd and southbound off-ramps at West Century Boulevard.
However, the northbound offstampidnd the ‘thore southerly southbound off-ramp (south of West
Century Boulevard) wouldigontiine to exceed the applicable storage threshold.

These mitigation measures; ififiipleniented, would reduce two of the impacted off-ramp queues to within
the available rampgtéiage during the weekday and weekend pre-event peak hours under concurrent
Scenario 1, thereby mitigating tinpacts at these off-ramps to less than significant. However, the maximum
queue at the [-408 northbound off-ramp onto West Century Boulevard and at the [-405 southbound off-
ramp onte;BaCiengga (south of West Century Boulevard) would continue to exceed the applicable
storage threshold. Soni&'st these improvements fall within the jurisdiction of an agency other than the
City. The:City findsithat the other agencies (e.g. Caltrans) can and should authorize these improvements.
(CEQA Gtiidelines'§ 15091(a)(2).) There are no assurances, however, that their implementation would
be guaranteed and the impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable.

The queue impacts on the two off-ramps identified above under the other concurrent event scenarios and
the freeway segment impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
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To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

24. Impact 3.14-30: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with
major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would adversely affect public transit
operations or fail to adequately provide access to transit under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer
to pages 3.14-480 through 3.14-482 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-30(a): The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Mgasures 3.14-2(a)
(Event Transportation Management Plan), 3.14-2(b) (Transportation Demand Managettient Program), and
the intersection improvements in Mitigation Measures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-30(b): The project applicant shall implement Mitigation:Measures 3.14-11(b)
to lengthen the proposed shuttle pull-out.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-30(c): The project applicant shall coordinate With the City and NFL Stadium
operator prior to concurrent events to develop a mutually acceptable strategyi:for accommodating shuttles
buses that would transport Project Major Event attendees tg/from renipte parking locations.

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measure 3.14-30(b) wéild provide additional load/unload area for shuttles
and would also allow for the lane to serve as a busjiicue juniper (Gperated by traffic control officers) at
the South Prairie Avenue/West Century Boulevard intérsection during the pre-event and post-event
period. Moreover, implementation of the Eveit TMP. would réquire that the Proposed Project to provide
sufficient shuttles to ensure that there is suctessful andiconvenient connectivity with short wait times to
light rail stations such that peak wait tirties betiore or afier major events does not exceed 15 minutes. As
such, implementation of Mitigation Meastites 3.14-30(a) and 3.14-30(b) would reduce transit impacts
associated with attendees using shuttles to actess light rail under a concurrent event scenario.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-30(c¥irequires coordination with the City and the NFL Stadium operator to
develop a strategy for accommodating the shuttle buses required to transport Project Major Event
attendees to/from remoté parkuiglocations when there is a concurrent event at the Stadium. The draft
TMP does not preseiibe precisely how many buses should drop-off/pick-up attendees or employees at
specific locationg for severa] rédsons. First, these types of overlapping events would be rare and will
include unique types of artigks/attractions, which could influence event start/end times and desire for off-
site parkingiReal-time plapning for such conditions should occur. Second, observations of operating
conditions at the NFI''$tadium and IBEC will be valuable in understanding where such pick-up/drop-off
location$ make the'thost sense (e.g., where can buses most directly access curb space, where are
pedestriantireas most accommodating, which areas have reduced travel times to enter/exit, etc.).

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce but not eliminate project impacts on traffic
operational conditions; as such, the impacts on public bus operations are considered during concurrent
events are considered significant and unavoidable. During a concurrent event with the NFL Stadium,
project impacts on access to transit are considered significant and unavoidable because a plan has not
been prepared to adequately accommodate shuttle bus loadings for each venue. In addition, some of these
improvements identified above fall within the jurisdiction of an agency other than the City. The City finds
that the other agencies (e.g. Caltrans) can and should authorize these improvements. (CEQA Guidelines, §
15091(a)2).) There are no assurances, however, that their implementation would be guaranteed and the
impacts are considered to be significant and unavoidable.
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Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

25. Impact 3.14-31: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating cincurrently with
major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would result in inadequate €inergency access
under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to page 3.14-482 of the Draft EiR;)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-31: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-14 (Logal Hospital Acéess Plan).

Basis for Finding: On the infrequent days when there would be ovegtlapping or‘¢pnciirrent events at the
Proposed Project, the NFL Stadium, and/or The Forum, the congestion ¢réated would result in significant
delays at multiple intersections along the key major cornidors accégsing the'Project area, including West
Century Boulevard, South Prairie Avenue, Crenshaw Avenue, Manchiester Boulevard, and La
Brea/Hawthorne Avenue. Concurrent major events at the, ProposedProjéet and The Forum would cause
four freeway offramps along the [-405 and I-105 corgitlors to experience excessive levels of vehicular
queuing during pre-event conditions. Recommended mitiggtions wignld be able to reduce the amount of
queuing below the applicable threshold at two of thoseiramps, thpugh vehicle queues would remain
lengthy and cause substantial delays to off-rafp traffic atiall four locations. Because this scenario would
result in increased travel times to exit the freeway and reachsurface streets (and since alternative routes
are equally congested), the impact on ettiergetigy access with concurrent major events is considered
significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adoptiat this fime which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons;ithe tiiipactremains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse itapact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) leveli the City Gouncil finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
consideraigngidentified in'the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified despite thisiifipact.

26. Imipact 3,14-32: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation for a
substantial duration during construction during major events at The Forum and/or the NFL
Stadium under Adjusted Baseline conditions. (Refer to page 3.14-483 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-32: The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-15,
Construction Traffic Management Plan.

Basis for Finding: As described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-15, the Construction Traffic Management
Plan includes strategies for reducing the adverse effects during events at The Forum or NFL Stadium of
construction-related closures of travel lanes along the project frontage. The implementation of the above
mitigation measure would reduce the significance of this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level.
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Lane closures at the South Prairie Avenue/West Century Boulevard intersection would cause temporary,
but noticeable worsening of traffic conditions throughout construction, and particularly when events are
held at The Forum or NFL Stadium. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support apprgval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

27. Impact 3.14-33: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating coricurrently with
major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impactsat
intersections under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-483 throuigh 3.14-485 of the Draft
EIR)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-33(a): Implement Mitigation Measures 3, 14-18a'through 3.14-18(r).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-33(b): Implement Mitigation:Measure 3i14-28(b) (Additional TCO placement
and temporary lane changes at select intersections).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-33(c): Implement Mitigation Measurg:3.14-28(f) (City of Inglewood shall
require the NFL Stadium TMOP to incorporgte special traffieithanagement provisions to cover conditions
during which attendees to an NFL footbalFigame would utilive parking within the Project garages).

Basis for Finding: Mitigation Measiites 3114-33(a).and 3.14-33(b) requires implementation of the Event
TMP and TDM program, paymentinto the City’s ITS Program, and various physical and/or operational
improvements at a variety of gurfage sifeets and'freeway off-ramps significantly impacted by the
Proposed Project.

Mitigation Measure 3.14:33(¢)gquires the City to coordinate with operators of the NFL Stadium TMOP
and the Event TMP:6ifdaysisith concurrent events at each venue. This would allow each plan to operate
more efficiently and in coordination with each other.

The combpiédeffegtiveness of the above mitigation measures is displayed on Table 3.14-99, on pages
4.14-4935 through 4, 14510 of the EIR, for Scenario 1 (with The Forum). Based on network-level
microsiniylation analysis, under major event conditions, the mitigations at major bottlenecks often result
in increased fraffig flow at adjacent and/or downstream intersections. Improving the flow at major
bottleneck locations, although desirable, can cause secondary, significant impacts. The following
describes the effectiveness of the above mitigation measures during each peak hour.

Weekdav Pre-Event Peak Hour

Of the 71 significant intersection impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause 16 to become less
than significant. No intersections would experience a secondary, significant impact due to these
mitigation measures. The average percent demand served at the intersections analyzed using
microsimulation increased from 60 percent without mitigation 65 percent with the recommended
mitigation measures in place.
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Weekdav Post-Event Peak Hour

Of the 53 significant intersection impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause 14 to become less
than significant. Two intersections would experience a secondary, significant impact due to these
mitigation measures. The average percent demand served at the intersections analyzed using
microsimulation increased from 61 percent without mitigation to 70 percent with the recommended
mitigation measures in place.

Weekend Pre-Event Peak Hour

Of the 58 significant intersection impacts, the above mitigation measures would cause eight to become
less than significant. These mitigation measures would cause one additional intersection to become new
secondary, significantly impacted location. The average percent demand served at the ififersections
analyzed using microsimulation increased from 72 percent without mitigation tgi78 perceént withithe
recommended mitigation measures in place.

The precise degree of effectiveness of proposed TDM strategies to shiftithe tinde split away from driving
and reduce the project’s vehicular trip generation is not known. Therétore, mitigationimeasure testing did
not explicitly account for a certain amount of reduced vehicle trayel duciio TDM strategies. The above list
of mitigation measures would reduce vehicle travel demand, accsinmodatethe remaining travel demand
in a more efficient manner, and provide physical improvements, wheig feasible. to add capacity to the
roadway system. None of the physical improvements described abisye. would require additional right-of-
way. Some of these improvements fall within the jurigdliction ¢f:an agency other than the City. The City
finds that the other agencies (e.g. Caltrans) can andighould gitthorize these improvements. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15091(a)2).) There are no assurances, Howeéver, that their implementation would be
guaranteed. Thus, for the various reasons des¢ribed:hereiithesé tmpacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds thatthereiare niy.additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adoptat this timeéiwhichiwould reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact yemains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adyerse impact Will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Coltitigil fiinds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in‘the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despité this impigt.

28. Impict 3:14-34: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with
major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impacts on freeway
facilities under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-511 through 3.14-513 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Méasure 3.14-34(a): Implement mitigation measure 3.14-3(h) (I-105 Westbound Off-ramp
Widening at Crenshaw Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-34(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(¢) (Restripe 1-405 NB Off-Ramp
at West Century Boulevard).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-34(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(0) (Retime and optimize traffic
signals on Inglewood streets).
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-34(d): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(g) (I-105 Otf-ramp Widening at
South Prairie Avenue).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-34(e): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) (Implement Event TMP).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-34(f): Implement the trip reduction measures included in the Project
Transportation Demand Management Program described in Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b).

Mitigation Measure 3.14-34(g): Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-8(b) (Work with Caltrans to
implement traffic management system improvements along the [-105 corridor).

Basis for Finding: The combined effect of the above mitigation measures would be inproved operations
of streets in the vicinity of the Proposed Project, which would result in less ovesill. delay 4nd vehicle
queuing. Additionally, widening and/or lane reassignments on several of the impacted pff-ramps would
improve their capacity and ability to store vehicles. The following describéghow impacted 6tf-ramps
would be improved in concurrent Scenario 1 (with The Forum) (for the/ore ¢ritical weekday pre-event
peak hour):

= At the [-105 Westbound off-ramp at Crenshaw Boulevard, the maximumniyehicle queue would be
reduced from an estimated 6,755 feet (without mitigation) to 3,926 feet with mitigation, which is less
than the applicable 4,065-foot storage. Thus, storage, would be'tidenate with mitigation.

= The surface street improvements and traffic management stratégies would result in decreases in the
maximum queue at the I-405 northbound and southetly southbound off-ramps at West Century
Boulevard and at the [-1035 westbound offsrampito Sauth Prairie Avenue. However, the queues on
these ramps would continue to exceedthe applicalile storage threshold.

These mitigation measures, if implertented; would reduce one of the impacted off-ramp queues to within
the available ramp storage duringthe weekdisand'weekend pre-event peak hours under concurrent
Scenario 1, thereby mitigating thishimpéct to less'than signiticant. However, the maximum queues at the
[-405 northbound off-ramp ontér West Century Boulevard, at the 1-405 southbound off-ramp onto La
Cienega (south of West Century Bpulevind), and at the I-105 oft-ramp onto South Prairie Avenue would
continue to exceed the applicablésstorage threshold. Some of these improvements fall within the
jurisdiction of an agéiiey,othér than the City. The City finds that the other agencies (e.g. Caltrans) can and
should authorize/these improvethents. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091(a)(2).) There are no assurances,
however, that their implementation would be guaranteed. Thus, for the various reasons described here,
these impagtsiare considered significant and unavoidable. The queue impacts on the off-ramps under the
other copcurrent event:$¢enarios and the freeway segment impacts are considered significant and
unavoidable.

Finding: The'€ity Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.
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29. Impact 3.14-35: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with
major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would adversely affect public transit
operations or fail to adequately provide access to transit under cumulative conditions. (Refer to
pages 3.14-513 through 3.14-514 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-35(a): The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.14-2(a)
(Event Transportation Management Plan), 3.14-2(b) (TDM Program), and the entirety of the intersection
improvements in Mitigation Measures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-35(b): The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.14-11(b)
to lengthen the proposed shuttle pull-out.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-35(c): The project applicant shall coordinate with the/@ity and™WFIL Stadium
TMOP operator prior to concurrent events to develop a mutually acceptable stratégy féipaccommodating
shuttles buses that would transport Project Major Event attendees to/from témote parking locations.

Basis for Finding: Implementation of these mitigation measures wgild reduce bt nét eliminate project
impacts on traffic operational conditions; as such, the impacts on publicbus operations under a concurrent
event scenario are considered significant and unavoidable. Duringig concurtént event with the NFL
Stadium, project impacts on access to transit are considered:significaiit and unavoidable because a plan
has not been prepared to adequately accommodate shuttle biig Joadifigs far each venue.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional‘feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which wauild reducé this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains'significant. anil unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not'be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
signiticant) level, the City Council finds thit speéifig sconomic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of @yerriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact,

30. Impact 3.14-36;. Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with
major events at The Forimi and/or the NFL Stadium, would result in inadequate emergency access
under cumulative conditions, (Refer to pages 3.14-514 through 3.14-515 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-36: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-14 (Local Hospital Access Plan).

Basis fop Finding: The'above mitigation measure would reduce travel times to access the CHMC once
vehicles'teach surfige streets. However, the added delays motorists would experience during concurrent
events while. waitifig to exit the freeway ramps would remain significant. The implementation of the
above mitigation‘measure would lessen this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. This impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated or lessened to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economic, legal, social, technological, and other
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considerations identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

31. Impact 3.14-37: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation for a
substantial duration during construction during major events at The Forum and/or the NFL
Stadium under cumulative conditions. (Refer to pages 3.14-515 through 3.14-516 of the Draft EIR.)

Mitigation Measure 3.14-37: The project applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.14-15,
Construction Traffic Management Plan.

Basis for Finding: The implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduge the significance of
this impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. Lane closures at the South Prairie Avenue/West
Century Boulevard intersection would cause temporary. but noticeable worsenifigof traffié conditions
throughout construction. This impact is considered significant and unavoidable.

Finding: The City Council finds that there are no additional feasible mitigatioh medsures or alternatives
that the City Council could adopt at this time which would reduce tliis impact to'# |ess-than-significant
level. For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

To the extent that this adverse impact will not be eliminated:or lessengd to an acceptable (less-than-
significant) level, the City Council finds that specific economuc, legiilysocial, technological, and other
considerations identified in the Statement of Overridisig Considégations support approval of the Project as
modified, despite this impact.

Section V. Mitigation Measures and Alternatives Proposed in
Comments on the Draft EIR

The City received a number of comments oniithe Diatt EIR that proposed mitigation measures or
alternatives to the Project. The Cily appieciatesithese proposals, and has given all of them careful
consideration. Many of these pteposals have been incorporated into the Project. Other proposals address
impacts that are not significant, and:the' @ity is therefore not required to incorporate those proposals into
the Project. Other proposalsiare ricénigistent with basic objectives of the Project, or are infeasible based
on evidence in thetecordiior wiyld result in other impacts that the City would like to avoid.

The following:table. Jists thgse comments on the Draft EIR that proposed mitigation measures or
alternatives. The City'hds'tried to capture all such proposals in those comments. In the event the table
does notilist a partigular proposal, such omission was inadvertent; for information regarding how the City
has addresséd:sueh'proposals, please refer to the Final EIR’s responses to comments, which are
incorporated herein by reference.
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Mitigation Measures Proposed in Comments on Draft EIR

impact a large, brightly lit
arena in Inglewood would
have on avian mortality.

“To prevent or mitigate
the devastating impact
that buildings have on
birds, architects have
developed innovative
designs—including films,
fritted glass, ultraviolet
glass, and architectural
features—that have
successfully been
adopted.”

on avian
mortality is
considered less
than significant.
For this reason,
no mitigation
measures are
required. In
addition, the
applicant has
incorporatéd into
the arepir design
features fo, redtice
furthiés potential

[ tmpacts'th, avidy
|thortality.

Comment Comment Disposition Explanation
PETA-3 The DEIR does not The project’s The EIR concludes that the arena
PETA-7 consider the potential potential impact | structure will not have a significant

impact on avian mortality. (Final EIR,
Responses to Comments PETA-1:to
PETA-7, DraftEIRdmpacts3:3-1, 3.3-
2 and 3.3-4.) Betause theiimpact
associated With avian mortality is less
thapgignificant; noimitigation measures
aré'required

Iniaddition;ithe project applicant has
conititted implementing bird-safe
design griteria as part of the base design
of the Arena structure, and its
compliance with requirements to meet
EEED Gold standards. As explained in
Response to Comment PETA-7, the text
of the Draft EIR has been revised to
reflect this commitment, and a
corresponding condition of approval
has been incorporated into the MMRP.
As set forth in Response to Comment
PETA-T:

“. .. [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.*® 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
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the design criteria for Building Feature-
Related Hazards from the City of San
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.

“Implementation of these design
features would be reflected in a fagade
and roof structure méde of translucent
polymer* panels with a'pattern ¢t metal
substructure, alongiwith opagiie
photovoltaic pangls. The intention is to
use materials. with g goal of achieving a
maximum thregt factor of 25 pursuant
tothe American Bird Conservancy Bird
Collision'Beterrence Material Threat
Fagtor Referénce Standard. To be
wonsistent with this standard, the project
applicant has committed that all
axternally visible glass panels would be
constructed of fritted glass,*? 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:

Project Design Features
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The Proposed Project would include
several project design features to
reduce the potential for avian
collisions as a result of project
design or lighting. Although these
features are part of the Proposed
Project, these features would be
expected to be incorporated as
conditions of approval so that they
would be enforceable by the City:

Project Design Feature 3.3-1

The projectiaiplicant Would,
implement the following project
design features These features
wanld be'ingluded in applicable
construction'doctiments. Design
SJeaturés would include the following:

The Arend'Structure would be
destgned to achieve Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) Bird Collision Deterrence
credits;

The Arena Structure would be
designed to be address the best
practices of the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service 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
San Francisco Planming
Department’'s Design Guide
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings;

The Arena fagade and envelope
composition would be made of
transhucent polymerl3 panels with a
pattern or metal substructure, along
with opaque photovoltaic panels.
The materials would be selected with
of achieving a maximum threat
Sfactor of 25 pursuant to the
American Bird Conservancy Bird
Collision Deterrence Material
Threat Factor Reference Standard.
To be consistent with this standard,
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the project applicant has committed
that a large majority of externally
visible glass panels would include a
fritted finish, 14 which is both energy
efficient and is perceived by birds as
a solid surface, reducing the
potential for fatal collisions; and

The lighting of the Arena Structure
would be managed to minimize the
potential to attract birds and create
the potential for night collisions.
Consistent with night-lighting
standards of gheiCity of Suh
Francisco Plawning Department’s
Design Giuide Stumdards for Bird-
Stfe Buildings, ind consistent with
the requiremenits of the FAA due to
the proximity of the Project Site to
FBAX, the Broposed Project would
uotinclude the use of searchlights or
up-lighting. Night lighting of the
Arena Structure would be partially
shielded by the translucent panels
that would help limit the escape of
bright lights.”

(Footnote 40: U.S. Green Building
Council, LEED BD+C: New
Construction —v4.1 - LEED v4.1,
Bird Collision Deterrence, |
HYPERLINK
"https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-
constrution-core-and-shell-schools-
new-construction-retail-new-
constructionhealthc" ]
2127view=language&return—/credits
/New Construction/v4.1, accessed
May 4, 2020.)

(Footnote 41: Translucent polymer
panels would be made of either
ethylene tetraflouroethylene (ETFE)
or polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE).)

(Footnote 42: Fritted glass is glass
that has been fused with pigmented
glass particles.)

Gerson-4 “I specifically request that

all housing units in the

The proposed
mitigation

Air Quality
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area described as between
Prairie Avenue on the
western border, Yukon
Avenue on the eastern
border, 102™ Street on the
north border and 104%
Street on the south border
be offered environmental
upgrades including but
not limited to sound
insulation, air
conditioning/ventilation,
new windows and
filtration to offset the
significant increases in
noise, vibration and
pollution that are
mentioned in the EIR.”

measures (1)
address impacts
that are not
significant and
for which no
mitigation is
required, (2)
would be
ineffective at
addressing the
project’s
significant
impacts, or (3)
are considered
infeasible.

The project’s air pollutant
emissions would not resultin a
localized significant impact to
human health during
construction or operations. For
this reason, no mitigation is
required to address such
impacts.

The project would resultin a
significant impact with respect
to the mass ¢f air pollutant
emissions duriig construgtion
and operations. This impact is
regional in chapacter. The
praject alveddy incorporates
design featiires and mitigation
measuregfoiaddress these
timpacts, although the impacts
reniain significant.

The measures proposed by
£omment Gerson-4 focus on
localized emissions. For this
reason, the proposed measures
focus on impacts that have been
determined to be less than
significant, for which no
mitigation is required.

The installation of insulation 1s
related to sound dampening,
and would not affect air
pollutant emissions.

The installation of new
windows is considered
ineffective in light of the
character of development in the
area and the requirement that
such windows be inoperable in
order to be effective.
Enhanced filtration that would
result from installation of new
air conditioning or ventilation
systems has been found to be
effective only for particulate
emissions, and only when
combined with inoperable
windows.

Not all other property owners
or residents may accept the
upgrade otfers, and thus,
mitigation is considered
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infeasible as it is not capable of
being accomplished in a
successful manner in a
reasonable period of time.
The mitigation measures proposed
by the comment are therefore
considered either unnecessary,
ineffective or infeasible.

Noise

e The projecticorporates
extensive design: features and
mitigativizmeasures (o address
the projégt’s néise, inipacts
duting bothiconstruction and
operations' The impact,
howevet;rettiains significant.

e (onstruction noise impacts are
intéfmittent and temporary. For
this reason, permanent
improvements to address such
impacts are not considered
reasonable. The mitigation
measures incorporated into the
project focus appropriately on
the episodic and temporary
character of construction noise.

e Construction noise impacts are
measured outdoors at the
property line. Building
upgrades would not reduce
outdoor noise levels.

e The effectiveness of permanent
improvements to offsite noise-
sensitive receptors in reducing
indoor noise is highly
dependent on windows and
doors remaining closed, which
would impede natural
ventilation.

e Not all property owners or
residents may be willing to
accept the upgrade offers and
thus, the measure is infeasible.

e During project operations,
significant noise impacts would
not oceur at the residences
identitied by the commenter.
For this reason, no mitigation
measures are required to
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LACDPW
1-7

The DEIR‘anlveotisiders
LO&FE oL resylts
significantioweyer,
multiple County
intersections have
significant impacts at

Please include/denote
these significant impacts
as well and then address
them in the mitigation
section.

e UseICU
methodology for
all signalized and
unsignalized
intersections

address noise impacts at these
residences.

e Mitigation measures proposed
by the comment would have no
effect on the significant
property-line impacts from
traffic-generated noise sources
identified in the Draft EIR.

The mitigation measures proposed

by the comment are therefore

considered eithepunnecessary,
ineffective or infeagible.

Vibration

e . Neosignifigant vibration
impacts wagld affect the
residencés addressed in the
¢imment. For this reason, no
mitigation measures are
required to address vibration
impacts at these residences.

e Suggested building upgrades
would not reduce Proposed
Project-related construction
vibration impacts.

The mitigation measures proposed

by the comment are therefore

considered either unnecessary or
ineffective.

See Response to Comment Gerson-4.

LOS D, C, etc. thresholds.

The project
incorporates all
feasible
mitigation to
address impacts
to the
intersections
identified by the
comment. No
additional
mitigation has
been identified to
address these
impacts.

As requested by
the comment, the
Event TMP has
been revised to

The City used the thresholds identitied
by the comment where appropriate for
intersections located within County
junisdiction. For some intersections,
microsimulation, rather than the ICU
methodology, was used in light of the
nature of the project and the times
during which event-related traffic
would be generated. The EIR’s
approach is discussed in detail in
Response to Comment LACDPW1-7.

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
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within or shared
with the County.

e Address
mitigations for
each County
impacted
intersection.

e Provide an event
management plan
to Public Works
for review.

expressly require
coordination with
LACDPW.

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-relategl trips, which
would in turn reduce the magnitude of
Project impactsiat.all impagted
intersections. Mitigatitn Méasure 3.14-
2(c) would requirg phiysical
modificationsifo mitigate impacts at the
Cerititty Bouleviard/lia Cienega
Boulevaiy intersection. Mitigation
Mgasure 3:14-3(0) would require
coordination of traftic signals and
optitmization of traffic signal timings at
intersections along West Century
Béwulevard. 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
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.

As requested by the comment, Draft
EIR, Appendix K.4, Table 1 has been
revised to add the following at the
bottom of the table:

County of Los Angeles Department
of Public Works (LACDPW)

LACDPW manages and maintains
streets and other local roads in
unincorporated areas of the County
of Los Angeles, including the
Lennox area to the southwest of the
Project Site. Implementation of any
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event traffic management measures
on streets managed by LACDPW
must be coordinated with LACDPW

See Response to Comment LACDPW1-

/e

Espinoza-2 | Proposed shuttle services
will not be enough to
mitigate transportation.
Consider improving cell
phone and internet
connectivity near the
project site so that
attendees can connect
with Uber/Lyft drivers.

Espinoza-3

This proposal is
unwarranted. The
project includes
telecommunicatio
ns facilities. The
project is not
expected to have
adverse impacts
on
telecommunicatio
ns in the vicinity
of the project. In
addition, the
Event TMP
provides for
monitofing
conditiong:and
uperading stigh

| facilities'if

Sapacity
problems arise.

The comment is correct that large
crowds at event venues, such as The
Forum, may place increased demands
on the capacity of telJecommunications
facilities. If many pattons attempt to use
cell phones at the same time, in¢lading
connections to tideliailing séivices, the
capacity ef nearby digitalisystems may
be insgfficient, leading to slow service,
lackiof connection, ‘gr dropped calls.
These peaks in déthand may occur
tinmediately, before or after events.

As stited on page 2-80 of the Draft
EIRY

A distributed antenna system (DAS)
will be installed at the Project Site to
provide cellular and emergency
communications connections. DAS
systems use a series of antennas to
distribute signals in dense areas.
Antennas can be integrated into
building facades, installed on the
interiors of building spaces, or be
mounted on exterior structures such
as poles.

The project applicant does not have
control over all aspects of cell phone
internet connectivity in the vicinity of
the Project Site. However, in regards to
ridesharing (Uber and Lyft), the Project
would construct and operate a rideshare
pick-up area as part of the East
Transportation Hub. For post-event
pick-ups, the Arena itself would be
placed in a geofenced area and
attendees requesting a rideshare vehicle
would be directed to meet the rideshare
vehicle at the East Parking Garage. This
would be similar to the current
approach used at LAX for ride share
hailing. This is required as an element
of Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) and is
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described further in the Draft Event
Transportation Management Plan
included in Draft EIR, Appendix K .4.
Like other parts of the Event TMP,
performance would be monitored and
adapted over time. The Event TMP
requires annual monitoring to support
ongoing adaptation to dynamic event
conditions. In the event that the
proposed DAS system is insufficient to
meet the demands, the monitoring
program included in the:Event TMP
would provideithe framewerk fir
further expansion ofthie: DA system
ensure effégtive Confiectivity that
suppott the itplemigntation of the
Prapsed Projectis Bvent TMP and
TDM priigram. Séé Response to
Comment Egpinoza-2.

SCAQMD | For on-road vehicles, the
3-5 Lead Agency will strive to
o use heavy-duty trucks
,SCAQMD with ZE or NZE engines
3-14 o conetmet]

during construction and
SCAQMD | operation, and, at a
3-15 minimum, require the use

of heavy-duty truckgiwith
2010 model vear gngines
or trucks with.newes:
cleaner engines‘during
construction.and operation
(MM 3.2%2¢¢ (3 atid
MM32:2¢dyH

Since NZE heavy-duty
trugk enginesiare already
comnietcially available,
and fo further reduce the
Proposed Project’s
$ignificant construction
and operational NOx
emissions, the Lead
Agency should require
more electric construction
equipment and use ZE
heavy-duty trucks.

These propgsals
are infeagible.

The Broject is required to use
eonstruction equipment that is
commercially available in electric or
dlternative fueled models. It is not
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 are not now nor are
they expected to be commercially
available to meet the construction needs
of the project within the project
schedule. The heavy-duty NZE trucks
that are commercially available have
limited applicability to construction-
related activities. See Responses to
Comments SCAQMD3-5, SCAQMD3-
14, SCAQMD3-15 and Ray Gorski,
Inglewood Basketball & Entertainment
Center Draft EIR: Review of Suggested
Mitigation Measures, May, 2020.

The proposal to require vendors and
suppliers to use ZE and NZE trucks is
considered infeasible. It is speculative
and uncertain whether vendors will be
able to use such trucks. Implementing
NZE trucks during operations, as
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requested by the SCAQMD, would be
infeasible as trucks visiting the Project
Site would primarily be from third-
party vendors or tenants, which may
have specific, competing, criterion for
selection of vendors. With the limited
categories of NZE commercially
available trucks, it would be infeasible
to require that all trucks serving the
Project be NZE. That is particularly true
in light of incentivesiincorporated into
the project to provide tiigentives to rely
on local and sml] business venidors.
See Response téCominent SCAQMD3-
14 and Ré:.Gorski, Inglewdod
Baskgtball & Enteriainment Center
Dt EIR: Review of Suggested

Mitigation Measures, May, 2020.

SCAQMD | The Lead Agency can and

3-18 should develop the
following performance
standards.

e Developa

of ZE heavy-duty
trucks that the
Proposed Project
must use cach
vear duiting
constructidn to
ensire ddeguate
progigss. Include
thigirequirement
in the Proposed
Project’s
Tonstruction
Management
Plan.

minimum amount

This proposal 4%
infeasible.

Coniinercially available ZE and NZE
consirtigtion vehicles do not have the
displacement needed for soil transport
anil material delivery to and from the
Project Site. Mandating exclusive use
of ZE or NZE trucks during operations
would be infeasible because there is
currently limited penetration of NZE
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.
See Response to Comment SCAQMD3-
18.
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e Establisha
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).

This proposal is
infeasible.

There is uncertainty regarding the
availability of ZE heavy-duty trucks in
the market and that are appropriate for
the project construction. Mitigation
Measure 3.2-2(c)(3), which incentivizes
the use of ZE and NZE vehicles,
includes all feasible mitigation. See
Response to Comment SCAQMD3-5.

e Establish a policy
to select and use
vendors that use
ZE heavy-duty
trucks. Include
this policy in the
vendor contracts
and business
agreements.

This proposal is
infeasible.

Establishing a policy that requires the
sedection iid use of vendors that use ZE
heavy-duty trucks would be infeasible
Bégause 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. (Ray Gorski,
Inglewood Basketball & Entertainment
Center Drafi EIR: Review of Suggested
Mitigation Measures, May, 2020.)
Requiring delivery trucks to be ZE
could limit to the types of vendors and
brands available to the Project, and
could limit the project applicant’s
ability to achieve commitments to
support 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 trucks, 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
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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.

See Response to Comment SCAQMD3-
14.

e Establisha
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.

This proposal is
infeasible.

g

e Develop a target-
focused and
performances
based progess and
timeline to
implemént the use
of ZF heavi-duty
trisgks’

. This propasal 1s

Requiring vendors tg use ZE heavy-
duty trucks is infeasible.as trucks
visiting the Project Site would primarily
be from third pagty Vendors ot tenants
serviced By localigmall buginesses
through'Cityimandated programs. These
localismall businessgs might not have
the ability to secure ZE heavy-duty
trucks thatlarger vendors have access
to."With the limited categories of ZE
sommercially available trucks, it would
be infeasible to require that trucks
sexving the Project to be ZE. See
Response to Comment SCAQMD3-14.

infeasible.

Developing a target-focused and
performance-based process and timeline
to implement the use of ZE heavy-duty
trucks is not feasible at this time 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, therefore,
developing a timeline to implement the
use of ZE heavy-duty trucks would be
infeasible. 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. See Response to Comment
SCAQMD3-14.

e Developa
project-specific
process and
criteria for

This proposal is
infeasible.

Implementing the use of ZE heavy-duty
trucks is not feasible at this time.
However, as required by Mitigation
Measure 3.2-2(¢)(3), records of all
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periodically
assessing progress
in implementing
the use of ZE
heavy-duty
trucks.

trucks visiting the Project and within
the project applicant’s control will be
made available to the City upon request.
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c¥3), which
incentivizes the use of ZE and NZE
vehicles, includes all feasible
mitigation.

SCAQMD
3-19

Presence of hexavalent
chromium has been
detected at the Proposed
Project site. The Lead
Agency should require
dust control measures in
accordance with South
Coast AQMD Rule 1466,
as applicable. Rule 1466
includes a list of dust
control measures to
reduce fugitive dust
emissions from toxic air
contaminants, such as
hexavalent chromium,
during earth-moving
activities. South Coast
AQMD staff recommends
that the Lead Agency
include information.on
how the ProposediProject
will meet the South Coast
AQMD Rule 1466
requiremeénts.in the'Final
EIR. The informatitn én
Rule 1466 shopld also be
in¢luded in'the soil
management plan.

This proposal is
already
incorporated into
the project
pursuant to
Mitigation
Measure 3.8-4
and the
requirement to
prepare a Soil
Management
Plan (SMP). The
text of the Draft
EIR hag:been
revisedito
reference

LBSCAQMD rile
11466,

As explained in Response to Comment
SCAQMD3-19, there is insufficient
evidence to indicateithat hexavalent
chromium is present at:¢levated Jevels
on the Project %ité;In particulat ‘there is
no history of activitiegom the'site that
would indigate thathexavalent
chromitim is'present at actionable
levelsiHowever thecause impacted soil
gould bégnexpectedly encountered
during earthimoving activities,
Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 requires the
Projéét gontractor prepare an SMP prior
1o the issuance of the first permit for
griund disturbing activities. The SMP
would ensure that work would be
stopped in the excavation area if there
are indicators that potential
contamination has been encountered,
samples 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 disturbing construction
activities would be precautionary 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. In
addition, as explained in Response to
Comment SCAQMD3-6, the discussion
of applicable rules on page 3.2-30 of
the Draft EIR has been revised to
include Rule 1466.
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SCAQMD | Presence of TPH has been
3-20 detected at the Proposed
N .
SCAQMD F 1(?1 ec{t 51te: D{sturbed a{’ld
36 excavated soils that may

contain petroleum
hydrocarbons are subject
to the requirements of
South Coast AQMD Rule
1166. Excavation
operations will need to be
monitored for VOC
concentrations, and
notification, work
practice, and handling
requirements will need to
be implemented for
elevated VOC readings. A
Rule 1166 excavation
plan application will need
to be submitted to South
Coast AQMD, or the site
may be able to utilize a
various locations plan. In
addition, a discussion
should be included
regarding the treatment
and handling of any VOC*
contaminated soil,
Therefore, South{ipast
AQMD reconitendsithat
the Lead Agencyinclude
a discusston ity
demonstrate specific
compliancéwith:South
Caoast AQMI) Rule 1166
in‘the Final EIR. South
CoastiAMD Rule 1166
shouild be incorporated in
the 501l management plan.
LI

This proposal is
already
incorporated into
the project by
Mitigation
Measure 3.8-4
and the
requirement to
prepare an SMP.
The text of the
Draft EIR has
been revised to
reference
SCAQMD rule
1166.

Compliance with soil management
procedures outlined within the Soil
Management Plan (SMP), along with
implementation of SCAQMD Rule
1166 during the Proposed Project
grading and site preparation phases,
would minimize the emission of TACs,
ensuring that there would be no
possible risk of exposure to TACs by
nearby sensitive recegptors. The Draft
EIR has been revised tp reference and
require compliance withiSCAQMD
Rules 1166 and 1466, See Responses to
Comments, SCAQMB3-20:and
SCAQMD3:6,

Caltrans-5 | Given that this proposed
project would result in
significant State facility
usage, it is recommended
that the developer work
closely with Caltrans to
identify and implement
operational improvements
along [-405. Such traffic

Caltrans-6

This proposal has
been incorporated
into the project.

As mitigation for the significant
cumulative impacts on the [-405
freeway, based on further consultations
with Caltrans, the following mitigation
measure is added to the Draft EIR
following Mitigation Measure 3.14-
24(g) on page 3.14-294:

Mitigation Measure 3.14-24(h)
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management system
improvements could
include, but are not
limited to, the following:
Active Traftic
Management (ATM) and
Corridor Management
(CM) Strategies such as
queue warning, speed
harmonization, traveler
information;
Transportation
Management System
(TMS) elements such as
closed-circuit television
cameras (CCTV),
changeable message signs
(CMS), ete.

To mitigate potential
impacts on [-405, develop
a fair share mitigation
agreement that involves
improvements to [-405
within the project’s
vicinity.

Per Table K.2-T, K.2-U;
K.2-V, K2-W, and K.2-
X, NB and SB I-405
mainline segments'yill
have direct significarit
impact(syidue. to
weaving/merging
opetation Pledse identify
niffigation Higasttes, if
any,

The project applicant shall provide a
one-time contribution of $1,524,900
to Caltrans which represents a fair
share contribution of funds towards
Caltrans’ 1-405 Active Traffic
Management (ATM)/Corridor
Management (CM) project.

According to the Caltrans Project
Initiation Report, the ATM/CM project
proposes to add ATM and CM
strategies such as quéiie warning, speed
harmonization, dynami¢igorridos
adaptive ramp metéring, traveler
information, andibthers 6t:1-405 from
Rosecrgns Avenue to SR 90. This
projgct also proposes to upgrade
transpogtation magragement system
¢LMS) elements including the existing
clésed-circuititelevision cameras,
shanssable message signs, vehicle
detection stations, and ramp metering
systems within the project limits.
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 Project’s
contribution to cumulative traffic along
the 1-405 corridor. The technical
memorandum entitled /BEC
Contribution to Caltrans’ I-
405/ATM/CM Project ¢ presents the
calculations used to determine the fair
share contribution of $1,524,900. See
Response to Comment Caltrans-5.

Caltrans:7 | MM 3.14-3(¢) includes
restriping the center lane
Bhi'the [-405 NB Off-
Ramp at West Century

Blvd to permit both left

Caltrans anticipates that
the conversion of the
middle lane to a shared

and right-turn movements.

This concern has
been addressed.
The queue length
would not exceed
the available
storage threshold,
so secondary
impacts would
not occur.

The 95th percentile queue is estimated
to increase slightly with the mitigation
measure due to the higher volumes of
left-turning vehicles relative to the
right-turning vehicles during those
hours. However, in no case is the queue
estimated to exceed the available
storage threshold. Therefore, the
mitigation measure would not create

Fehr & Peers, Technical Memorandum, IBEC Contribution to Caltrans’ I-405 ATM/CM Project, May 7, 2020.
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lane will result in queue
for the left tum traffic.
Please provide further
explanation to justify that
the mitigation measure at
the 1-405 NB off-ramp at
West Century Blvd will
not lead to significant
impacts.

new secondary impacts. See Response
to Comment Caltrans-7.

Caltrans-8 | If necessary, widening of
the off-ramp to add
another right turn lane
would be considered as a

viable mitigation

This proposal is
not warranted
because the
impact to which
it refers would

Widening the [-4054grthbound off-
ramp approach to its intgrsection,with
West Century Bowdevard tadd another
right-tum lane would titt be 'tiecessary
given thatthe propesed mitigation

the following intersections
have “Significant
Impacts” under one or
more scenarios. Please
provide more details
regarding what mitigation
measures were proposed
for these intersectigns and
why they are notf¢asible
for this projectiIf no
mitigation measufes have
been idetitified, Caltians
is able to help the
deyveloperiidentify any
vigble mitigation
mieasures at the following
locations fot the proposed
project:

¢ EBI-105 on-ramp
from Imperial
Highway

infeasible,

alternative. not occur. meagure would notilead to secondary
impacts, See Responses to Comments
Caltranst7, and Caltrans-8.
Caltrans-9 | According to the DEIR This proposal-dsi.:Mitisation for the impact at this on-

ramp'isinfeasible for the following
feasons:

e 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 to
provide a second exclusive
right-turn lane would create a
trap situation for non-HOV
right-turning movements.

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

e 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.
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Wayfinding measures to direct
motorists leaving an event to travel
west on West Century Boulevard to
south on Hawthorne Boulevard to the
eastbound [-105 as an alternative to
south on South Prairie Avenue to west
on Imperial Highway to the eastbound
1-105 could be built into the Event
Transportation Management Plan and
would not require Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) on local
streets. See Response i, Comment
Caltrans-9.

EB I-105 on/oft
ramps from 120th
Street

This proposal is
infeasible. The
City has
incorporated
alternative
mitigation to
address thig
impact, Because
the feasibility 6t
this.alterndfive

omitigation is
liuncertain.ithe

impact repiains
significant.

Mitigationiwas found to be'infeasible
for the'tollowing régsons:

The westbound 120th Street
approach already allows right-
turns'into the HOV bypass lane
on the on-ramp from the shared
through/right lane. Widening
the westbound 120th 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-nde lot
serving Green Line station and
would create a trap situation for
non-HOV right-turing
movements who inadvertently
find themselves in the lane.

Adding a second left-turn lane
on the eastbound 120th Street
approach would create an
undesirable offset (i.¢., lateral
transition within the
intersection) between the #1
westbound through lane and the
eastbound left-turn lanes.
Furthermore, the length of the
new #1 eastbound left-turn lane
would be severely limited due
to an inability to widen 120th
Street to the west due to the
Dominguez Channel and water
well on the north side and the
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Hawthorne Airport on the south
side.

e Furthermore, providing a
second left-turn lane on the
eastbound 120" 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 HO'V only. The
former:is not recommentled
because 1t would distiicentivize
crgation‘of carpoéls. The latter
is not recommended because it
wouldi¢reaté.a trap situation for
non-HOVileft-turning vehicles
whig inadvertently find
themiselves 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
Hawthorne 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
120th Street approach at the intersection
and has indicated that they believe that
the second eastbound left-tum 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:

e 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
Hawthorne Airport.

e The substandard lane widths
and the offsets that this would
require on 120th Street would
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be acceptable to both the City
of Hawthome and Caltrans.

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

The City of Hawthorn&has also
indicated that, ‘should the second
castbound left-tin lansiprove to be
infeasible tir.constlation with the City
of Inglewood and Caltrans, an
altgmative impravenient could be to
extend thé:Jength of the single existing
eastbound feft-turn lane, thus providing
additional storage space for eastbound
leftitiimiing vehicles. The City of
Inglewood is amenable to this
improvement subject to the following
¢onditions:

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

e The substandard lane widths
that this would require on 120th
Street would be acceptable to
both the City of Hawthorne and
Caltrans.

e  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)

The project applicant shall work with
the City of Inglewood, the City of
Hawthorne, and Caltrans to
investigate the feasibility of adding a
second eastbound left-turn lane or
extending the length of the single
existing left-turn lane on 120th Street
at the I-105 Eastbound On/Off
Ramps within the existing pavement
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width and, if determined to be
feasible within the existing pavement
width, to implement the
improvement.

Since the feasibility of Mitigation
Measure 3.14-2(p) is not presently
known and its implementation requires
approvals from other jurisdictions
beyond the City of Inglewood, its
implementation cannot be guaranteed
and the impact is considered to be
significant and yunavoidable. Seg
Response to Conitrignt, Caltrans-9.

e WBI-105 off-
ramp to
Hawthorne Blvd

This proposal is
infeasible.

Mitigation was fotind to be infeasible
forthe followitnig, reasons:

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

e 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.

e 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
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not have a detined project to
implement these improvements.

See Response to Comment Caltrans-9.

The Project includes a series of
improvements to enhance pedestrian
safety, including a pedestrian bridge
across Prainie Avenue, widening of the
east crosswalk across West Century
Boulevard at the Sotith Prairie
Avenue/West Century Boulevard
intersection (Milization Measure 3.14-
13 on page 3.14:248 ofithe Praft EIR),
and proyiston of traffic control officers
(TCEsY at nutherots, locations in the
viginiity;, of the Project Site to manage
the interagtion of pedestrians and
vehicles (pait.of the TMP required in
Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(a) and
furthés described in Draft EIR,
Appendix K.4). See Response to
Cdomment Caltrans-15.

any reduction in vehicle
speeds in order to bénefit
pedestrian and bigyclist
safety, as thereiis a'dipgct
link between impict
speeds atitlithe likelihood
of fatality.

Caltrans- Provide multi-modal The project
15 improvements and already provides
encourage active multi-modal
transportation. improvements to
encourage active
transportation.
Caltrans- Caltrans encourages the  |#The profipsaliiy
16 Lead Agency to consider, 'fioted. No

mitigation 1s
requited:

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
Caltrans-13, the Project includes a
series of improvements to enhance
pedestrian safety, including a pedestrian
bridge across South Prairie Avenue,
widening of the east crosswalk across
West Century Boulevard at the South
Prairie Avenue/West 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 Project also provides oft-
street bicycle parking exceeding City of
Inglewood Municipal Code
requirements and could accommodate a
bike valet service in the West Parking
Garage should demands materialize.
See Response to Comment Caltrans-16.
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use of oversized-transport
vehicles of State
highways will need a
Caltrans transportation
permit. We recommend
large size truck trips be
limited to off-pealg
commute periods:

Caltrans- Prior to issuance of The project Before issuance of grading permits for
17 building or grading incorporates this | any phase of the Project, Mitigation
permits for the project proposal. Measure 3.14-15 requires preparation of
site, the applicant shall a Construction Transportation
prepare a Construction Management Plan. This plan will
Transportation address pedestrian and bicycle safety
Management Plan for during construction. See Response to
review and approval by Comment Caltrans-17.
City staff. Caltrans
recommends that bicycle
and pedestrian detours
during construction meet
or exceed standards
required in the California
Manual on Uniform
Devices.
Caltrans- Any transportation of The proposal is The Project:construction contractor will
18 heavy construction noted. No obtain the necessary permits for the
equipment and/or revision is ransportation of heavy construction
materials which requires required, equipmént and/or materials which

reguire the use of oversized-transport
wehicles on State highways. One of the
items to be considered in the
Construction Transportation
Management Plan required in
Mitigation Measure 3.14-15 is the time
of day of arrival and departure of
trucks.

Channel- The comment questions
22 the feasibility andieflicacy
of mstalling permanent
ngise barriets titeduce
naise from the Plaza.

The Project
incorporates
adequate
mitigation
measures to
address this
impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) is
designed to lower the sound from the
Plaza sources, and specifically requires
an enclosure around the rooftop
restaurant be constructed. The noise-
sensitive receptors to the northeast are
shielded from Plaza noise because
“[t]he back of the stage would be
completely enclosed with a sound shell
extending up to 30 feet in height.”
(Draft EIR, p. 3.11-71.) The measure
incorporates a performance standard
that must be achieved. See Responses to
Comments Channel-19 and Channel-22.

The comment states that
the analysis does not
account for restaurant and
crowd noise as the

The analysis has
been
supplemented,
and mitigation

Because sound from the mechanical
equipment would occur concurrently
with other sources in the Plaza area and
sound levels at receptors are the result
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primary contributors to
noise impacts to the
northeast.

has been revised,
to address this
concerm.

of multiple sources of sound, the Draft
EIR appropriately evaluates impacts at
a composite level.

In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.11-
2(a) has been revised to require that the
project applicant must “[d]esign and
install noise generating mechanical
equipment, such as emergency
generators, transformers, and/or HVAC
units so that such equipment will not
cause exceedance of‘the ambient
conditions by more than3. dBA 4t any
noise sensitive ‘teCeptar by'mdans of
acousticalenclosiires; siléneers,
barriergirelggation; and/or other noise-
redugéing approiaches.”

See Response to Comment Channel-22.

Timing of preparation of
Noise Reduction Plan.

The mitigation
measure foglising
on this jipact
has been:revised
to.address'this

LEONCETTE:

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) has been
revisedito clarify the intent and efficacy
of the Operations Noise Reduction
Plin. As revised, Mitigation Measure
3.11-2(a) requires that the Operations
Noise Reduction Plan would be
developed and approved prior to
issuance of the first building permit for
the Plaza buildings and verified prior to
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy
for the Plaza buildings, and would be in
effect for the duration of operations.
See Response to Comment Channel-22;
see also MMRP, Mitigation Measure
3.11-2(a).
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Timing of preparation of
design for outdoor stage
to limit noise levels.

The mitigation
measure focusing
on this impact
has been revised
to address this
concertt.

The outdoor stage would not result in “a
clear line-of-sight to noise sensitive
uses to the north east.” 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
extending up to 30 feet in height and
the speakers would be oriented inward
toward the west/southiyest where the
majority of the audienceiwould be and
not to the northeastiwhere theialleged
tunnel is located. Mitigation Measure
3.11-26a) lisks a range of feasible noise
conttol featurcd:that can be
implenignted to reduce noise from the
gtage to engure that noise levels remain
beléw applicédble standards. The also
reguirss that the Operations Noise
Reduction Plan be developed and
approved prior to issuance of the first
building permit for the Plaza buildings
and verified prior to issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy for the Plaza
buildings, and would be in effect for the
duration of operations. See Responses
to Comments Channel-22 and Channel-
24; see also MMRP, Mitigation
Measure 3.11-2(a).

Thetise of soungd-
ahsorbing materials on
Plaza buildings will be
ineffegtive;

The use of sound-
absorbing
materials as one
potential means
of addressing
noise impacts is
appropriate.

Refinements to Mitigation 3.11-2(a)
would require the project applicant to
“[u]tilize sound-absorbing materials on
the exterior of Plaza buildings to reduce
potential tunneling effect form onsite
buildings to adjacent to off-site
sensitive receivers.”

Insufficient evidence to
support the proposal to
enclose the rooftop
restaurant with a noise
barrier.

The mitigation
measure focusing
on this impact
has been revised
to address this
concen.

The requirements for the Operations
Noise Reduction Plan have been refined
to include a specification that the
rooftop restaurant would include an
enclosure that would be constructed
with a material, such as glass, having a
minimum density of 3.5 Ibs/sf along the
north/northeast perimeter of the rooftop
restaurant, would be a minimum of 60
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inches high, and would have no gaps
between each panel or between the
panel or between the panel floor, and as
allowed by building code, and that such
an enclosure would provide a mimimum
of 8 dBA sound insertion loss. See
Responses to Comments Channel-22
and Channel-24.

Channel- The EIR must impose a
24 mitigation measure

requiring enclosure of the
rooftop restaurants and
define maximum volumes
for amplified music and
stage activities.

The mitigation
measure focusing
on this impact
has been revised
to address this
concern.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) has been
revised to require implementation of
mandatory noise reductinn measyres
including, in réfd¥ant part; the
following;

e “Enclose the rooftop restaurant
space Withia material such as
glass, with a minimum density
ofi3. 5 pounds per square foot
(3.5'1bs/sf), that is at least 60
inches high, and has no gaps
between each panel or between
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 insertion loss at
any noise-sensitive receptor.

Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a) has been
further revised to identify additional
noise reduction measures that will be
considered in the design of the Plaza to
demonstrate that noise levels from
amplified sound equipment would
result in sound levels of no more than 3
dBA over ambient conditions at any
noise-sensitive receptor. This includes,
in relevant part, the following:

e Design any amplified sound
system, equipment, and/or
structures in the Plaza to
ensure that aggregate noise
from mechanical and amplified
sound result in noise levels no
greater than 3 dBA over
ambient conditions (1-hour
Leq) at any noise sensitive
receptor during major event
pre- and post-event conditions.
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Measures to achieve this

standard may include, but are

not limited to:
> Design the outdoor stage
and sound amplification
system (placement,
directivity, orientation,
number of speakers, and/or
maximum volume) so as to
limit noise levels near noise-
sensitive:teceptors.
> Utilize sotind-absorbing
matgiials on the exterior of
Plaza strictures Where
approprigte and'effective to
reduce noise levels at
adjacent ‘off-site sensitive
receplors.

Se¢Responses to Comments Channel-
20 hannel-21, Channel-22 and
Channel-24.

sidewalks—maintain a
20-foot wide public
sidewalk to avoid
significant pedestrian

Prairie Avenue.

impacts on the east side of

Channel- The Project must This propesalits | This proposal is infeasible and
26 incorporate a mitigation inféatible. impractical for a number of reasons.
measure prohibiting These reasons are set forth in Response
ticketed events at the to Comment Channel-26, and ina
Project on the same day as memorandum prepared by David Stone,
events at the Forupand a consultant retained by the City to
NFL Stadium-—whiere analyze the feasibility of this proposal.
combined attendance Memorandum from David Stone, Stone
exceeds, for example, Planning, to Mindy Wilcox, City of
24,500 peoplé: Inglewood. Re: IBEC and Proposed
Attendance Restriction, May 21, 2020.
This proposal would also have limited
effectiveness in avoiding the Project’s
significant impacts. See Response to
Comment Channel-26.
Channel- Impose mitigation This proposal is | Widening the sidewalk on the east side
34 iriéasures to widen unwarranted. of South Prairie Avenue beyond eight

feet is not necessary in order to provide
adequate and safe pedestrian capacity.
If it conservatively assumed that 50
percent of all attendees were to walk
from the arena via this portion of the
sidewalk, the resulting volume would
be only 1,725 pedestrians—which
corresponds to LOS B pedestrian space
condition, which is considered
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acceptable. See Responses to
Comments Channel-30 through
Channel-34.

Channel- The Project must mitigate
36 significant cumulative

transit impacts by making
fair-share contributions to
Metro in order to provide
additional transit services.

This proposal is
unwarranted.

The Project’s impacts on transit are not
significant. For this reason, the
mitigation measure proposed in the
comment is not required. See
Responses to Comments Metro-2,
Channel-35 and Channel-36. In
addition, the Event TMP acknowledges
the potential for eventsiat the NEL
Stadium, The Fotiam and/or thé Project
arena to occur atithe saine fime, and
provides for adapling to transit demand
as it grises.

LADOT-3 | A cooperative mitigation
program should be
considered for IBEC and
the Hollywood Park
Specific Plan project
(HPSP).

The Event
Transportation
Management
Plan requirgs

such cogperation.

The City'dgrees that there is a need for
coordinationbetween the HPSP project,
particitlarly stadium events, and the
Proposed Project as the mitigation
program is finalized and implemented.
Thé Draft Event TMP, included in the
Draft EIR as Appendix K .4, provides
for such coordination. Page 41 of the
Draft Event TMP states that “[tjhe 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, itis
intended to be adaptable and updated
based on, among other things,
“[c]oordination with the operators of
the NFL Stadium TMOP and The
Forum.” See Response to Comment
LADOT-3.

LADOT-5
LADOT-9

For MM 3.14-1(a), Event
Transportation
Management Plan —
include language that
requires communication
with LADOT Special
Tratfic Operations staff to
ensure that appropriate
measures are considered

The Event TMP
has been revised
as requested by
the comment.

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

LADOT manages and maintains
streets and other local roads in the
City of Los Angeles.

Implementation of measures to
address potential event quening
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to address potential event
related queuing conditions
on street traffic managed
by LADOT.

conditions on streets managed by
LADOT, including deployment of
traffic control officers, require
commmnication with the LADOT
Special Traffic Operations (STO)
staff:

The Event TMP provides a mechanism
for establishing cost-sharing agreements
in the event monitoring shows a regular
and recurring need to deploy TCOs or
other traffic control mgasures on key
corridors in the,City of Eos Angéles.
See Responsesiio Comments: LIADOT-3
and LAD@T-9.

LADOT-6 | For MM 3.14-2(c), West
Century Blvd/La Cienega
Blvd Physical
Improvement — include
language that requires the
project to, should the
proposed mitigation be
deemed infeasible,
provide a commensurate
substitute mitigation.

The mitigation
measure has been
revised as
requested by the
comment.

Mitigation Meagnre 3.14-2(c) has been
révised'to add the following language:

Should thése.improvements be deemed
infedsible, the applicant and City of
Inglewisod shall work with LADOT to
identify and if feasible, implement a
Stibstitute measure of equivalent
effectiveness at substantially similar
cost. A substitute measure that can
improve the overall safety of this
intersection could include, but not be
limited to, provision of transporiation
system management (TSM) measures
or a commensurate contribution to
such measures.

See Response to Comment LADOT-6.

LADOT-7 | For MM 3:44-3(3
Centinela Ave/La Cienega
Blvd:Physigal
Improvement — include
language that requires the
project to provide a
commensurate substitute
mitigation should the
proposed mitigation be
deemed infeasible.

The mitigation
measure has been
revised as
requested by the
comment.

Mitigation Measure 3.14-3(j) has been
revised to add the following language:

Mitigation Measure 3.14 3(j)

. ... Should these improvements be
deemed infeasible, the project
applicant and City of Inglewood
shall work with LADOT to identify
and, if feasible, implement a
substitute measure of equivalent
effectiveness at substantially similar
cost. A substitute measure that can
improve the overall safety of this
intersection could include, but not
be limited to, provision of
fransportation system management
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(TSM) measures or a commensurate
contribution to such measures.

See Response to Comment LADOT-7.

Consider providing
gondola rides to the Arena
and nearby sports /
entertainment venues.

Garcia-1

This proposal is
infeasible.

The proposal to construct and operate a
gondola system providing access to the
Arena and nearby sports / entertainment
venues is considered infeasible due to
its cost, the availability of more
effective public trangit options, and lack
of control over HPSPijand that would
be required to ymplement such git
improvement. Sge Résponseito
CommentiGarcigs] ,
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LADOT-
10

Since the DEIR discloses
that several City of Los
Angeles’ study
intersections cannot be
directly mitigated,
LADOT would like the
Project mitigation program
to include a commensurate
ITS package, to be
determined in consultation
with appropriate LADOT
staff, that can be used to
address these impacts.

A mitigation
measure has been
developed in
consultation with
LADOT:; such
mitigation is
incorporated into
the Project.

Based on further consultations with
LADOT to address this comment, the
following additional Mitigation
Measure 3.14-18(s)thas been
developed and appliedito the Project:

Mitigation Meusyre 3:14-18(s)

The prgject applicant shall make a
ane-time gontribution of 280,000
taithe LADOT to help fund and
implement Intelligent
Transpartation Systems (ITS)
gumprovements af 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 intersections are
identified in Table 3.14-63
Cumulative plus Project (Major
FEvent) with Mitigation Conditions
and Table 3.14-99 Cumulative
(with The Forum) plus Project
(Major Event) with Mitigation
Conditions.

Concourse Way / West Century
Boulevard

Western Avenue / West Century
Boulevard

Vermont Avenue / West Century
Boulevard

Van Ness Avenue / Manchester
Boulevard

Western Avenue / Manchester
Boulevard

Normandie Avenue / Manchester
Boulevard

Vermont Avene / Manchester
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Boulevard

Hoover Avenue / Manchester
Boulevard

Figueroa Street / Manchester
Boulevard

1-110 Southbound Onw/Off-Ramps /
Manchester Boulevard

1-110 Northbound OwOff-Ramps /
Manchester Boylevard

Crenshaw;Boulevardy Flogence
Avenue

See Respotise to Gomment LADOT-
10,

Metro-12 The temporary relocation | This proposal is " Metro’s réquest to situate the
of the existing East noted and will be | tefaporary bits stop on West Century
Century/Prairie bus stop considered byithe't:Boulévard at a location 60 feet west of
during construction City durisig the Starbucks driveway (instead of
potentially creates a safety | constmiction. ;Fhe Figirectly west of South Prairie Avenue)
hazard and could proposaliasiot | his been forwarded to the City for its
adversely affect public refjiired iniorders i consideration. The City and the project
transit operations. Metro to avoidia applicant would coordinate with Metro
requests that the bus stop. [sigmficantimpact | to identify a mutually acceptable
instead temporarily be ofithe Project. temporary bus stop. Such coordination
relocated further west to will occur as construction proceeds.
approximately 60 feet west See Response to Comment Metro-12.
of the Starbucks driveway.
Construction of pagkins
facilities'on the:parcel
west.of the Starbucks
driveway'thay'¢ause the
temporary stop 6 be
relocated fronn time to
timeangdave encourage
ongeing communication
with Metro prior to and
thtoughout the
construction process.

Metro-13 Temporary or permanent This proposal is | This comment is advisory in nature, to

modifications to any bus
stop as part of the Project,
including any surrounding
sidewalk area, must be
ADA-compliant.

noted. Any
modifications to
bus stops will
comply with
applicable
standards,

inform the City of Inglewood and
operator of the Project that bus stops
(either temporary or permanent) must
be designed in accordance with ADA
standards. See Response to Comment
Metro-13.
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including ADA
requirements.

Metro-14 Metro recommends that Mitigation Mitigation Measure 3.14-15(g) has
the following information | incorporated into | been revised to include the following
be included in the the project has footnote

T . ’
}F roject’s Co{nstmcnon - befzn re\1s§:fi to The Applicant shal coordinate

raffic Management Plan: | include this : ”

_ proposal. with Metro B us Operations

“The Applicant shall Control Spdcial Fveils
coordinate with Metro Bus Coordinator.ar 218-922-4632 and
Operations Control Metrois Stops.amd Zones
Special Events Bepartiment at213-922-5190 not
Coordinator at 213-922- Lager than 30.days before the start
4632 and Metro’s Stops of Pimject construction. Other
and Zones Department at municipal bus services may also be
213-922-5190 not later impacted and shall be included in
than 30 days before the Eamstruction outreach efforts.
Z?ggigjgjne c(l)th or Sce Response to Comment Metro-15.
municipal bus services
may also be impacted and
shall be included in
construction outreach
efforts.”

Metro-16 Consider providing tonig- | The proposal The request for long-term funding for
term funding forigxpanded | does not address | additional rail service and personnel is
transit. an impact that noted and has been forwarded to the

would otherwise | City and the project applicant for their
be significant. information and consideration. See
The proposal has | Response to Comment Metro-16.
been forwarded
for the City’s
consideration.

Metro-19 Shuttle service hoursand | The commentis | On days with concurrent events, the

augmenting staff pre- and
post-event should be
extended on days with
concurrent events at the
Forum or SoFi Stadium to
assist with excessive
pedestrian and vehicle
traffic.

noted. Shuttle
service capacity
will be sufficient
to meet demand.
No revisions are
required.

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-specitic
conditions such as event start/end
times, shuttle service hours, routes,
and statfing needs could change. The
shuttle service would have ample
capacity to accommodate transit riders
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without causing undue delays. See
Response to Comment Metro-19.

planning may or may not
require street closures
and/or queuing of event
attendees on the sidgwalk
(i.e., public rightsst-wayy
to uniformly ¢ontre}
crowds. The Citszand
Applicanitishould
coordinateipith
trapsportagion and public
works staffiisf 16¢al
Jurisdictions where the
shuttle services are
antjgipated to connect to
Metro rail stations within
andoutside the City of
Inglewood.

Additional traffic officers
and law enforcement
support should be
provided by the Applicant
at transfer locations
between rail and the
shuttle service (at street
level, not Metro property)

noted. "he Eyent
IMP provides‘tor
Cansideration of
these:proposals.
W, revisions are
required.

Metro-20 Adequate curb space The commentis | There is sufficient curb space at the
and/or bus berths should noted. Curb space | Project site to accommodate shuttles.
be allocated and or berths will be | Curb space at Metrg stations also
designated for shuttle bus | determined in appears to be sufficient, The
stops at each of the rail coordination with | designation of $pecific areas at Metro
stations to be serviced. Metro as the stations will bé detetitiined as the

Event TMP is Event TMP is refingd and

developed and implemiented; in cdordination with

implemented. No | Metri, See Response to Comment

revisions are i Metro-20), In working out these details,

required. |"Metro andithe City will have the
bengfit of several years of expetience
Vwith sliuttles traveling between Metro

stations and SoF1 stadium.
Metro-21 Pre- and post-event The.commignt is ¥ The Event TMP requires coordination

with Metro. The project applicant and
the City are therefore required to work
with Metro concerning the operational
aspects of the Event TMP noted in the
comment. It is anticipated that, if
required, staff will be placed at transfer
locations between rail and shuttles.
Curb space allocation, wayfinding,
promotion of use of transit and subsidy
of transit passes are included in the
TDM strategies described in
Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b) to
achieve the required targets of transit
use. See Response to Comment Metro-
21.
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to mitigate pedestrian and
vehicle conflicts at
intersections and
sidewalks on the day of
the event.

A robust and
comprehensive master sign
program and wayfinding
signs (well-lit for
nighttime events) should
be implemented to direct
attendees to the bus
shuttles to and from the
arena and at all shuttle
stops.

The Applicant should
consider allowing Metro
TAP/Revenue staff to sell
Metro fare media (one
way, roundtrip, and day
passes) to attendees inside
the arena or on the
property to help alleviate
overcrowding at rail
station ticket vending
machines after events,

NRDC-9

The Project shouldirequiré
that shuttle buses shaild
be ZE vehicles, stirting an
Day 1. ZE busss.are
available today from'a
nfimber ofveridors,
including BYD in Los
Ahngeles Copnty.

These proposals
are infeasible.
Mitigation has
been revised,
however, to
require ZE buses
in the event they
become
commercially
available.

The comment suggests that shuttle
buses should be zero-emission (ZE)
vehicles starting on day one. The
project applicant would implement the
Project shuttle and charter bus program
by contracting with a third-party
commercial operator. Although ZE
shuttle buses exist today, deployment
among commercial operators of ZE
shuttles is limited. Because of the
operational requirements for the
shuttle program (45 persons per
shuttle), the current limited supply of
ZE shuttles and necessary
infrastructure to support operations,
and the limited available incentives to
support the purchase of ZE shuttles by
local commercial operators, it is
currently uncertain as to whether ZE
shuttles would be commercially
available to be deployed when the
required shuttle services to the
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Proposed Project would be initiated.
To assess the feasibility of deployment
of ZE shuttle buses, the City retained
an air pollution reduction technology
expert, Ray Gorski, to conduct a
detailed evaluation of the potential
availability of ZE and NZE technology
as part of the construction and
operation of the Project. Based on the
input from the City’s expert, the
feasibility of requiring ZE shuttle
buses on day one withithe inventory
that is commeigially deployed is
uncertain.

Basedion the cominent’s proposal, the
folléwing measure is considered
fasible,and hasBeen incorporated into

i Mitigationr Measure 3.2-2 as an
| additional requirement:

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(¢)

If ZE or NZE shuttle buses
sufficient to meet operational
requirements of the TDM Program
described in Mitigation Measure
3.14-2(b) are determined to be
commercially available and
financially feasible, the project
applicant shall provide bidding
priority to encourage their use as
part of the TDM Program.

See Response to Comment NRDC-9;
Ray Gorski, Inglewood Basketball &
Entertainment Center Draft EIR:
Review of Suggested Mitigation
Measures, May 2020.

NRDC-9 The Project should require
that emergency generators
be electrically powered,
and the Project should
install more solar panels,
and storage for solar

power, to power them.

These proposals
are infeasible.

Emergency generators are designed to
provide emergency power to life safety
systems such as elevators and fire
pumps in the event of a power outage.
Electric generators are not feasible for
use in emergency situations because in
an emergency, electric power may not
be available. See Response to
Comment NRDC-9.
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NRDC-9 Aspirational mitigation
to reduce emissions of
NOx should be replaced

This comment refers to
MMs 3.2-1(d), 3.2-2(¢),
3.2(c)3), 4.3-1(d). There

that making MMs
3.2(c)3)and 4.3-1(d) is
infeasible.

measures and “incentives”

with mandatory measures.

is no showing in the DEIR

These proposals
are infeasible.

Based on an investigation of the
availability of ZE and NZE trucks, the
City concludes that such trucks are
available but with limited applicability
to construction-related activities.
Performance requirements of heavy-
duty on-road trucks for the
construction activities required for the
Proposed Project (i.e., soil import/
export) are typically Class 8 trucks
with a Gross Vehiclé Weight Rating
(GVWR) greater than 33,000 péunds,
equipped withigngines greaterthan 10
liters. Currently: ZE and WZE trucks
available tonsist'of engines with
digplacementiéf 6.8: and 8.9-liters are
ot potyerful endipgh to provide the

'main setvige needed during
| construction(hauling) and therefore
swould.not represent a meaningful

portioiof the on-road truck trips
analyzed in the draft EIR. Because ZE

..and NZE equipment costs considerably
{"'more than similar diesel-powered

equipment, most purchasers rely on
one of several incentive programs
oftered by the California Air
Resources Board (CARB), California
Energy Commission (CEC), or
programs administered by the
SCAQMD to offset the cost. Based on
a search of all major California
programs that offer incentives for this
type of engine, none were used for
construction-related activities such as
haul trucks. Because of the uncertainty
of the availability of on-road trucks
appropriate for construction duty in the
market in the timeframe anticipated for
project construction, an unequivocal
requirement to use ZE or NZE
technology that is not vet
commercially available would be too
speculative to be considered feasible at
this time.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d) requires
the project applicant to incentivize the
use of ZE or NZE heavy-duty trucks
for vendors and material deliveries
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during operation of the Proposed
Project. Requiring NZE trucks during
operations, as requested by the
SCAQMD, would be infeasible as
trucks 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 trucks. For example, in order
to ensure that the City achieves its goal
of additional emplovhient
opportunitiesféringlewdnd rgsidents
and businesses; the ‘proposed
Development Aggeement requires the
develbper, agithe gwner of the Arena,
tostake variousiactions to achieve the

.. goal of'hiring qualified Inglewood

| 'tesidents for no less than 35% of the
employment positions needed in
“éotinedtion with event operations at the

Arena; these employment positions
ificlude the Developer's contractors,

“isubcontractors, 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 to which larger vendors may
have access. According to the City’s
air pollution reduction technology
expert, as of today there is there is
limited availability of NZE and ZE
vehicles in commercial businesses, and
specifically in businesses that support
the commercial activities that would
likely be needed at an event center like
the Project. Additionally, it is not
currently knowable which 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 to provide deliveries and
services exclusively, or even
meaningfully, using NZEF and ZE. As
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such Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d)
includes all feasible mitigation. See
Responses to Comments SCAQMD3-
14 and NRDC-9.

NRDC-9 Electric vehicle parking
for the Project must be

provided

This proposal is
already required
as an element of
the Project.

These items are already included in the
Project. (See Draft EIR, p. 2-64.) A
total of 330 electric vehicle charging
stations would be installed at the
Project Site—equal to 8 percent of
total parking spaceggyailable. See
Response to Comment NRDC-9, The
Project must alstiprovide glegtric
vehicle charging statitins to'the
community as réguited under AB 987.

NRDC-9 Each building should
include photovoltaic solar

panels

This proposal is
already required
as an element of
the Project.

The Prgject will build and operate a

| solar andibattery system. The Project
would install PV panels on the Arena,
-the South Parking Garage, and the

WestiParking Garage. Because solar
power generated on private property
cannot be transferred across a public

Vright of way, such as streets, PV panels

were not anticipated on the East
Parking Structure since the energy
demand from the parking structure and
transportation hub is low. The hotel
transaction and design have not
progressed to the point where
feasibility and efficacy of PV panels
on the hotel structure or elsewhere on
the hotel site can be determined. A
requirement for the inclusion of PV
panels would be stipulated in the final
conditions of approval for the hotel, if
determined appropriate and feasible,
when the hotel design is finalized. See
Response to Comment NRDC-9.

. -
The TDM program must
be revised to quantify the
criteria pollutant and GHG
reductions expected from
the TDM measures.

NRDC-9

This proposal is
unwarranted.
Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1(a)
already requires
the applicant to
quantify and
offset fully the

The magnitude of potential emissions
reductions is based on vehicle miles
traveled, which considers mode,
ridership, and trip lengths for events,
employees, and patrons of the Project.
The efficacy of these measures cannot
be quantified at this time and
calculating the reduction in air
pollutants and GHGs would be too
speculative. Nevertheless, the efficacy
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project’s GHG
emissions.

of the TDM program in resulting GHG
emissions reductions will be monitored
and quantified as part of the GHG
Annual Verification Report required
by Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b). The
measure identifies a specific
performance standard — no net new
GHG emissions — that must be
achieved. See Response to Comment
NRDC-9, MMRP Mitigation Measure
3.7-1(a) [GHG Redugction Plan].

offsets miistmeet CARB
standards for cap and frade
offséts. Having:a CARB-
approved registrifis not
the:same thing as requiring
CARB-apptoved offset
credits, which are limited
in s¢ope and strictly
regulated. Additional
local, direct measures that
should be required before
offsets are used include the
following:

1. Urban tree
planting
throughout
Inglewood

unwarranted.
Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1(a)
already requires
the applicant to
quantify and
offset fully the
project’s GHG
emissions. The
measure allows
for the use of
both offset
credits and local
reduction
measures, both of
which are
effective in

NRDC-9 The GHG reduction plan This proposal is | The EIR does nétimproperlydefer
must be revised so as not | unwarranted. mitigation. Mitigaticn Measare 3.7-
to defer development of Mitigation 1(a) provides a listist required
mitigation measures, and Measure 3.7-1(a) | meagures to'be intluded in the GHG
to quantify the measures already requires | Redidetion Planandiidentifies potential
selected. The process for the applicantto  ;addition#] measures that may be
verifying the actual quantify and nigeded to akhieve no net new GHG
number and attendance of | offset fully th& emissions. Achievement of no net new
net new, market-shifted, project’s GHG" i, GHG ginissions is a measurable
and backtill events is eMmissions. performance standard that would be
unacceptably vague and mibnitored and verified by an
the verification process “independent qualified expert on an
may itself be subject to annual basis, as described in
CEQA as a discretionary Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b). The
project. measure provides a menu of measures
that may be used to achieve this
identified standard.
NRDC-9 Purchase and usdiof GHG | This proposal is | CARB has adopted five Compliance

Offset Protocols to date that qualify for
use in the State of California’s Cap and
Trade program and has approved three
Offset Project Registries to help
administer the Compliance Otfset
program. The EIR specifies the use of
a CARB-approved registry to ensure
that any offsets used for mitigating the
Project GHG emissions would be of
the highest quality—i.e., real,
additional permanent, and third-party
verified.

AB 987 requires the use of local, direct
measures to mitigate at least 50
percent of the reductions needed to
achieve “no net new” project
emissions because the environmental

effects of GHG emissions are purely
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2. Mass transit offsetting GHG cumulative in nature and involve
extensions emissions. global climate change that cannot be

3. Subsidies for tied to emissions in any one location or
weatherization of mitigated exclusively at a local level,
homes throughout no such requirement exists for
Inglewood compliance with CEQA’s

4. Incentives for requirements for mitigation.
:}? rpoo}l\mg See Response to Comment NRDC-9.

roughout

Inglewood

5. Incentives for
purchase by the
public of low
emission vehicles

6. Free or subsidized
parking for
electric vehicles
throughout
Inglewood

7. Solar and wind
power additions to
Project and public
buildings, with
subsidies for
additions to
private buildings
throughout
Inglewood

8. Subsidiegifor
home and
businesigs for
conversion:from
gas o elégtric
throughout
Inglewsisd

9. Replacement of
gag water heaters
inhomes
throughout
Inglewood

10. Creation of
affordable housing
units throughout
Inglewood

11. Promotion of anti-
displacement
measures
throughout
Inglewood
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The City conducted a thorough study
of potential direct and indirect housing
displacement and there is no evidence
in the record to support a conclusion
that a new sports venue would
indirectly contribute to effects that
would result in displacement of
existing housing units or residents in
such substantial numbers that the
construction of new housing elsewhere
would be necessaryiSee Responses to
Comments NRDC-4, NRDC-1@and

The @ity remains ¢ommitted as part of
itssurrent andigontinuing discussions
with the. West Basin Municipal Water
“District te:assist it with finding an
acugptable alternative site. The project
il ot affect the ability of the City
and the District to identify such a site.
&ee Response to Comment West

NRDC-10 | The Project must mitigate | Mitigation for
NRDC-11 impacts resulting from dlsplacem'ent

displacement. impacts is not

required.
NRDC-11.

West West Basin respectfully This proposal is
Basin-2 requests that a small area | not required.

(approximately 1,000

square teet) of the

Proposed Project property

be designated for a future

recycled water disinfection

station.

Basin-2.
Section VI. Evaluation of Project Alternatives

The EIR identified and analyzedin detail'sevenialternatives to the Proposed Project. These alternatives

were selected for detailed analysis bévause, among other things, they were identified as “potentially
feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126:6:subd. (a).) Alternatives that are identified as not “potentially

feasible” may be eliminated, froni‘detiiled analysis in the EIR.”

The City Council now adopts findings concerning the feasibility of these alternatives. In adopting these

findings, the CitviCouncil has considered the Project alternatives presented and analyzed in the EIR and

presented ‘during the domiinent period and public hearing process. The City Council finds, based on

specificiegonomic,legal, social, technological, or other considerations, that these alternatives are

infeasible. Based ot the impacts identified in the EIR and other reasons summarized below, and as

supported by substantial evidence in the record, the City Council finds that approval and implementation

of the Project as proposed is the most desirable, feasible, and appropriate action and hereby rejects the

other alternatives and other combinations and/or variations of alternatives as infeasible based on

Such alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further evaluation i the Draft EIR are described in
section 6.3 of the Draft EIR, pages 6-12 through 6-18, and include use of the Project Site for an entertainment
venue, a substantially reduced arena, housing, or an employment center/business park, and also include
alternative locations in the City of Inglewood and elsewhere in the region.
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consideration of the relevant factors set forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (f). (See
also CEQA Guidelines section 15091, subd. (a)(3).)

The City Council wishes to draw a distinction between whether an alternative is “potentially feasible,”
and whether an alternative is found to be “feasible.” In particular, the concept of “feasibility” is not the
same as the identification of “potentially feasible” alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the Draft
EIR.

At the time the Draft EIR is prepared, the lead agency identifies alternatives that are “potentially
feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) At the project approval stage, byigontrast, agency
decision-makers must weigh the relative advantages and disadvantages of alternatives analyzed inithe
EIR. As a result of this process, the decision-makers must determine whether to'apptiye the proposed
project, to approve an alternative to the project, or to disapprove the project; A decision to't&ject
alternatives in favor of the proposed project may be characterized as afinding that thie alternatives are
infeasible. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091.)

The distinction between these two points in the process is noteworthy. At the!Praft EIR stage, the focus is
on, among other things, whether the alternative is “potentially fessible % At the project approval stage, the
focus is on whether the alternative is actually feasible#A’ decisiém in one context is not the same as a
decision in the other. For example, an FIR may idenfify an alternative as “potentially feasible,” and
therefore worthy of detailed analysis. Such an identificétion dogi'not mean, however, that the agency
decision-makers must find that this alternativé is actuplly feasible. That is a separate determination that
may or may not reach the same conclusions’as put forthiin the EIR. Moreover, the agency’s finding
concerning the actual feasibility or infeasibility 6f analternative may consider information in the EIR or
elsewhere in the record; the inforsitation that the de¢ision-makers may consider is not restricted to the
EIR.

Finally, an agency’s findijigreiectitig an'dlternative as infeasible does not imply that this alternative was
impropetly included.for detdiled analysis in the EIR. Rather, as explained above, the alternatives included
in an EIR as potentially feisiblé;and those rejected as infeasible by decision-makers, represent two
distinet points inithe CEQA process, using different standards, and based on evidence that may or may
not be theisame.

In light ofithese principles, the following discussion addresses whether the alternatives analyzed in detail
in the EIR argpinifact, feasible. The discussion draws largely from the EIR, but it also relies on additional
evidence elsewhere in the City’s record. The aim is to provide City decision-makers with information that
may be useful in adopting CEQA findings concerning the alternatives analyzed in the EIR.

These tindings rely in part on an analysis of the feasibility of alternatives prepared by ESA, the City’s
lead envirenmental consultant for the project.® This memorandum, cited as the “ESA Alternatives

Memorandum from Brian D. Boxer, AICP, ESA to Mindy Wilcox Re: Feasibility of IBEC Alternatives (June
12, 2020) (cited as the “ESA Alternatives Memo™).
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Memo,” provides additional information concerning the extent to which the alternatives analyzed in the
EIR are feasible or are consistent with the City’s objectives or the project applicant’s objectives for the
Project.

A. Summary of Alternatives Considered

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project or the Project
location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts of the Project. CEQA requires that
every EIR also evaluate a “No Project” alternative. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the
Project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives;, This comparative
analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing enviripmental
consequences of the Project. Here, the EIR identified and analyzed in detail sevep alfgrnativesito the
Project. These alternatives were selected for detailed analysis because, améng other things;ithey were
identified as “potentially feasible.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd(a).} 'The séven alternatives to
the Project analyzed in the EIR are the (1) No Project, (2) Reducedi¥roject Size;{(3) City Services Center
Alternative Site; (4) Baldwin hills Alternative Site; (5) The Distijgt at Sotith, Bay Alternative Site; (6)
Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site; and (7) The ForumAlternativé Site.

The City Council rejects the Alternatives set forth in the EIR did summarized below because the City
Council finds that there is substantial evidence, inchiding evidencéiof economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations described.in this Sectioniin addition to those described in Section
F below under CEQA Guidelines section 13091(a)(3); that:miake infeasible such Alternatives. In making
these determinations, the City Council is awate that CEQA defines “feasibility” to mean “capable of
being accomplished in a successful mannetwithin a réasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, socialJégal, and teehnological factors.” The Council is also aware that under
CEQA case law the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular
alternative promotes the underlying gtals and objectives of a project. and (ii) the question of whether an
alternative is “desirable™ fitina poliey standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable
balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.

1. Alternative 1: No Project

Description

Under CEQ#.theiNo Project Alternative must consider the effects of not approving the project under
consideration. The No Project Alternative describes the environmental conditions that exist at the time
that the environmental analysis commences, as well as what would reasonably be expected to occur in the
foreseeable future if the project were not approved (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(¢)(2)). In the case
of the Project, the Project Site is partially developed, so continuation of existing conditions would involve
continued operation of businesses and re-tenanting of current developed land uses on the Project Site.
Existing conditions are described in the Environmental Settings of each section within Chapter 3,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of this Draft EIR.
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Under the No Project Alternative, the City Council would not approve any project on the Project Site, and
none of the mitigation measures identified within this Draft EIR would be implemented. No demolition
would occur under the No Project Alternative, because the existing structures on the site would be
retained. The vacant parcels on the Project Site would continue to be vacant. The developed parcels on
the Project Site would continue to be used, existing uses would continue, and those buildings that are
currently vacant would be re-tenanted.

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) states that “[i]f disapproval of the project under consideration
would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this ‘no project’
consequence should be discussed.” In this case, the Project Site is partially located within the IIBP
Specific Plan, which calls for the development of light industrial and general commercialiuses. ‘Fhe City
adopted the [IBP Specific Plan in 1993. During the intervening 26 years, the developtiient envisioned in
the IIBP has not occurred. The parcels on the Project Site have remained yacant in pagf'for tlié following
reasons: (1) the recessions during the 1990s and 2000s, including the #(reat Régession™ of 2007-2012
hindered development; and (2) projects that have been proposed o the Project Sité.ended up not being
economically feasible and failed to proceed to construction. (ESAiAlternaties Memorandum, pp. 2-3.)
In light of the lack of development activity within the [IBP,Specific Plan area over nearly three decades, it
is not foreseeable that “predictable actions by others™ wouldlead to'déyelopment of the vacant parcels for
uses consistent with the IIBP Specific Plan. Becausg;these parcels have remained vacant for such a long
time, and the City has not received any developmentiapplitations fér the vacant parcels, it is a reasonable
assumption that no development of currently,yacatig.parcels oni the Project Site would occur within the
foreseeable future. Although the IIBP would remain inplace; development as contemplated by the IIBP
would not oceur.

One potential use of the Project Site in the.absétige of the Project would be for off-site parking spaces to
accommodate parking demands,duritig large events at the NFL Stadium located within the Hollywood Park
Specific Plan. (ESA Alternatives¥ema/ip. 3.) The NFL Stadium was approved by initiative in 2015, At that
time, transportation and parkingistudies were performed to analyze how stadium patrons would travel to and
from the Stadium sité: These'studies identified the Project Site as a likely location to provide parking for the
Stadium on game days. The studiés concluded that the Project Site could provide approximately 3,600
parking spaces. (F8id.) This parking would only be needed, however, on an intermittent basis (likely 20 to 40
times petvear). For thesvgst majority of the year, the Project Site would likely remain largely vacant and
underutilized.

Under the No Project Alternative, it is assumed that for the foreseeable future the LA Clippers would
continue playing at the Staples Center in Downtown Los Angeles, and the LA Clippers’ team offices
would continue to be located on Flower Street, within two blocks of Staples Center. In addition, the LA
Clippers would continue to use its practice and training facility in the Playa Vista neighborhood within
Los Angeles. It is also reasonable to assume that the LA Clippers would either remain at Staples Center or
seek an alternate location for the development of a new arena. While there is currently no identified
alternate location under consideration, the discussion under Section 6.3.6 provides a description of the
evaluation process previously undertaken by the LA Clippers, and the discussion under Alternatives 3
through 7 provides a description of the comparative environmental effects of development of the Project
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at five alternative locations in the region, including three other sites in the City of Inglewood.

Relationship to Project Objectives

Under the No Project Alternative none of the City’s or applicant’s objectives for the Project would be
achieved. Specifically, none of the City’s or applicant’s objectives to enhance the community would be
accomplished. For example, the City would not achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier
regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective 1), enhancing the City’s general economic health
by stimulating new business and economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private
funds) a public assembly space to host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective
8). Similarly, the applicant would be unable to achieve its goals of creating a lively, visitor- and
community-serving environment year-round for patrons, employees, community: mémbers, “and ¥isitors
(Applicant Objective le) and contributing to the economic and social wellsbeing of thé'Surtounding
community by providing public benefits and increasing revenues (Applicant ©bjective 11).

In addition, FAA Airport Improvement Program Grant funds haye been u§ed to acquire most of the
Project Site. This program contemplates that property acquired usitig these funds will be redeveloped for
a use that is compatible with the property’s proximity to LAX:The grant agreements also generally
require that the City use its best efforts to “dispose of the land'at fair market value at the earliest
practicable time...” (See ESA Alternatives Memo,:pp. 3-4:3 This"same principle applies to those parcels
acquired by the City’s Redevelopment Agency, and néw owned:by the Successor Agency. This
requirement is embodied in the City’s objectives for the Prgject, which include:

3. Transform vacant or underutilized Tand within the City in to compatible land uses within
aircraft noise contours gengrated by'operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) grants teithe Citys

Under this Alternative, the Project;Site'syould remain largely undeveloped, and would not be redeveloped
for uses consistent with thise contémplated under the FAA grant program. Holding the Project Site
vacant and/or ungérutilized tnder the No Project Alternative would be inconsistent with the obligation to
use best efforts to dispose ofithe Project Site parcels at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time,
as specifiedinthe grant agregements under the FAA AIP program. (See ESA Alternatives Memo, pp. 3-4.)

Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 at thig tnd of Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the EIR, provides an impact-by-impact comparison of
the significant impacts of the Project and Alternative 1. Because no new development would occur at the
Project Site, the effects of the No Project Alternative would be a continuation of the existing conditions
described in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. Because the Project
would not be constructed or operated at the Project Site under this alternative, none of the impacts
identified for the Project would occur under the No Project alternative.

The Arena Site contains two developed parcels that are currently unoccupied. One unoccupied building is a
two-story warehouse/light manufacturing facility located on the north side of West 102nd Street. The other
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unoccupied building is a one- and two-story concrete commercial building with an access driveway and
small parking area located at 3838 West 102nd Street. Under Alternative 1, it is foreseeable that these
buildings would be leased to new tenants, and warehouse/light industrial/commercial activities in those
buildings would resume. These activities would foreseeably be similar in nature and scope to those activities
that have occurred in the past.

The effects of continued use of Staples Center for LA Clippers games would continue to create a range of
environmental effects in and around downtown Los Angeles and the region, including the generation of
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and associated congestion during pre- and post-event hours, and generation
of criteria air pollutants including ozone precursors and small particulate matter. Becatise these effects are
ongoing, they are considered part of the regional environmental setting and would not be'subjectit
mitigation through the CEQA process.

Basis for Finding

While the No Project Alternative would avoid impacts associated. with theiProject, this alternative would
not further any of the Project objectives or provide any of the benefits contemplated by the Project. As
discussed above, under the No Project Alternative, the vacant parcels on the Project Site would likely
remain vacant or underutilized for the foreseeable futyre and, 4x:a result of the parcels remaining vacant,
the City’s economic development goals for the Project Sitg and theiCity at large, as set forth in the City’s
General Plan Land Use Element, would not be met. In"4dditiongliolding the Project Site vacant and/or
underutilized under the No Project Alternative wouldibe thigonsistent with the City’s obligation to use best
efforts to dispose of the Project Site pargels at:a fair matket value at the earliest practicable time, as
specified in the grant agreements under the:FAAprogram. The public benefits to be provided pursuant to
the Development Agreement for the ProposediProject would also not be provided under the No Project
Alternative. (See ESA Alternatives Meémorandum, p. 5.) The City Council thus rejects the No Project
Alternative on each of these grotinds idependently. All of the reasons provide sufficient independent
grounds for rejecting this altemative:

Finding

Specific guptitmicilegal, sacial, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employiient opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible this project alternative identified in
the EIR.

2. Alternative 2: Reduced Project Size

Description

Commented [WM1]: Check ESA memo — anything to add?

Under Alternative 2, the Project would be reduced in size to the maximum extent potentially feasible so
as to avoid or substantially lessen impacts that would be associated with the intensity of development on
the Project Site. Alternative 2 examines the impacts of a project that would still provide an arena sized
consistent with the smallest recently-constructed NBA arenas, while eliminating all other uses that are not
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absolutely essential to the construction and operation of the arena itself. In this fashion, Alternative 2
would eliminate all uses other than the arena itself, the plaza that supports arena entry and exit, and the
infrastructure (primarily parking) necessary to serve the arena. Further downsizing the arena is considered
infeasible because an arena with further reduced capacity would be smaller than any other recently
constructed arenas serving an NBA franchise.

An alternative that eliminates the arena, or includes an arena smaller than the minimum size required for
an NBA franchise, would not meet a basic project objective. Alternative 2 would meet this basic project
objective, while minimizing, to the extent feasible, impacts in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site.
As such, under this alternative only the Arena, pedestrian plaza, and South Parking Garage would be
constructed on the Arena Site. None of the other Project elements (i.e., team pragtice facility, sparts
medical clinic, and team administrative offices, retail shops and restaurants, outdeor plaza stape, and
community-type uses) would be constructed. The LA Clippers’ team offjcéi.would:gintinué to be located
on Flower Street within two blocks of Staples Center, while the LA Clippers would'gontinue to use their
practice and training facility in the Playa Vista neighborhood of Las"Angeles. It shpuld be noted that the
environmental impacts of operation of these facilities in their curtgnt locatiéns are included in the existing
conditions, and would continue into the future under Alternative 2.

Under this alternative, the seating capacity of the arenia'would bé:reduced by approximately 3 percent to
approximately 17,500 (up to 18,000 attendees in certain ooncert corifigurations), consistent with the

seating capacity of the most recently built NBA arena (i'¢,, Fiserv Forum in Milwaukee, Wisconsin).9
Without inclusion of team practice facility} sports medical tlinic, and team offices, the arena structure
would be further reduced in size. Furthérmore;iglimination of retail and community uses would mean that
the pedestrian plaza would also be Jarger under thisalterative as compared to the Project.

Parking provided under Alterfiative 2:would comply with parking supply requirements established in
Inglewood Municipal Code sectién 1247, which require provision of parking spaces at a ratio of 1 space
per 5 attendees. With a total' vdpacitviof 18,000 attendees at the arena, this alternative would require a
minimum of 3,600:parking spaces. Alternative 2 would provide 3,775 on-site parking spaces, slightly
more than required by the Municipal Code, compared to the 4,125 on-site parking spaces provided by the
Project. The West Parking (rarage would be constructed with 3,110 spaces across six stories, the same as
under the Project. Iiiagddition, the proposed South Prairie Avenue pedestrian bridge linking the West
Parking ‘8tructure ti:the plaza on the Arena Site would still be included. Similar to the Project, the South
Parking Gatage would be located immediately to the south of the arena on the Arena Site, providing 625
parking spaces across three stories, a small decrease from 650 spaces on three floors under the Project.

Under Alternative 2, on the East Transportation and Hotel Site, no parking structure nor public parking
use would be provided; the site would only serve buses, Transportation Network Company (TNC)
vehicles and taxis via a surface parking and pickup/drop-off lot. Further, under this alternative no hotel

Wikipedia, List of National Basketball Association arenas, accessed July 7, 2019, [ HYPERLINK
"https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of National Basketball Association arenas" ].
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would be constructed on the Hotel Site, a decrease in the size of the Project Site of 1.25 acres, or about
4.5 percent.

Finally, construction of the proposed replacement well on the Well Relocation Site would take place
under Alternative 2.

Under Alternative 2, employment on the Project Site would be reduced because the LA Clippers would not
move their team offices and practice facility to the Project Site, and the sports medicine, hotel,
retail/restaurant, and community uses would be eliminated. In total, this would reduce the non-event
employment on the Project Site from 768 under the Project to 75 under Alternative 2. Exent-related
employment would remain the same as under the Project.

Relationship to Project Objectives

The Reduced Project Size Alternative would meet some, but not all:éfithe City Siabjectives for the
project. Alternative 2 would achieve City Objective 10 as it would lessen‘the severity of a number of
significant impacts of the Project. The City objectives to promote é¢onomic dgvelopment, the economic
health and welfare, and City revenues (City Objective 2); to strétigthen the community by providing
public and youth-oriented space (City Objective 4); and'to create employment and construction-related
employment opportunities in the City of Inglewood {City @bjectivié.7) would only be partially met under
this alternative as no retail use, team practice fagility, sports megical clinic or team offices would be
included.

With regard to the City’s longstanding goéls articulated in the General Plan Land Use Element which call
for the promotion of economic deyelopment.and as reflected in City Objective 2, Alternative 2 would
generate a materially lower leyel"af ecéfiomic activity on the Project Site compared to the Proposed
Project. (See ESA Alternatives:Meniag:pp. 5-6.) Specifically, Alternative 2 would result in the following
reductions in direct and:ifitdirect ecénonii¢ activity in the City of Inglewood economy compared to the
Project:

e Construétion of the smaller Alternative 2 would result in 1,109 fewer jobs, with construction
eniployee ‘compensation reduced by a net of $66.7 million, and a reduction of total economic
activity of approximately $150.2 million.

e  On-gging operations of Alternative 2, net of elimination of existing uses, would result in a
decrease in employment of 545 jobs, with annual employee compensation reduced by $38.7
million, and annual total economic activity reduced by approximately $81.6 million.

(ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 5.)

In addition to overall reductions in employment and economic activity in the City of Inglewood,
Alternative 2 would have correlative reductions in revenues to the City. As discussed in the same
economic study cited above, Alternative 2 would result in a reduction in revenue to the City of
approximately $2.8 million per year. (Ibid.) This estimate is considered conservative in that it does not
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account for potential reductions in parking taxes (there would be fewer parking spaces in Alternative 2
than the Proposed Project, but this has not been accounted for because displaced parking could still occur
in the City), and construction taxes which are based on factors such as contractor earnings in the City,
construction materials sales in the City, and the commercial building value permit based on total
construction costs. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 7.) The reduction in construction under Alternative 2
would also reduce the revenue to the Inglewood Unified School District by approximately $175,000 as a
result of reduced payment of school impact in-lieu fees, further undermining the City’s objective to
promote City revenues. (Jd. atp. 7.)

Furthermore, the elimination of the team practice facility, sports medical clinic, and tedin office means
that the LA Clippers would continue to generate VMT and associated air pollutsgiits.and GHG emissions
during commute trips between these uses located around the Los Angeles basin. As sughiz:Aliérnative 2
would be less responsive to City Objective 10 because it would be less envitonmentilly conscious than
the Project.

Lastly, Alternative 2 would be less responsive than the ProposedProject to'the City’s objective to
“transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into.compatible land uses within aircraft noise
contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliancgswithi:FederaliAyiation Administration (FAA)
grants to the City.” As discussed above under Alterpgitive 1, the'intent of the AIP program is that the land
in question acquired by the City and Successor Agengy beicleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant
recipients use their best efforts to dispose of the Tatid. at fair mdrket value for development with airport
compatible uses. Under Alternative 2, the East Transportation Hub and Hotel site would not be developed
as under the Proposed Project. These patgels Would ingiead remain vacant. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p.
10.)

With regard to the project applicant’siobjectives, the Reduced Project Size Alternative (Alternative 2)
would meet some but not all of the, project applicant’s objectives for the Project. Under this alternative the
arena would have 500 fewer 'séitsthin identified in project applicant Objectives 1a and 1d. In addition,
the project applicanit’siéoal 6ficonsolidating team facilities (project applicant Objective 1¢) and providing
complementary tetail (project applicant Objective 1e) would also not be met under the Reduced Project
Size Alternative, ds no team facilities and retail development would be provided. The elimination of retail
and hotel uses underthigiatternative would be less responsive to meeting the intent of project applicant
Objective: 1 f related to providing public benefits such as opportunities for youth- and community-oriented
programs 4nd incréasing revenues by property and sales taxes and potential transient occupancy taxes.
Alternative 2 would also be less responsive to project applicant objective 3a, which reflects the
applicant’s intent to create a year-round, active environment, with a daily population on-site that would
support nearby retail and community-serving uses, and avoid creating an area that would be devoid of
activity outside of the period immediately before and after scheduled events. (See ESA Alternatives
Memo, pp. 8-9.) Finally, the absence of a complementary uses such as a team practice facility, sports
medical clinic, team offices, retail and public uses under this alternative would fail to meet project
applicant Objectives 2 and 2d.
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Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 at the end of Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the EIR has an impact-by-impact comparison of the
significant impacts of the Project and Alternative 2.

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Simiiar to the Project
Aesthetics

Although a number of uses would be removed from the Project, many of the impacts of the Project on
environmental resources affected by the size and location of the Project Site would be either the same, or
nearly so. Alternative 2 would include the Arena Structure and West Parking Garage esgentially as
proposed under the Project, including the South Prairie Avenue pedestrian bridgeiAs suchiiaesthetic
impacts to views north and south on South Prairie Avenue would remain unchanged. There would be a
modest reduction in the amount of development visible to motorists on West Century Boulevard due to
the elimination of the hotel development on the East Transportation Site and theglitination of the plaza
development on the Arena Site, however the larger structures that woulditemain, 1i¢luding the Arena
Structure and the West Parking Garage, would continue to be visually presetit.in views east and west on
West Century Boulevard (Impact 3.1-1). Finally, impacts rélited to spillover lighting at nearby residential
structures would remain essentially the same as under the Projéct (Impacts 3.1-2 and 3.1-5), with the
same required mitigation measures.

Biological Resources

Because the same tree removal would ogcufander Altérnative 2 as under the Project, impacts related to
disturbance to nesting raptors or miggatory;birdsi(Impact 3.3-2) and loss of protected trees (Impacts 3.3-3)
would be identical to those described for the Project " with the same required mitigation measures.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Because the Project Sitefiwould be'éssentially the same as under the Project, the construction impacts of
Alternative 2 that are related:to demolition, ground-disturbance and excavation would be similar to the
Project although lessened by approximately 4.5 percent as there would be no ground disturbance
associated with the planned hotel on 1.25 acres of the East Transportation Site under Alternative 2.
Thereforesdaniage to unknown historical resources, archaeological resources, or tribal cultural resources
(Impactg 3.4-1, 3.4:2, 3.4-3, 3.4-5, 3.4-6, and 3.4-7), and/or unknown human remains (Impacts 3.4-4 and
3.4-8) woild be rediiced, but would still require mitigation.

Geology and Soils

Impacts related to geology and soils conditions and hazards, including paleontological resources would be
similar to those described for the Project. Because Alternative 2 would occur on the same Project Site as
the Project, the same geological and soils conditions that would be encountered in construction of
Alternative 2 would be the same as with the Project. Because there would be less ground-disturbing
activity because of the reduced amount of development in Alternative 2, the potential for erosion and
accidental discovery of paleontological resources would be correspondingly decreased (Impacts 3.6-2 and
3.6-4). However, these impacts would continue to be potentially significant under Alternative 2 and
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would require the same mitigation measures as identified for the Project in order to reduce the impact to
less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts related to the transport, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would remain essentially
the same as under the Project (Impact 3.8-1), with adherence to the same federal, State and local
regulations. There would be a decrease in the numbers and types of businesses on the Project Site under
Alternative 2, but these decreases would be insufficient to change the conclusions about significance or
the requirement for adherence to federal, State and local regulations. In addition, exposure to
contaminated soils (Impact 3.8-4) under Alternative 2 would be reduced by approximately 4.5 percent as
there would be no ground disturbance associated with the planned hotel on 1.254szes of the Fasi
Transportation Site, but mitigation would still be required. Finally, hazards to airinavigation (bmpact 3.8-
5) under Alternative 2 would be the same as the Arena Structure and the:construction‘cranes required to
construct the arena would be the same height as with the Project, andithus would:penietrate imaginary
airspace surfaces set by the FAA for LAX; the same mitigation wéuld Beirequired:

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impacts of Alternative 2 associated with soil erosion dufing copstructioniand storm water drainage post-
construction would also be similar to the Project bu somewhat l¢§sened as the planned hotel on the East
Transportation and Hotel Site would not be constructéd sinder Alternative 2. As a result of the site being
reduced in size by about 1.25 acres, impactsgélatedito degradition of water quality during construction
and post-construction (Impacts 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3,.9-1 and 3.9-4) and inadequate site drainage (Impacts 3.9-3
and 3.9-6) would be reduced by about 4 5ipercént, butwould still require mitigation.

Land Use and Planning

Like the Project, Alternative 2'{yould have less-than significant-impacts related to land use and planning
(Impacts 3.10-1 through;3:10-4).

Noise

Traffic noise impacts of Alternative 2 would be essentially unchanged under Alternative 2. Under normal
conditions;#doubling of traffic generates an increase in ambient noise of about 3 dB. Reciprocally, it
would take a redugtion 61 about 50 percent to result in a noticeable change in the noise impacts of the
project. Als reported below, this alternative would result in a reduction in traffic of about 3 percent. Thus,
traffic nois¢'étfects of Alternative 2 would be the same as those of the Project (Impacts 3.11-2 and 3.11-6;
Final EIR, pp. 3-334—338 [Responses to Comments Channel-40 and Channel-43]).

Like the Project, Alternative 2 would not expose people within portions of the Project Site where there is
an expectation of quiet to excessive noise levels from aircraft operations at nearby LAX as the hotel and
team medical clinic would not be constructed on the Project Site. For this reason, noise impacts associated
with aircraft operations (Impacts 3.11-4 and 3.11-8) would be avoided, as with the Project.
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Public Services
Because impacts of the Project on public services, including fire and police protection, and parks and
recreation facilities would be largely driven by event activity at the proposed arena, these impacts would

remain largely unchanged and would continue to be less than significant (see Impacts 3.13-1 through
3.13-10), under Alternative 2.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative 2, the slightly reduced capacity of the arena would reduce vehicle trip generation in the
pre-event and post-event peak hours for major events in the weekday and weekend evenings by
approximately 3 percent. This slight reduction in trips would not materially reduce the significant impacts
found for the Project on intersections, neighborhood streets, and freeway facilitiesiunder etther:Adjusted
Baseline or Cumulative conditions with or without concurrent events at The Forum or théNFT, Stadium
(Impacts 3.14-1 through 3.14-9, Impacts 3.14-16 through 3.14-24, Impaits 3:14-28 and 3.14-29, and
Impacts 3.14-33 and 3.14-34).

Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 has the potential to impact onittime perfégmance for buses operating
in the vicinity because of congestion associated with eventigrival andideparture traffic (Impacts 3.14-11,
3.14-25, 3.14-30, and 3.14-33).

Construction impacts on traffic were determined to b sighificant {61 the Project due to temporary lane
closures along the Project frontages on South:Praitie Avenue aiid West Century Boulevard. Construction
of the arena and West Parking Garage undér Alternativee 2 would likely involve the same temporary lane
closures. Therefore, construction impacts for Alternative 2 would be similar to those for the Project.

Although Project-related congestion would beiglightly less than under the Project, the potential impact on
emergency access to the CHMC woild be essentially the same, and would require mitigation to be less
than significant, as under the Project.

Utilities and Seryvice Systems

Because the amaint of impgrvious surfaces in Alternative 2 would be very similar to those under the
Project, impagts related to storm drainage system capacity (Impacts 3.15-9 and 3.15-10) would be
essentially’ the samedunter the Project, with the same required mitigation measures.

Impactsildentified as Being Less Severe than the Project

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Air Quality and GHG emissions during construction and operation under Alternative 2 would be similar
to the Project but the reduced seating capacity of the arena and elimination of 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 hotel on the planned hotel on the East Transportation Site would reduce the amount of
construction, and would reduce the overall amount of associated traffic by 3 percent. There would be a
corresponding decrease in criteria pollutant emissions, localized maximum daily operational emissions
(NO3), and GHG emissions. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would conflict with
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implementation of the applicable air quality plans, as operational emissions associated with the
alternative, though reduced, would still exceed thresholds established by the SCAQMD for criteria air
pollutants (Impact 3.2-1 and 3.2-5).

Impacts associated with the emission of criteria air pollutants (Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6), localized
maximum daily operational emissions (NO») (Impacts 3.2-3 and 3.2-7), and GHG emissions (Impact 3.7-
1) would be reduced by approximately 3 percent, but would still require the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.2-2(a), which would require the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b)), Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b), which would require the
testing of the emergency generators and fire pump generators on non-event days, Mitigation Measure 3.2-
2(c), which would require preparation and implementation of a Construction Enussions Minimization
Plan, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d), which would require the project applicant to encotitige the tise of zero-
and near-zero emissions vendor and delivery trucks, Mitigation Measure 3.7:1(a), which wotld require the
implementation of a GHG reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3. 7:1(b), which would require the
preparation of an annual GHG verification report to determine the:tumbier of GH: offsets required to
bring the project below the no net new GHG emissions thresholdief significance.

Energy Demand and Conservation

Energy demand during construction and operation ygitler Alternative 2 would be similar to the Project but
lessened because the capacity of the arena would be mgduged by 3 percent. This alternative would not
include additional team facilities (i.c., team prgticis facility, sports medical clinic, and team offices) at the
Project site, although the team offices andpractice facility would continue to be used in their current sites.
The planned hotel on the East Transportdtion Site would not be included. and thus would reduce the
amount of energy demanded (Impagts 3.5-2iand 3:5:4).

Noise and Vibration

Noise levels under Alternative 2 Wouldihe similar to the Project but lessened as the seating capacity of the
arena would be reduced by:3 peréent and none of the other proposed facilities (i.e., retail shops, outdoor
stage, team practige facility, sports medical clinic, and team offices) on the Arena Site and the hotel on
the planned hotel on the East Transportation Site would be constructed. (Final EIR, pp. 3-334—336
[Response to:GComment Channel-40]). Therefore, impacts associated with a temporary increase in noise
during ¢onstruction andia’permanent increase in noise during operation (Impacts 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-5
and 3.1186) would be reduced as the duration of construction noise would be shorter (due to less building
space) and ‘the.ambunt of traffic would decrease (due to fewer trips). In addition, vibration levels under
Alternative 2 would also be similar to the Project but lessened for the same reasons. As a result, vibration
impacts with respect to structural damage and human annoyance (Impacts 3.11-3 and 3.11-7) would be
reduced, but would still require the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.11-3(a) through (¢), which
requires minimum distances of construction equipment from sensitive receptors and the designation of a
construction relations officer to field vibration-related complaints.
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Population, Employment and Housing

Impacts related to Population, Employment and Housing (Impacts 3.12-1 through 3.12-4) would remain
less than significant under Alternative 2, although non-event-related employment generation on the
Project Site would be reduced by about 90 percent. Because under Alternative 2 non-event-related
employment on the Project Site would be reduced by about 90 percent, impacts on public schools
(Impacts 3.13-11 and 3.13-12), already less than significant for the Project, would be further reduced
under Alternative 2. The arena under Alternative 2 would be expected to generate a total of 35 new school
students, a reduction of 15 students compared to the 50 students under the Project as described in

Table 3.13-9.

Transportation and Circulation

The elimination of the ancillary uses in Alternative 2 would avoid the significantimpactsiidentified for
the Project’s ancillary uses and hotel at intersections and neighborhood gtreéts (Impacts 3.14-1 through
3.14-6, Impacts 3.14-16 through 3.14-21, Impacts 3.14-28, and 3.14433). As dis¢ussed 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 Project’s ancillary uses and hotel at study area imntérsectionsiand along neighborhood
streets. (See Final EIR, pp. 3-336, 3-338-—3-339 {Responsesito:Lomitients Channel-40 and Channel-44].)

The slight reduction in venue capacity would redugg the significant VMT impacts identified for events at
the venue, but not to a less than significant level. The glisination of the ancillary uses and hotel would
avoid the significant VMT impacts identifiedifor the; Project hivtel use (Impact 3.14-10).

Utilities and Service Systems

Under Alternative 2, utility demangds would'lsg profivitionately decreased as a result of the decreased
capacity of the arena, and elimination ofithe pragtice facility, team offices, and sports medicine clinic in
the Arena Structure, as well asithe retail/restaurant, community, and hotel uses. Water demand of
Alternative 2 would be approximately 48 percent lower than under the Project. Wastewater generation of
Alternative 2 would be abuiy 31 petcent lower than under the Project. Solid waste generation of

Alternative 2 woilld be approxiinately about 37 percent lower than under the Project.]0 As a result,
impacts with respect to water supply (Impacts 3.15-2 and 3.15-4), wastewater treatment capacity (3.15-5,
3.15-7), and'solid Waste disposal capacity (3.15-11 and 3.15-13) would be less than significant under both
the Project and Altgrnative 2.

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Project

Noise

The impact of event-related noise on nearby sensitive receptors would be exacerbated under the Reduced
Project Size Alternative. Plaza events that utilize amplified sound, including pre- or post-game concerts,

would be more exposed due to the lack of intervening structures in the plaza meaning that more noise
would escape the Project Site, and would travel greater distances, affecting more sensitive receptors.

Memorandum — IBEC Alternative 2 — Wastewater & Solid Waste Generation, July 18, 2019.
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(Final EIR, pp. 3-337—338 [Response to Comment Channel-43].) As such, affected sensitive receptors,
especially those located to the northwest of the intersection of South Prairie Avenue 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 102nd Street, as well as the hotel use at 3900 West Century Boulevard would all be
exposed to substantially higher levels of noise than disclosed for the Project (Impacts 3.11-2 and 3.11-6).
Mitigation of these effects would either involve (1) reductions in the level of amplification for plaza
events, or (2) construction of intervening walls or structures to obstruct line-of-sight between the plaza
and nearby sensitive receptors.

Transportation and Circulation

Although few of the impacts of the Reduced Project Size Alternative would be m@ire severe'than those of the
Project, it 1s notable that Alternative 2 would fail to respond to several policies of the Citvint Inslewood
General Plan which encourage the development of employment-generating uses in thgCity. Further, by
eliminating the potential to consolidate LA Clippers team uses, includisig the aretia, pragtice facility, sports
medicine and treatment facilities, and team offices in a single location, Alternative 2ivould likely increase
the amount of travel between these uses that are currently located digparatelythroughout the region. The
result of this would be increased trip-making and increased MM, Furthier, the elimination of
complementary ancillary uses on the Project Site would dikely ificreasé tripimaking and VMT for both
regular daytime employees as well as for event attendées whe. woiild have to travel to other locations for
food and drink, hotels, and other activities (Impact 3.14:105. These effects would tend to exacerbate the
generation of air pollutants, GHG emissions, gongestion, 4hd ather such effects at a regional level. Further
explanation of the ways in which transportatipn impacts under Alternative 2 would be more severe than
those of the Project was provided in response to'bommetts on this point in the Draft EIR. (Final EIR, pp. 3-
338--3-339 [Response Comment (thannel-44}.)

Basis for Finding

Alternative 2 (Reduced ProjectiSize iwould avoid or lessen some impacts associated with the Project;
however, this altemiativig.wolld not further some of the key City objectives related to promoting economic
development, as well as the projéct applicant’s objectives related to consolidating team facilities,
providing complimentary retail, and providing public benetits such as opportunities for youth- and
community-oriented“programs and increasing revenues by property and sales taxes and potential transient
occupangy taxes. Because implementation of Alternative 2 would eliminate over 1,100 construction jobs
and 545 onsgoing.operational jobs, approximately $1350 million in economic activity in the City during
construction would be eliminated. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 7.) Additionally, once the Project
commences operations, each year nearly $82 million in economic activity in the City, and approximately
$2.8 million in annual revenues to the City and $176,200 in fees to the Inglewood Unified School District
would be eliminated. (/bid.)

In addition to economic-related impacts, because it is assumed that the LA Clipper’s offices would remain
in Downtown Los Angeles under Alternative 2, members of the team front office would have a much

longer trip from the team’s offices in Downtown Los Angeles and to the new arena in Inglewood to attend
games or other arena events. During off-peak hours it takes approximately 20-25 minutes to make this trip
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using the I-110 and I-105 freeways and South Prairie Avenue. However, during the PM peak hour, which
would occur shortly before games typically start on weekdays, travel times could approximately double.
As a result, employees would spend up to an hour traveling, which is time that could be put to more
productive use if their offices were co-located with the arena — an identified objective of the applicant
(project applicant Objective 1c).

Alternative 2 would also be less successful in establishing complimentary ancillary uses on the Project
Site, and would therefore fail to achieve transportation benetits associated with encouraging patrons to
travel to or from the site at off-peak times. (ESA Alternatives Memo, pp. 9-10.) For each and all of these
reasons, Alternative 2 would be materially worse than the Project in terms of its abilityito meet the City’s
goals to promote economic development that would generate opportunities for the City’s'tesidents!

The City Council rejects Alternative 2 (Reduced Project Size) on each of thigse grounds indépendently.
All of the reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting;this altémative.

Finding

Specific economic, legal. social, technological, or other cofisiderations;including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, ghake 1fifeasible ‘Alternative 2.

3. Alternative 3: City Services Center Alternative Site

Description

Under Alternative 3, key elements gf the Priyject Waiild be developed on a site in Downtown Inglewood,
located approximately 1.5 milesinorthwest of the, Project Site (see Figure 6 2). The focus of this
alternative is to identify the impacts;that would occur if the arena and as much of the other elements of the
Project as feasible are deyelopeddt another site within the City of Inglewood that is not as proximate to
The Forum and the NFL ‘Stadiuiiias a means of avoiding or lessening the traffic and related impacts of
concurrent eventsat these, fatilities. The City determined that there is one such site that may meet these
criteria and provides sufficient fand to accommodate the arena, some parking, and plaza uses potentially
available,

Specifically, Alterniative 3 would be located on an approximately 9.7-acre site that encompasses the
majority 6fia block'bound by West Beach Avenue on the north, West Ivy Avenue on the east, Cable Place
and the future Crenshaw/LAX light rail right-of-way on the south, and North Eucalyptus Avenue on the
west. The Alternative 3 site is presently occupied by a City-owned corporation vard, known as the
Inglewood City Services Center, and a firefighter training academy owned and operated by El Camino
College. One existing building on the Alternative 3 site includes ground-level maintenance bays for
vehicle and equipment maintenance, uncovered parking and a fuel island on the second floor accessible
from Cable Place to the south of the site, and three floors of office space. Uncovered parking and material
stockpiles and storage areas are also present in the City Services Center. Facilities on the firefighter
training academy portion of the site include a classroom building, practice tower, and a “burn” building.
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Regional access to the Alternative 3 site 1s provided by the San Diego Freeway (I-405), located
approximately 0.6 miles to the west, and the Glenn Anderson Freeway & Transitway (I-105), located 2.3
miles to the south. Interstate 405 is located about 0.7 miles closer to the City Services Center Alternative
site than to the Project Site, while I-105 is located about three times as far from the City Services Center
Alternative site (2.4 miles) than from the Project Site (0.8 miles). Local access to the City Services Center
Alternative site is provided by several major arterials, including Florence Avenue and La Brea Avenue,
which serve the area near the City Services Center site. Transit access to the City Services Center
Alternative site is provided by several bus lines and the future Crenshaw/LAX light rail line. The closest
bus stop to the City Services Center Alternative site is a block north along North La Brea Avenue, and the
nearest light rail station to the City Services Center Alternative site is about 0.25 miles'to the east along
Florence Avenue. The Alternative 3 site is located approximately 1.5 miles northiwest of Fhe Fotum, and
approximately 2 miles northwest of the site of the NFL. Stadium.

Uses in the immediate vicinity of the City Services Center Alternative site inclide the Marvin
Engineering Company industrial complex north and adjacent to th¢ CityiBervices Center site,
manufacturing and single-family residential uses to the north acréss West Beach Avenue and
manufacturing and warehouse uses to the east across Ivy Ayvenue. Thére are alSo churches to the west of
the site across North Eucalyptus Avenue. With the excegitionipf athirég-story structure along West Beach
Avenue, all of the remaining uses to the north and east of the sitéiare located in one-story structures,
including three single family homes on the north sidéiof West Beach Avenue, east of West Hazel Street.
An electrical substation is located across the fiitureirenshaw/lAX light rail line right-of-way to the
south and a single-story commercial wholésale building is Tocated to the south across Cable Place. The
City’s Sanford M. Anderson Water Treatment Plant islocated to the west across North Eucalyptus
Avenue.

The City Services Center Altérnativesite and the surrounding area are designated Downtown Transit-
Oriented Development (TOD) m'the City of Inglewood General Plan. The City Services Center
Alternative site and the agea t6ithe.north, east, and south of the site is zoned MU-2, TOD Mixed Use 2,
while the area to théiwegt.of'the site is zoned O-S, Open Space.

Alternative 3 would involve the demolition of the facilities that presently occupy the City Services Center
and firefighter trainifig acddemy areas and the construction of an arena and parking structures that would
open to @ pedestriai plaza that would include an outdoor stage (see Figure 6 2). Similar to the Project, the
arena undei: this altérnative would have a capacity of 18,000 attendees in an NBA basketball
configuration, and up to 18,500 in certain concert configurations. The arena would be located on the
southeast portion of the site while Parking Structure A would be situated on the southwestern portion of
the site and Parking Structures B and C would be situated on the northeastern portion of the site. Access
to the arena would be provided on West Beach and North Eucalyptus avenues via a pedestrian plaza.
Parking Structure A would be accessed from North Eucalyptus Avenue while Parking Structures B and C
would be accessed from West Beach Avenue. In addition, approximately up to 48,000 square feet of
ground floor retail oriented towards the pedestrian plaza would be provided on the lower level of Parking
Garages A and B and along the northwestern border of the site.
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The proposed parking structures on the City Services Center Alternative site would include 4,215 parking
spaces, which is the same amount of parking provided by the Project. In addition, off-site parking for
events at the arena would be provided by an existing parking structure owned and operated by the Faith
Central Bible Church. The existing structure is located approximately 800 feet to the southwest of the
Project Site along Florence Avenue and would provide up to 860 additional parking spaces.

At 9.7 acres, the Alternative 3 site would be approximately 35 percent of the size of the Project Site. As a
result, none of the other team facilities proposed by the Project (e.g., team practice facility, sports medical
clinic, and team offices) would be constructed under Alternative 3 as the site is not of sufticient size to
accommodate the additional square footage. The LA Clippers’ team offices would continue to be located
on Flower Street within two blocks of Staples Center while the LA Clippers would continiig to us¢ their
practice and training facility in the Playa Vista neighborhood of Los Angeles. In‘additipn, thig alternative
would not include a hotel or a new potable water well because existing usésiwvould refain in their
existing locations on the Project Site.

Finally, under Alternative 3, all of the uses that presently occupyithe CityBervices Center and the
firefighter training academy would be relocated to the Arena Site along West Century Boulevard. Unlike
the Project, the relocation of these uses would not require the vacation of either West 101st Street or West
102nd Street. In addition, these uses would only require approximately 10 acres of the Arena Site.

Relationship to Project Objectives

The City Services Center Alternative wouldimeet some of City’s objectives for the project. In particular,
the project would meet the City’s goals 6f becothing a regional sports and entertainment center (City
Objective 1) and stimulating econgimic development (City Objective 2). In addition, given the location of
the site near the future Crenshaw/liA Hght raif'fine, Alternative 3 would also meet the City’s goal of
encouraging public transit oppdifunitigs (City Objective 6).

Although Alternative 3 wouild mchide relocation of current City Services Center and the firefighter
training academyiuses t0'the Atena Site portion of the Project Site, it would result in a less intensive use
of the Project Site than the Project. Because City Objective 5 is to “[t]ransform vacant or underutilized
land withigithie:City:into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at
LAX, iri compliange with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City,” Alterative 3
would notibe as responsive to this objective as the Project. In addition, the elimination of the team
practice facility$ports medical clinic, and team offices means that the LA Clippers would continue to
generate VMT and associated air pollutants and GHG emissions during commute trips between these uses
located around the Los Angeles basin. As such, Alternative 3 would be less responsive to City Objective
10 because it would be less environmentally conscious than the Project.

The City Services Center Alternative would also meet some, but not all, of the project applicant’s
objectives for the project. First, because constructing on the City Services Center Alternative site would
first require designing and constructing replacement uses on the Project Site, it is uncertain if this
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alternative site would allow the applicant to begin hosting LA Clippers home games in the 2024-2025
season, and thus could be unable to meet project applicant Objective 1a. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 10.)

Additionally, the Alternative 3 site does not meet the definition of “project area” included in PRC section
21168.6.8(a)(5). As aresult of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the
AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would
be subject to the established legal process which can take three or more vears. As a result of a more
extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely
obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant’s schedule objective to open in time for the 2024-25
NBA season.

Moreover, because AB 987 would not apply at this site, the measures that the projectgpplicant has
committed to in the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan, which includeia numberiof 1664l measures
that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood, would not be implemented under Alternative 3.
(ESA Alternatives Memo, pp. 11-12.)

Alternative 3 would also not meet the project applicant’s goal of consolidating team facilities on one site
(project applicant Objective 1b) as the team practice facility; spoittsmedical clinic, and team offices
would continue to be located in Downtown Los Angelés and Playa Vista, respectively.

Alternative 3 would only partially meet the project apglivant’s goal of contributing to the economic and
social well-being of the community as the eliminaticiy, of thefiotel under the City Services Center
Alternative would result in the loss of revenig from trapsient occupancy taxes (project applicant
Objective 1f). The City Services Center Alternstive site would be approximately 35 percent of the size of
the Project Site, and would provigdé fewer amenities"thus the project would not be as competitive with
other major entertainment venuesigs, its#would be'on the Project Site, and it would not provide sufficient
complementary on-site uses to sistaitiithe project on non-event days (project applicant Objectives 2b and
2d). Finally, the project:wiould.not be locdted on a site near other similar uses (i.e., the future stadium)
within the HPSP arga.undét the City'Sérvices Center Alternative. As a result, Alternative 3would not
combine with thg future Staditnito create a dynamic, year-round sports and entertainment district
destination in the southwestgrn portion of the City (project applicant Objective 3a).

Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 atithe end of Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the EIR has an impact-by-impact comparison of the
significant impacts of the Project and Alternative 3. In addition, the comparative analysis of
environmental effects provided below was informed by the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Plan Program EIR"" which provided information relating to
existing conditions in and around the City Services Center site.

11 City of Inglewood, 2016. Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights Transit Oriented Development Plan

Program EIR. November 1, 2016.
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Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Project

Although the size of the City Services Center Alternative site is only about 35 percent of the size of the
Project Site, Alternative 3 also involves relocation of uses from the City Services Center Alternative site
to the Project Site, and thus a number of impacts would be similarly likely to occur despite the reduced
size of the site for the construction of the Project.

Aesthetics

Like the Project developed at the Project Site, Alternative 3 would introduce more intensive and dense uses
than current development at the City Services Center site. At this location, there are limited long-range
views to be affected by the larger structures that would be developed under this alternative {Impact 3.1-1).
Like at the Project Site, there are a few residences in close proximity to the City Serviges Centergite. Asa
result of the rather low intensity of use along West Beach Avenue, it is likely, that nighttimeé light levels at
the existing homes that are across the street from this site are less than twiifooticandles at the property line.
With the addition of Alternative 3 at this location, the potential existy;for,outdoor lightiig, building fagade
lighting, and illuminated signage on the arena and/or parking strugtures thatiwould face the residences to
result in light levels in excess of the significance threshold (Impacts'3;1-2 and*3:1-5). This would be similar
to the impacts of the Project on adjacent sensitive receptors, “anditvould Be mitigated through
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-2(a) and (b}

Biological Resources

A number of trees are located on and/or adjgeent tothie City:8eérvices Center site. In addition, as discussed
in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, a numbir of tree$ are also located on and/or adjacent to the Arena
Site where the City Services Center aid fite academyiwould be relocated. As a result, Alternative 3 could
disturb nesting raptors or migratety birds (Impact 3:3-2) and result in the loss of protected trees

(Impact 3.3-3). Mitigation Measurés, 313-2 and 3:3-3 would reduce these impacts by requiring that steps
be taken to protect these resouréés during construction. As a result, impacts on nesting raptors or
migratory birds and proteciédtrees would be similar to those described for the Project.

Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

Like the Project Site, there age no known archaeological or historical resources located on the City Services
Center sife. Howevergaceeiding to the TOD EIR, it is likely that development in Downtown Inglewood,
including;on the City Services Center site, could disturb buried archaeological r(:sources,]z and disturb
unknown human re:rnains.13 In addition, as discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,
unknown archaeological resources, and human remains may also be located on the Arena Site where the
City Services Center and fire academy would be relocated. For these reasons, it is possible that, like with the
Project, implementation of Alternative 3 could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of

City of Inglewood, 2016. Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights Transit Oriented Development Plan
Program EIR. November 1, 2016. p. 4.D-14.
City of Inglewood, 2016. Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights Transit Oriented Development Plan
Program EIR. November 1, 2016. p. 4.D-18.
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unknown historic, archaeological, or tribal cultural resources (Impacts 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-5, 3.4-6, and
3.4-7), and/or unknown human remains (Impacts 3.4-4 and 3.4-8). Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-4
would reduce these impacts by requiring that work stop if such resources are uncovered, and that the
resources be appropriately evaluated and treated. Therefore, impacts on archaeological resources and human
remains would be similar to the Project.

Geology and Soils

Impacts related to geology and soils conditions and hazards, including paleontological resources would be
similar to those described for the Project (see Section 3.6, Geology and Soils). Becauge Alternative 3
would occur approximately 1.7 miles from the Project Site, the geological and soils conditions that would
be encountered in construction of Alternative 3 would be essentially the same axiwith the Brojeet The
proximity of the City Services Center Alternative site to the historic Centinela Crigek anéinearby seismic
faults could indicate the potential for unstable soils, but any impacts would'#ie avoided by required
compliance with the California Building Code. According to the TOB EIR, it 18ikely. that development
in Downtown Inglewood, including on the City Services Center site, could disturbipreviously unknown

unique paleontological reso urces,14 but because there would be lessiground-disturbing activity because of
the reduced amount of development in Alternative 3, the pbléntial for érosion and accidental discovery of
paleontological resources would be correspondingly de¢reasediflmpacts3.6-2 and 3.6-4). However, these
impacts would continue to be potentially significant iinder Alternative 3 and would require the same
mitigation measures as identified for the Project in ordis 1o reduge the impact to less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

A known Leaking Underground Storage ‘Tank (E:UST)is located approximately 0.14 miles to the
southwest of the City Services Cefiter Alterniaitive ite and a petroleum spill occurred approximately 100

feet to the south of the site.” It is possible that réleases from these sites may have migrated to the City
Services Center site. In additionjithe presence of a fuel island and ongoing vehicle and equipment
maintenance activities in théiserviceibays could indicate that unknown soil contamination may be present
on the City Servicesi@entersite. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, unknown soil contattiination may be present on the Arena Site given its land used history and
the results of soilitesting. Agia result of these conditions at the City Services Center site, under
Alternative 3, as witlithe Project, it is possible that construction workers could be exposed to
contamination durinig ground disturbing activities (Impact 3.8-4). Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 would require
the prepardtion andapproval of the Soil Management Plan prior to initiating earthwork activities, which
would reduce the potential for worker exposures. For this reason, impacts related to on-site contamination
would be similar to those described for the Project.

14 City of Inglewood, 2016. Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights Transit Oriented Development Plan
Program EIR. November 1, 2016. p. 4.D-16.
15 State Water Resources Control Board, 2019. GeoTracker database. Accessed: May 9, 2019.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

The City Services Center Alternative site is fully developed with impervious surfaces; pervious surfaces
on the site are minimal and include ornamental landscaping. Sheet flow stormwater runoff on the City
Services Center Alternative site is managed by an existing system of storm drains. Further, the site is
bisected, east-to-west, by a drainage that is encased in a below-grade culvert and would be required to be
relocated as part of development of the site. In addition, as discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality, the Arena Site is partially developed with large portions of previously development but now
vacant land.

As a result, it is possible that construction and operation of Alternative 3 could cause Water quality
discharges that are not consistent with SWRCB objectives and could degrade the:guality 6fthe water that
is discharged from the City Services Center Alternative site (due to arena developmentiiand the Arena
Site (due to the relocation of the City Services Center land uses) (Impacts 3:6-1, 3:6:3, 3.9-1, and 3.9-4).
Altered drainage patterns during both construction and operation on Both sites; #acluding the realignment
of the below-grade drainage culvert bisecting the City Services Céiter sife, would'ilso have the potential
to result in erosion, sedimentation, and/or flooding on or off site By redirecting or concentrating flows
(Impact 3.9-3 and 3.9-6). In order to lessen the significanceint these thpacts for Alternative 3, like the
Project, Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) would require the:projectito complyiwith a number of regulations
governing water quality and drainage while Mitigation Measure 3:9-1(b) would require the periodic
sweeping parking lots during operation to remove conanitnates sAs a result, impacts related to water
quality and drainage would be similar to the Projéct:

Land Use and Planning

Like the Project, Alternative 3 would not resilt in'the division of an established community, nor would it
be inconsistent with plans or polisigs thit have Been adopted for the purposes of environmental
mitigation, and thus Alternative;3 would have less-than significant-impacts related to land use and
planning (Impacts 3.10=k:through3;10-4);

Public Services

Because impacts of the Projéct on public services, including fire and police protection, parks and
recreation:Fatilitiesand public schools would be largely driven by event activity at the proposed arena,
these imipacts would rémain largely unchanged and would continue to be less than significant (see
Impacts 3:13-1 through 3.13-12) under Alternative 3.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative 3, the ability to walk to the Crenshaw/LAX light rail line Downtown Inglewood
Station without the need for shuitling would increase the attractiveness of rail transit, although this effect
could be partially offset since only one rail line would be thus accessible. As such, it is anticipated that
vehicle trip generation for major events in the arena at the City Services Center Alternative site would be
similar to that for the Project.
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This alternative would therefore be expected to have intersection, neighborhood street, and freeway facility
impacts for major events at a similar level as the Project (Impacts 3.14-1 through 3.14-9, Impacts 3.14-16
through 3.14-24, Impacts 3.14-29 and 3.14-29, and Impacts 3.14-33 and 3.14-34), although distributed
across the transportation system differently. Although the City Services Center Alternative site is closer to
the 1-405 freeway (0.6 miles) than is the Project (1.3 miles), it is farther from the I-110 and -105 freeways;
thus, regional trips would not be distributed as evenly and freeway impacts would be concentrated on the I-
405. Furthermore, although Florence Avenue and La Brea Avenue (designated as major arterials in the City
of Inglewood General Plan) serve the area near the site, the street grid system breaks down in the north part
of Inglewood surrounding the City Services Center Alternative site, with curvier streets, less arterial
capacity, and discontinuous streets in the vicinity.

Eucalyptus Avenue and Beach Avenue both travel through residential neighborhtiodstisthe notth of the
City Services Center Alternative site. Since both of these streets would privide dimggiaccess to parking
garages for the arena, neighborhood street impacts would be expectedion theseéistreets (Impacts 3.14-4
through 3.14-6, and Impacts 3.14-19 thorough 3.14-21.

The amount of on-site parking under this alternative would be similéy to that fér the Project, meaning that
a substantial amount of parking (roughly 3,700 to 4,100 spaces foriamaior event) would still need to be
provided off site. Some could be accommodated in pdiking gardges in the downtown Inglewood area and
in the nearby Faithful Central Bible Church parkingistructure, but shuttling would be required to off-site
parking. presumably at Hollywood Park, to aygidispillover parking into residential neighborhoods.

Similar to the Project, Alternative 3 hasithe patential téimpact on-time performance for buses operating
in the vicinity because of congestioniissodiated With-évent arrival and departure traffic (Impacts 3.14-11,
3.14-25, 3.14-30, and 3.14-33).

Construction impacts on trafficiyerc'determined to be significant for the Project due to temporary lane
closures along the Proje¢iifrontagesion Stuth Prairie Avenue and West Century Boulevard. Construction
of the Project at the Alternative 3 sité Would likely involve temporary lane closures along the Eucalyptus
Avenue frontage ot the site,for gonstruction of a parking garage. Therefore, construction impacts for
Alternative 3 would be in aidifferent location, but would be similar in magnitude to those described for
the Projegi:

Utilities and Service Systems

The existing“stétim drain system in the area of the City Services Center Alternative and Arena sites may
not have sufficient capacity to handle post-construction stormwater runoff from each site (Impacts 3.15-9
and 3.15-10). In order to lessen the significance of these impacts for Alternative 3, like the Project,
Mitigation Measures 3.15-9 and 3.15-10 would require the project to comply with a number of
regulations governing water quality and drainage (Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a)). As a result, impacts
related to stormwater drainage would be similar to the Project.
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Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Project

Because Alternative 3 would be located away from the busy West Century Boulevard and South Prairie
Avenue corridors, and because the amount of development in Alternative 3 is less than under the Project,
a number of significant impacts of the Project would be lessened or avoided.

Aesthetics

Although the aesthetic impacts of the Project to views and visual character would be less than significant
with mitigation, none of the etfects described near the Project Site would occur under Alternative 3. There
would be development on the Arena Site, but it would be low in scale other than the fire academy tower,
and would not be large in scale. Because the streets surrounding the City Services Centét:Alternative site
are narrower and not straight for extended distances, views are relatively constrainéd; and as:suich there
would be less potential for disruption of long-range views under Alternative 3 (Imipact 37141). Further, the
significant impacts of increased light at sensitive receptors around the PivjectiSite, including the
residences at 10226 and 10204 South Prairie Avenue. as well as residences on the.west side of the West
Parking Garage Site, would not occur under Alternative 3 as developmentiwould not be lit at night
(Impacts 3.1-2 and 3.1-5).

Air Quality and GHG Emissions

Air Quality and GHG emissions during constructioh and gperationiunder Alternative 3 would be similar
to the Project but lessened because this alternative would disturbislightly less soil (i.e., 9.7 acres on the
City Services Center Alternative site and approximatély 19:a¢tes on the Arena Site) and would not
include additional team facilities (i.e., team ‘practice faeility, sports medical clinic, and team offices), the
planned hotel on the East Transportation Site, otia new potable water well, and thus, the duration of
construction would be shorter and fewer tripsiwould be generated during operation. In addition, as
discussed under Transportation, belowi‘the elimination of the office, practice facility, sports medicine
clinic, and hotel uses in Alternative 3'4nd the ability to walk to rail transit would reduce weekday peak
hour trip generation by the @neillarviuses'by more than half from that estimated for the Project, with
corresponding decreases in‘both critéria air pollution and GHG emissions directly from the Project.
However, the lagk of conselidation of the LA Clippers uses on a single site would tend to offset some of
these reductions‘as a result ¢f increased amounts of travel between the Arena Structure, team offices
currently:focated in‘downtown Los Angeles, and practice facility in Playa Vista.

Therefore;;similar o the Project, Alternative 3 would conflict with implementation of the applicable air
quality plan$giéperational emissions associated with the alternative, though reduced, would still exceed
thresholds established by the SCAQMD for criteria air pollutants (Impact 3.2-1 and 3.2-5). In addition,
impacts associated with the emission of criteria air pollutants (Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6), localized
maximum daily operational emissions (NO,) (Impacts 3.2-3 and 3.2-7), and GHG emissions (Impacts 3.7-
1 and 3.7-2) would be reduced, but would still require the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(a),
which would require the implementation of a transportation demand management (TDM) program
(Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b)), Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b), which would require testing of the
emergency generators and fire pump generators on non-event days, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c), which
would require preparation and implementation of a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan,
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Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d), which would require the project applicant to encourage the use of zero- and
near-zero emissions vendor and delivery trucks, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a), which would require the
implementation of a GHG reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b), which would require the
preparation of an annual GHG verification report to determine the number of GHG offsets required to
bring the project below the no net new GHG emissions threshold of significance.

Energy Demand and Conservation

Energy demand during construction and operation under Alternative 3 would be similar to the Project but
lessened because this alternative would not include additional team facilities (i.e., team practice facility,
sports medical clinic, and team offices), the planned hotel on the East Transportation Site, or a new
potable water well, and thus would reduce the amount of energy demanded (Imgiacts 3.5-2'and 3.5-4).

Hazards and Hazardous Material

Alternative 3 would not result in an air navigation hazard as the CityServices Genter/Alternative site as it
is not located within an airport land use area plan. For this reason, *hazards impactsiassociated with air
navigation (Impacts 3.8-5) would be avoided under this alternativéiand Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 would
not be required.

Noise and Vibration

As described above, there are three residential homesithat'are considered sensitive receptors immediately
across West Beach Avenue. Construction nojse Tévels unider Alternative 3 would also be similar to the
Project but lessened in duration as this altérigtive wouild not include additional team facilities (i.e., team
practice facility, sports medical clinig, and teani;offices), the planned hotel on the East Transportation
Site, or a new potable water well, giid thus thg conigfrtiction period would be shorter and fewer vehicle
trips would be generated during’éperatién. Likeiwith the Project, operational sound from outdoor plaza
events from amplification systems would result in significant impacts at sensitive receptors proximate to
the City Services Centerisite, but becausécompared to the Project there are fewer sensitive receptors that
are in close proximity to thé;City'Sérvices Center site, this impact would be less severe than under the
Project. Thereforéimpacis aSsociated with a temporary increase in noise during construction and a
permanent incredse in noisé fluring operation (Impacts 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-5, and 3.11-6) would be
reduced, but'ould still require implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, which would require the
impleméntation of measires and controls to reduce noise during construction, Mitigation Measure 3.11-
2(a), which would require the preparation of an operations noise reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure
3.11-2(b), whigh:would require the implementation of a transportation demand management (TDM)
program (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b)).

Vibration levels under Alternative 3 would also be similar to the Project but lessened as the duration of
construction would be shorter. As a result, vibration impacts with respect to structural damage and human
annoyance (Impacts 3.11-3 and 3.11-6) would be reduced, but would still require the implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.11-3(a) through (c), which requires minimum distances of construction equipment
from sensitive receptors and the designation of a construction relations ofticer to tield vibration-related
complaints.
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Unlike the Project, Alternative 3 would not result in the construction of the hotel and team medical clinic
and the City Services Center Alternative site is located entirely outside the 65 dBA contour for aircraft
operations from LAX. Thus, Alternative 3 would not expose sensitive receptors within the Project Site to
excessive noise levels from aircraft operations, and impacts related to exposure to aircraft noise would be
less than significant, like with the Project.

Population, Employment and Housing

Impacts related to Population, Employment and Housing (Impacts 3.12-1 through 3.12-4) would remain
less than significant under Alternative 3, although non-event-related employment generation on the City
Services Center Alternative site would be reduced by about 62 percent. Because non-évent-related
employment on the City Services Center Alternative site would be reduced by aliout 62 pergent:inder
Alternative 3, impacts on public schools (Impacts 3.13-11 and 3.13-12), already less thitsighiticant for
the Project, would be further reduced under Alternative 3. The arena and cotmercigl‘uses under
Alternative 3 would be expected to generate a total of 38 new school:gtudents, @iredtigtion of 12 students
compared to the 50 students under the Project as described in Table'3.1349,

Transportation and Circulation

The elimination of the office. practice facility, and sports' medigine cliniic‘uses in Alternative 3 and the
ability to walk to rail transit would reduce weekday;peak haur trify,generation by the ancillary uses by
more than half from that estimated for the Project, sulistastially reducing or possibly even avoiding the
significant impacts of the ancillary uses at intérsections aid néighborhood streets (Impacts 3.14-1, 3.14-4,
3.14-16, and 3.14-19).

The elimination of the hotel use woiilld avoid the sighiticant VMT impact identified for the Project hotel
use (Impact 3.14-10).

Pedestrian impacts could be lessened Since event attendees parking off site at Hollywood Park would be
shuttled to the off-site location¥iand would not have to cross arterial streets to access the oft-site parking
(Impact 3.14-13).

The nearest emergency room to the Alternative 3 site is located at the Centinela Hospital Medical Center,
approxingiitely'1.1 miles from the site. Given that large events at the Alternative 3 site would directly
impact lia Brea Avignue and Eucalyptus Avenue, two of the primary north-south routes across the future
Metro Crenghaw/[;AX light rail line within the City of Inglewood, Project-related congestion could
impact emergency access to the CHMC from northern portions of the City. This impact would be less
severe than emergency access impacts of the Project, but could nonetheless be require mitigation to result
in a less than significant impact.

Given the location of the City Services Center Alternative site relative to The Forum and the NFL
Stadium, Project impacts on intersections, neighborhood streets, freeway facilities, and public transit
during concurrent events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium would be shifted and somewhat lessened
from those for the Project during concurrent events (Impacts 3.14-28 and 3.14-29 and Impacts 3.14-33
and 3.14-34).
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Utilities and Service Systems

Under Alternative 3, utility demands would be proportionately decreased as a result of the elimination of
the practice facility, team offices, and sports medicine clinic in the Arena Structure and hotel uses. As
descnibed above, these uses would continue to exist and operate in their current locations. Water demand
of Alternative 3 would be approximately 31 to 35 percent lower than under the Project. Wastewater
generation of Alternative 3 would be about 22 percent lower than under the Project. Solid waste

generation of Alternative 3 would be approximately about 22 percent lower than under the Proj ect. Asa
result, impacts with respect to water supply (Impacts 3.15-2 and 3.15-4), wastewater treatment capacity
{(Impacts 3.15-5, 3.15-7), and solid waste disposal capacity (3.15-11 and 3.15-13) waiild be less than
significant under both the Project and Alternative 3.

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Project

Although the amount of development included in the City Services Ceifer Sité:Altemative is less than
under the Project, the specific aspects of the site create the potentigf foriimpacts that Would be more
severe than under the Project.

Aesthetics

Because of the narrowness of the surrounding streetsind the présence of residential uses immediately
across West Beach Avenue, the potential for spillovier lighting eftéets on residential uses is greater than
under the Project (Impacts 3.1-2 and 3.1-5). In:additions. the logation of the residences to the northeast of
the Arena Structure and 8-story Parking Striicture B'and 7+giory Parking Structure C that would be
located across the street would create thi, potential for shadows to be cast on the homes in afterncons in
the winter (Impact 3.1-3). Due to theiéver'dQ0-toot lénath and east-west alignment of the two parking
structures, such effects would bedonger lastinigithan shadow effects on homes under the Project and it is
likely that these impacts would, be'sigiiiticant. If such shadows were significant, mitigation would involve
reducing the height of the West BeachiAvenue parking structures, which could also materially reduce the
available parking on the'C ity Semvices Center Alternative Site.

Transportation and Cirgulation

Of the streets imiediately bordering the City Services Center Alternative site, Eucalyptus Avenue is
designated as a minotiarterial, Beach Avenue and Ivy Avenue are designated as collector streets, and
Cable Place is a logal street. Each of these streets currently provide only one tratfic lane in each direction
in the vicinity of thie alternative site, and Eucalyptus Avenue and Ivy Avenue will have at-grade crossings
with the Crenshaw/LAX light rail line. As such, the ability of Eucalyptus Avenue to adequately
accommodate peak event flows into and out of Parking Structure A and of West Beach Avenue to
adequately accommodate peak event flows into and out of Parking Structures B and C would result in
significant street and site access impacts (Impacts 3.14-4 through 3.14-6, and Impacts 3.14-19 through
3.14-21).

16 Memorandum — IBEC Alternative 3 — Wastewater & Solid Waste Generation, July 18, 2019.
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Basis for Finding

Alternative 3 (City Services Center Alternative Site) would avoid or lessen some impacts associated with
the Project; however, this alternative would also increase impacts to aesthetics and transportation and
circulation. As discussed above, this alternative would not further some of the key City objectives related
to transforming vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft
noise contours, and remaining environmentally conscious. Further, compared to the Project, Alternative 3
would generate a materially lower level of economic activity on the Project Site, and would materially
reduce overall revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified School District, due to the scaled-down
size of the alternative. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 12.) Project costs would also likelyiincrease under
Alternative 3 as the City’s corporation yard and the firefighter training academyiivould be'telogated to the
Project Site, and the City would likely have to bear the cost of replacing these facilities iprelitninarily
estimated at $75-100 million. (/bid.)

Alternative 3 would also be less responsive than the Proposed Projéct toithe City sibbjective to
“transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into computible landiyses within aircraft noise
contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with:-FederaliAviation Administration (FAA)
grants to the City.” As discussed above under Alternativg 1, th intent'ofithe AIP program is that the land
in question acquired by the City and Successor Ageficy be ¢leared:of incompatible uses, and that the grant
recipients use their best efforts to dispose of the land*4t fair market value for development with airport
compatible uses. Under Alternative 3, the praposediProjeet Site would not be developed as under the
Proposed Project. Rather, portions of the Prigect Site would'be developed with a replacement City
Services Center and firefighter training d¢ademy, Thege uses would be compatible with the location of the
Project Site. Nevertheless, becausgithese pottions éfithe site would continue to be owned by the City and
the Successor Agency, and othet'parts ¢f the Praject Site would remain vacant or underutilized. (ESA
Alternatives Memo, p. 14.)

Compared to the Proposed Project Alternative 3 also poses several issues relating to potential traffic
constraints. As dgieribediin the, ESA Alternatives Memo, the streets in the vicinity of the City Services
Center site are cyfvier, morg.discontinuous, and have less arterial capacity than the streets in the vicinity
of the Projeet:ite. Similar fo the Proposed Project, under Alternative 3 a total of 4,215 parking spaces
would bg provided 1n'two 8-story and one 7-story parking structures on the City Services Center site. One
garage (2,300 spacegs) would be accessible via Eucalyptus Avenue and two garages (1,915 spaces) that
would be atggssilile via Beach Avenue. Both Eucalyptus and Beach Avenues are two lane streets that
provide direct access the two major arterials near the Project Site — Florence Avenue one block to the
south and La Brea Avenue one block to the north/east. Traffic generated by up 4,215 vehicles
entering/leaving the City Services Center site before/after events would quickly overwhelm the nearby
intersections along Florence and La Brea Avenues, thus forcing traffic through neighborhoods to the
north of the site. This traffic would quickly overwhelm the capacity of local street system, thus resulting
in traffic gridlock. In addition, although the City Services Center Alternative site is closer to the 1-405
freeway (0.6 miles) than is the Proposed Project (1.3 miles), it is farther from the I-110 and I-105
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freeways; thus, regional trips would not be distributed as evenly and freeway impacts would be
concentrated on the 1-405. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 14.)

In addition to failing to achieve several of the City’s key objectives for the Project, Alternative 3 would
not further some of the project applicant’s objectives related to contributing to the economic and social
well-being of the community, providing sufficient complementary on-site uses to sustain the project on
non-event days, and creating a dynamic, year-round sports and entertainment district destination in the
southwestern portion of the City. The LA Clipper’s team front otfice would also remain in Downtown
Los Angeles under Alternative 3, and the team would continue to use its practice and training facility in
the Playa Vista neighborhood of Los Angeles, which would result in longer commute‘times and less
productive use than if the team’s offices and practice facilities were co-located with the atena. Qther
concerns raised by the project architect related to Alternative 3 include difficulties ni*designitig’a
sufficient loading dock for the arena; the ability to integrate the venue with iearby gxisting and proposed
uses; and the ability to achieve optimal security conditions due to the imited sige ofithe alternative site.
(ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 12.) Lastly. as discussed in the EIR atitl abgye, “[b]écdause constructing on
the City Services Center Alternative site would first require designing and constructing replacement uses on
the Project Site, it is uncertain if this alternative site would allow the applicant to begin hosting LA Clippers
home games in the 2024-2025 season....” (Draft EIR, p.6-43iisee alstiESA Alternatives Memo, p. 10.)
Thus, Alternative 3 may prevent the achievement of giject applicant objective 1a.

In addition, the Alternative 3 site is infeasiblgforilie following reasons, as set forth in the ESA
Alternatives Memo:

+  The Alternative 3 site also doesgiiiot meet;the ‘definition of “project area” included in Public Resources
Code section 21168.6.8(a)(5y.ThusgAlternative 3 would not meet the requirements for compliance
with AB 987. Due to this'change; should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the AB 987
dictated 270-day progess for legal piaceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be
subject to the established Tegaliptircess which can take three or more years. This more extended legal
process wouldlikelsipbstict the ability to meet the applicant’s schedule objective to open in time for
the 2024-2025 NBA season.

+  Altefnative 3 woulldsiot provide the City with the community benefits associated with the AB 987
certification process, particularly with respect to local GHG emission reductions and air pollutant
emissidn redugtions.

» Itis uncertain whether, under Alternative 3, the project applicant would provide the City with the
Community Benefits set forth in Development Agreement Exhibit C, or if those benefits would be
materially diminished.

The City Council rejects Alternative 3 (City Services Center Alternative Site) on each of these grounds
independently. All of the reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting this alternative.
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Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible Alternative 3.

4. Alternative 4: Baldwin Hills Alternative Site

Description

Under Alternative 4, the Project would be developed at the site of the existing BaldwiriHills Crenshaw
Plaza shopping mall, located approximately 4.5 miles north of the Project Site it the Baldwin Hills
neighborhood of the City of Los Angeles (see Figure 6 3). The focus of this alterative isito1dentify the
impacts that would occur if the arena and related development were to b cotistructed and operated at
another site that is located, if not within the City of Inglewood, then:in the samé general vicinity within
the region, but not as proximate to The Forum and the NFL Stadium, as @means of‘avoiding or lessening
the traffic and related impacts of concurrent events at these facilitigs, Becaus¢ the vicinity around
Inglewood is largely developed, available sites that may miestithese criteria and be of sufficient size to
accommodate the arena and other project elements arg:dimitedi#The Citydetermined that there is such a
site located in the vicinity of Baldwin Hills neighbethood.

The Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza shopping mall 18 appréxisately 43 acres in size and is bounded by
West 39th Street on the north, Crenshaw Bowlevard on the east, Stocker Street on the southeast, Santa
Rosalia Drive on the southwest, and Marlion Ax¥gnue.on the west. The mall is also bisected into two
parcels by Martin Luther King Jr4MLK) Boulevard' a northern parcel consisting of approximately 11
acres and a southern parcel consisting 632 acres. The Baldwin Hills Alternative site is located on a large
portion of the 32-acre southern'parcel of the mall.

Under existing conditions, the Baldwin Hills Alternative site includes approximately 791,650 square feet
of commercial retail, restayrant;and entertainment uses. These uses include anchor stores such Sears;
mall stores; restaiirants; a theater; a bank; and two parking structures. The existing Cinemark Theaters and
mall storg§ ot 'the Site, would remain. All other uses, including the Sears store and automotive center
would beg demolishgd and cleared for construction of the Alternative 4 uses. None of the uses on the
northern parcel would be disrupted, and the viaduct that crosses West Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard
would remain:

In general, regional highway facilities are located further from the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site than the
regional highway facilities that serve the Project Site. Regional access to the Baldwin Hills Alternative
site is provided by the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10), located approximately 1.6 miles to the north, the
Harbor Freeway (I-110), located about 3.1 miles to the east, and the San Diego Freeway (1-405), located
approximately 3.5 miles to the west. Local access to the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is provided by
Crenshaw Boulevard and West Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard. The Baldwin Hills Alterative site is
also accessible by transit via bus and the future Crenshaw/LAX light rail line. The closest bus stop to the
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Baldwin Hills Alternative site will be located immediately adjacent to the site, at the intersection of
Crenshaw Boulevard and MLK Boulevard, while the nearest light rail station is located immediately
adjacent to the site along the west side of Crenshaw Boulevard, south of MLK Boulevard.

The Baldwin Hills Alternative site is located adjacent to the Crenshaw Commercial Corridor and is
mostly surrounded by commercial uses with low and medium density residential uses located to the
southwest, south, and east. Land uses to the north consist of retail uses located across MLK Boulevard on
the mall’s 11-acre northern parcel while land uses to the east include single-story commercial uses and
associated parking. To the east, along Crenshaw Boulevard between West MLK Jr. Boulevard and West
Stocker Street, land uses are commercial for one parcel deep, and then single family résidential further
east. Land uses to the southeast across Stocker Street include single-story comnigeeial usesitwosstory
multifamily uses, and one-story single-family residential uses. Land uses to the southwéist along Santa
Rosalia Drive include various mid-rise residential and office uses including'd fours§tory medical office
building, six-story condominium building, a church and preparatory géademy, dand a'¢ommunity
recreational facility (YMCA). Land uses to the west along Marltoti‘Aveniie includéia large three-story
Kaiser Permanente medical office building surrounded by parking!

The Baldwin Hills Alternative Site is designated Regional Commeéreidl Center, and is located in the West
Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan areg; L.and ysesisurrounding the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site within the City of Los Angeles are dégignated by the West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert
Community Plan as Regional Commercial Cegiterto.the northy Community Commercial and
Neighborhood Commercial to the east, Coinmunity Cammercial to the southeast, and Regional Center
Commercial to the west. With respectedito zoning. the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is designated
Commercial (C2). Land uses surrouiiding the, Baldwin Hills alternative site within the City of Los
Angeles are zoned as Commercial{C2 )46 the north; Limited Commercial (C1) to the east; Commercial
(C2) to the southwest; and Comymergial (C2) to the west. Land uses within unincorporated Los Angeles
County to the southeast are, zonedMultiple Dwelling Unit Residential (R3).

A plan to moderizéiantdiredevelop the existing Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza shopping mall was approved
by the City of Log Angelesiin 204R. The plan calls for the demolition of approximately 13,400 square feet of
retail/restaurant space and the construction of about 44,200 square feet of retail/restaurant space, a 400-room
hotel, and"410 apartmeéntiiinits on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site; the existing mall buildings and theater
would remain. The project has yet to be developed.

Alternative 4 would involve the demolition of the Sears store, the east parking structure along Crenshaw
Boulevard, and smaller commercial and retail outbuildings along Stocker Street, Santa Rosalia Drive, and
Marlton Avenue. The former Walmart store at the corner of Crenshaw Boulevard and West MLK Jr.
Boulevard, the main mall structure (including bridge structure), and Cinemark movie theater would
remain. In addition, the west parking structure along Marlton Avenue would either be expanded or
replaced under this alternative.

Similar to the Project, the arena under Alternative 4 would have a capacity of 18,000 attendees in an NBA
basketball configuration, and up to 18,500 in certain concert configurations. In addition, a team practice
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facility, sports medical clinic, team offices, and retail uses would be included under this alternative. The
square footage of each of these uses would remain the same as under the Project. This altemative would
not include a hotel or a new potable water well because such uses would not be removed in order to
accommodate the Arena Structure. Approximately 4,060 on-site parking spaces would be provided in two
parking structures, slightly less than the 4,125 on-site parking spaces that would be provided in the
Project. On-site parking would be provided in the expanded or new four-level 2,100-space Parking
Structure A that would be accessed from Marlton Avenue and a new four-level, 1,960-space Parking
Structure B would be constructed along Stocker Street.

Relationship to Project Objectives

The City of Inglewood’s basic objectives for the Project involve economic developmentirevitalization,
and enhancing the welfare of the City and its residents, transforming underatilized property in the City,
enhancing the identity of the City, and creating jobs in Inglewood. Be¢ause the'Baldwin Hills Alternative
Site is located in the City of Los Angeles and not in the City of Inglewooid, none ofithe City of
Inglewood’s objectives for the Project would be met under Alterniditive 4. Nustably, the City of Inglewood
has long-standing goals articulated in the General Plan Land:lJse Elenient which call for the promotion of
economic development that would generate opportunitigé andiemployinerit for the City’s residents.
Contrary to these goals, Alternative 4 would elimingte all ingreasés in revenues to the City and the
Inglewood Unified School District. Alternative 4 wouldalso be mconsistent with the City’s objective to
“transform vacant or underutilized land withifi'the @ity into compatible land uses within aircraft noise
contours generated by operations at LAX, ni:compliange with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
grants to the City.” As discussed aboyve tiider Alternative 1, the intent of the AIP program is that the land
in question acquired by the City andd'Successor Agéncy be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant
recipients use their best efforts t6idispose of théiland at fair market value for development with airport
compatible uses. Under Alternative 4. the proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the
Proposed Project. (ESAsAdternativiss Mémo, p. 16.)

The Baldwin HillsiAlternative Site would meet most but not all of the project applicant’s objectives for
the project. Becalise the Baldwitt'Hills Alternative site would first require acquiring the site, and then
designing andapproving the project through the City of Los Angeles, it is uncertain if this alternative site
would ajfow the applicétit'io begin hosting LA Clippers home games in the 20242025 season, and thus
could beignable to meet project applicant Objective 1a. While a state-of-the-art multi-purpose basketball
and entertaisiment center (project applicant Objective 1a) along with team facilities (project applicant
Objective 1¢) and retail uses (project applicant Objective 1¢) would be constructed under the Baldwin
Hills Alternative, it would not combine with the future NFL Stadium to create a dynamic, year-round
sports and entertainment district destination in the southwestern portion of Inglewood (project applicant
Objective 3a).
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Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 at the end of Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the EIR has an impact-by-impact comparison of the
significant impacts of the Project and Alternative 4. The comparative analysis of environmental effects
provided below was informed by the 2016 Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR (Master
Plan EIR),17 that contained information relating to existing conditions in and around the Baldwin Hills
Alternative Site, and the environmental impacts of redevelopment of the site.

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Project

Because the size of the arena and the amount of development would be essentially the same as the
development in the Project, many of the impacts of the Project that are affected'by'the intengity 6f
development would remain the same or very similar at the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site!

Aesthetics

The aesthetic conditions around the Baldwin Hills Alternative site are different in specifics than at the
Project Site, but similar in character. The site is adjacent to a majotigommercigl corridor, in this case
Crenshaw Boulevard, with other commercial lined streets bagkisd:by résidential neighborhoods on several
sides. Long range views are of urbanized Los Angelesiand while the proposed arena and associated uses
at this site would be clearly identifiable, the aesthetic change of the:site from a regional shopping mall
with major parking resources to an arena with parkingiigsources svould not be material (Impact 3.1-1).
Most of the immediately adjacent uses that would bé potentially affected by shadows created by the larger
structures are commercial in nature, and givén the 4-story profile of the perimeter parking structures, it is
unlikely that significant shadow impdets woeuld“4ffectitearby residential uses (Impact 3.1-3).

Although they would affect light sensitive receptors at a different location, the spillover lighting effects of
Alternative 4 would be of similag, magnitude as those of the Project. Adjacent to the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site there arglight sensitive résidences across Stocker Street and Santa Rosalia Drive.
Hluminated signage on retailbuildings‘and parking structures, plaza lighting, and arena fagade lighting
could spillover these stréets, andiresult in light in excess of City of Los Angeles standards on residential
properties. While many of these current light sensitive receptors are in proximity to the existing Baldwin
Hills maljiuses! the increased height, signage, and area lighting from the proposed type of development
could exacerbate existing light levels and create significant impacts (Impacts 3.1-2 and 3.1-5). Like the
Project, Alternative 4 would require implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1-2(a) and (b).

Biological Resources

A number of trees are located on and/or adjacent to the Baldwin Hills Alternative site so it is likely that
tree loss or other construction activities that would occur with Alternative 4 could disturb nesting raptors
or migratory birds (Impact 3.3-2). Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 would reduce these impacts by requiring that

17" City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016.
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steps be taken to protect this resource during construction. As a result, impacts to nesting raptors or
migratory birds would be similar to the Project.

Geology and Soils

Impacts of the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site related to geology and soils conditions and hazards,
including paleontological resources would be similar to those described for the Project. Because
Alternative 4 would occur approximately 4.5 miles north of the Project Site, the geological and soils
conditions that would be encountered in construction of Alternative 3 would similar to those with the
Project. Because the amount of ground-disturbing activity under Alternative 4 would be essentially the
same as with the Project, the potential for erosion and accidental discovery of paleontslogical resources
would be correspondingly similar (Impacts 3.6-2 and 3.6-4). These impacts wosld:contintie:to be
potentially significant under Alternative 4 and would require the same mitigationi measies as‘identified
for the Project in order to reduce the impact to less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Past soil contamination on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site has'gither beenzemediated or does not pose

a concern to individuals and/or the environment." Howevét itispossible that previously contaminated
soils may still remain on the Baldwin Hills Alternativeisite, and.thus, as*with the Project, construction
workers could be exposed to contamination during:ground disturbing activities (Impact 3.8-4). Mitigation
Measure 3.8-4 would require the preparation and appréwal of thei8oil Management Plan prior to initiating
earthwork activities, which would reduce the potential foriwerker exposures. For this reason, impacts
related to on-site contamination would be sithilar to theiProject.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Baldwin Hills Alternative site'is fully develtiped with impervious surfaces; pervious surfaces on the
site are minimal and include orngumerital landscaping. Surface water runoff from the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site is directediinto an égtensive storm drain collection system that serves the area. Similar to
the Project, it is possible thit,constriiction and operation of Alternative 4 could degrade the quality of the
water that is discharged frém the Baldwin Hills Alternative site (Impacts 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.9-1 and 3.9-4). In
addition, as withithe Project; altered drainage patterns on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site during both
constructipn and opérationhave the potential to result in erosion, sedimentation, and/or flooding on or off
site by redirecting-ir concentrating flows (Impact 3.9-3 and 3.9-6). Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) would
require the;project at the Baldwin Hills Alternative site to comply with a number of regulations governing
water quality“4iid drainage while Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(b) would require the periodic sweeping of
parking lots during operation to remove contaminates. As a result, impacts related to water quality and
drainage would be similar to those described for the Project.

18 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. p. TV.F-
10.
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Land Use and Planning

Like the Project, Alternative 4 would not result in the division of an established community, as the arena
and other uses would be located entirely within the southern parcel of the Baldwin Hills-Crenshaw Plaza
mall; the vacation of streets would not be required. Alternative 4 would likely require an amendment to
West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert Community Plan. With the amendment, Alternative 4 would be
consistent with plans or policies that have been adopted for the purposes of environmental mitigation, and
thus it would have less-than significant-impacts related to land use and planning (Impacts 3.10-1 through
3.10-4).

Noise and Vibration

Construction vibration levels under Alternative 4 would be similar to the Projeét duse to theiuse:of similar
amounts of equipment and construction methods. As a result, vibration impacts with 1espéet 1o structural
damage and human annoyance (Impacts 3.11-3 and 3.11-6) would be thé:sanie and would still require the
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.11-3(a) through (¢), whicli fequires mininym distances of
construction equipment from sensitive receptors and the designation of &¢onstruction relations officer to
field vibration-related complaints.

Like the Project (Impacts 3.11-4 and 3.11-8), Alternatiye'4 would not'expose people residing or working
within the Baldwin Hills Alternative site to excessivi noisedevelsifrom aircraft as the site is not located
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport;

Population, Employment and Housing

According to the Master Plan EIR, develdpmentunder the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan
would result in a net increase of 1,760 empléyees'tfi'the site. However, these new jobs would be

accommodated by unemployed workersin the atea.” Similar to the Project. Alternative 4 would add 768
non-event employees to the Baldwin'Hills Alternative site, which is less than half the number that would
be added under the Masi¢i Plan, Asia resuilt, these new jobs would also be accommodated by unemployed
workers in the area, Jn additian, as'fic'housing is located on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site,
Alternative 4 woild not regult'ifthe displacement of substantial numbers of people or housing. For these
reasons, impactsitelated to population, employment, and housing (Impacts 3.12-1 through 3.12-4) under
Alternatiyg 4" Wouldibe similar in magnitude to the Project.

Public Services

Fire protectiotiiervices at the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is provided by the City of Los Angeles Fire
Department (LAFD) and police protection services are provided by the Los Angeles Police Department
(LAPD). There are multiple fire stations that provide service to the project site, including Station Nos. 94,
34, and 66, which the LAFD has indicated that the response times and distances to the Project Site from

19 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. p. TV.J-
11
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Station 94 and Station 34 currently meet LAFD standards.” The Baldwin Hills Alternative Site is located
within the LAPI)’s South Bureau, and is served by the Southwest Community Police Station, located at

1546 West Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard.” With the implementation of a series of Regulatory
Compliance Measures and Project Design Features required of new projects in the City of Los Angeles,
the Project built and operated at the Baldwin Hills Alternative site would have a less than significant
impact on the provision of fire and police protection services (Impacts 3.13-1 through 3.13-4). This
impact would be similar in magnitude to the impact at the Project Site.

Because the Project does not include residential uses, it would not adversely affect City of Los Angeles
parks and recreation facilities or Los Angeles Unified School District elementary, middle, and high
schools (Impacts 3.13-5 through 3.13-12). Thus, these impacts would be the saimeias with the Project.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative 4, the ability to walk to the Crenshaw/LAX light raitline Martis:Luther King Jr. Station
without the need for shuttling would increase the attractiveness ofirail transit, although this eftect could be
partially offset since only one rail line would be thus accessible. Theremoval'éf.a portion of the retail uses
at Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza shopping mall to accommiditethe Préject at the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site would reduce the net vehicle trip increage generdted by the project at this site. Although the
net new trips generated by major events at the arenaswould bgredutied somewhat, a substantial reduction in
the level of intersection, neighborhood street, or freewas:ficility snpacts would not be expected

(Impacts 3.14-1 through 3.14-9, Impacts 3.14416 thropgh 314424, Impacts 3.14-28 and 3.14-39, and
Impacts 3.14-33 and 3.14-34).

In general, regional highway facilifies are 1oéated fiirther from the Baldwin Hills Alternative site than the
regional highway facilities that Sérve thé Projectisite. Regional access to the Baldwin Hills Alternative
site is provided by the I-10 fregiyay. located approximately 1.6 miles to the north, the I-110 freeway,
located about 3.1 miles fo:the eastiand ‘the 1-405 freeway, located approximately 3.5 miles to the west.
Local access to the BaldwitHills"Altgmative site is provided by Crenshaw Boulevard and Martin Luther
King Jr. Boulevagd; bothitsf which are designated as Avenue I arterial streets in the City of Los Angeles

Mobility Plan 2035, and Stogker Street, a Boulevard I arterial street in the Mobility Plan 2035. * Each of
the streetgibordering the Baldwin Hills Alternative site provide multiple traffic lanes.

Similar téithe Projéct, Alternative 4 has the potential to impact on-time performance for buses operating
in the vicinityibe¢ause of congestion associated with event arrival and departure traffic (Impacts 3.14-11,
3.14-25, 3.14-30, and 3.14-33).

City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. p.
IVK.1-2.

City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. p.
IV.K.2-2.

22 City of Los Angeles, Mobility Plan 2035, An Element of the General Plan, Adopted January 2016,
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Pedestrian impacts could be similar since not all parking would be provided on the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site and pedestrians could be crossing arterial streets to access off-site parking
(Impact 3.14-13).

Construction impacts on traffic were determined to be significant for the Project due to temporary lane
closures along the Project frontages on South Prairie Avenue and West Century Boulevard. Construction
of the Project at the Alternative 4 site would likely involve temporary lane closures along the Stocker
Street frontage of the site for construction of a parking garage. Therefore, construction impacts for
Alternative 4 would be in a different location but could be similar in magnitude to those for the Project.

Utilities and Service Systems

Similar to the Project, Alternative 4 would demand approximately 103 acre-feet per vaar(AEY) with the
implementation of baseline water conservation measures and about 63 AF¥:with TEED Gold
certification. Water service to the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is pre¥ided bvithe Lips Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP). In accordance with th¢ requirements'af Senate Bill 610 and
California Water Code section 10912(a), LAWDP, as the designated watergupplier, prepared a Water
Supply Assessment (WSA) for development proposed undgs.the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master
Plan. The WSA concluded that the anticipated additiong}:332:5 AFYiof annual water demand under the
Master Plan falls within the City’s projected water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years
through the year 2030 and falls within the City’s 25-vgar water demand growth proj ection.” As
Alternative 4 would demand substantially legs waterithanithe. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan,
LADWP would also have sufficient supplyitp serve deyelopment under Alternative 4. This impact would
be the same as the Project.

In addition, like with the Project; the existing storm drain system in the vicinity of the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site may have insifficient capacity to accommodate post-construction stormwater runoff from
the Alternative 4 development (Inipacts 3.15-9 and 3.15-10). Mitigation Measures 3.15-9 and 3.15-10
would require the projectity, comply wWith a number of regulations governing water quality and drainage
(Mitigation Measgre 3:941(a)):As a result, impacts related to stormwater capacity would be similar to
those described for the Projéct.

Impacts identified as:Being Less Severe than the Project

Air Quality and GHG Emissions

Air Quality aidiGHG emissions during construction and operation under Alternative 4 would be similar
to the Project but slightly lessened as this alternative would not include the planned hotel on the East
Transportation Site or a new potable water well. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 4 would
conflict with implementation of the applicable air quality plans, as operational emissions associated with

23 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016.
pp- [IV.M.2-11 to IV.M.2-12.

DRAFT (June 12, 2020)
Page [ PAGE ] of [ NUMPAGES |



Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged
Subject to Revision

the alternative, though somewhat reduced, would still exceed thresholds established by the SCAQMD for
criteria air pollutants (Impacts 3.2-1 and 3.2-5).

Impacts associated with the emission of criteria air pollutants (Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6), localized
maximum daily operational emissions (NO») (Impacts 3.2-3 and 3.2-7), and GHG emissions (Impact 3.7-
1 and 3.7-2) would be slightly reduced, but would still require the implementation of Mitigation Measure
3.2-2(a), which would require the implementation of a transportation demand management (TDM)
program (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2(b)), Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b), which would require the testing of
the emergency generators and fire pump generators on non-event days, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(c),
which would require preparation and implementation of a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan,
Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d), which would require the project applicant to encourage the tse of zero- and
near-zero emissions vendor and delivery trucks, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a), which Wéuld reqguire the
implementation of a GHG reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3.7-1( b, which sweuld require the
preparation of an annual GHG verification report to determine the numiber of GHG 6ffsets required to
bring the project below the no net new GHG emissions threshold af sighificance.

Biological Resources
None of the trees listed in the City of Los Angeles Protgptive Tre¢ Otidiniance occur on the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site.”’ Asa result, Alternative 4 would pot result:in the:loss of protected trees (3.3-3).

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 to reduce this impact wouldinot'be required. As a result, impacts to protected
trees would be avoided under this alternative;

Energy Demand and Conservation

Energy demand during constructigiand operation:gnider Alternative 4 would be similar to the Project but
slightly lessened as this alternative. would not melude the planned hotel on the East Transportation Site or
a new potable water well Impagts 3.3:2 and 3.5-4.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Alternative 4 would not'vésultiin an air navigation hazard as the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is not
located within ati airport land us¢ area plan. For this reason, hazards impacts associated with air
navigation{Titipact 3.8-5) would be avoided under this alternative and Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 would
not be required.

Transportation:and Circulation

The removal of a portion of the existing retail uses at Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza shopping mall to
accommodate the Project at the Baldwin Hills Alternative site would reduce the net vehicle trip increase
generated by the project at this site. Net new trips generated by the ancillary uses would be reduced to the
extent that intersection and street impacts are unlikely for the ancillary uses (Impacts 3.14-1, 3.14-4,

24 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016.
Appendix A, Initial Study, p. 5.
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3.14-16, and 3.14-19). Net new trips generated by daytime events uses would be reduced because of both
the removal of a portion of the existing uses and the ability to walk to rail transit, reducing intersection,
neighborhood street, and freeway facility impacts for daytime events (Impacts 3.14-2, 3.14-5, 3.14-8,
3.14-17, 3.14-20, and 3.14-23).

Average trip lengths for attendees of events at the Baldwin Hills Alternative site would likely be shorter
than those for events at the Project given the site’s location closer to the regional center, reducing the
significant VMT impacts identified for events at the Project, but not to a level that is less than significant.
The elimination of the hotel use would avoid the significant VMT impact identified for the Project’s hotel
use (Impact 3.14-10).

The nearest emergency rooms to the Alternative 4 site are located at the Kaiser Berfrianente West Los
Angeles Medical Center, approximately 2.7 miles from the site, and the Séisthern ‘Californiiatat Culver
City, approximately, 3.3 miles from the site. Given the distance from i site, impacts on emergency
access would not be expected to be significant, and would not require mitigation’

Given that the location of the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is over 3imiles from: The Forum and the NFL
Stadium, the level of additional project-related impact on intersestions, weighborhood streets, freeway
facilities, and public transit during concurrent events at:ffthe Fortim and/or the NFL Stadium would be
substantially reduced from that for the Project during concusient events (Impacts 3.14-28 and 3.14-29,
Impact 3.14-30, Impacts 3.14-33 through 3.14-35).

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than'the Project
Cultural Resources

According to Master Plan EIR, tiwo knowin archiagological sites are located on the Baldwin Hills
Alternative site. Archaeologi¢s], sité gurvey records indicate the presence of archaeclogical burial remains
and artifacts including abalone shélls, miellusk shells, chipped stone points, and other unidentified
material that were identified dndigeorded in 1946 during construction of the Broadway Building on the

northern mall pargel andisgainiin 1951 during excavation for the basement store.” In addition, the
vounger quaterngry alluviung deposits underneath the Baldwin Hills Alternative site typically do not
contain significant/fossil vertebrate remains; however, older, deeper deposits underneath the site may

L .26
contain significantvertebrate fossils.

For these reagonsi Similar to the Project Site, it is possible that the Baldwin Hills Alternative site may
contain unknown historical, archaeological, or tribal cultural resources (Impacts 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3, 3.4-5,
3.4-6, and 3.4-7), and/or unknown human remains (Impacts 3.4-4 and 3.4-8). As noted above, the Master
Plan EIR identified that there are two known archaeological sites within the Project Site, and City of Los

25 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. p.
IV.D.2-9.

26 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. p.
IV.D.2-6.
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Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument No. 487 (Sanchez Ranch) is located within 500 feet of the Project
Site. Both archaeological resource sites 19-000080 and 19-001336, and City of Los Angeles Cultural
Monument No. 487, have recorded the existence of Native American burial remains and other artifacts
including abalone shells, mollusk shells, and chipped stone points. Due to the proximate location of the
proposed grading areas and these sites, potential to disturb other undiscovered Native American remains
that may exist beneath the Project Site is considered moderate to high. Because of the potential for
accidental discovery of such resources occur during construction, this impact would be potentially
significant and considered more severe than that described for the Project.

Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-4 would reduce these impacts by requiring that woik stop if such
resources are uncovered, and that the resources be appropriately evaluated and treated. Neverthelbss,
because of the known presence of Native American archaeological resources, including:human‘ remains
and burial artifacts on and near the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site, impagtsién archagtlogical resources,
and human remains would be more severe than for the Project.

Noise and Vibration

Ambient noise levels at locations around the Baldwin Hills:Alternative site aré similar, but somewhat
lower than those in the vicinity of the Project Site. Noisg:levels aloniipetimeter streets range from about

61 to 69 dBA Leq at the Baldwin Hills Alternative site,27 comparéd to a range of approximately 64 to
71 dBA Leq at the Project Site {see Table 3.11-1). While traffic noise generators are similar in character,
the Baldwin Hills Alternative site area lacks.proximity toigirgiaft noise as is the case at the Project Site.

Noise levels under generated by constrifétion dnd opergtion of Alternative 4 would be similar to the
Project and sensitive receptors along Stockei, Streét fo'the south, across Crenshaw Boulevard to the east,
across Santa Rosalia Dnive to the west-southweist, and across West MLK Jr. Boulevard to the northwest
of the Baldwin Hills Alterativie sité:would be subjected to the same noise levels as sensitive receptors
near the Project Site duning consttiictioniand operation; these receptors would be located similar distances
as sensitive receptors near the Project:Site from construction activity, nearby roadways, and arena plaza
activities. Therefgie, While temiporary increases in noise during construction and permanent increases in
noise during opetation (Impacts'3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-5, and 3.11-6) would be of similar magnitude, the
fact that the:Baldwin Hills Alternative site area is generally quieter than the Project Site vicinity would
result infmore severe titipacts with Alternative 4 than under the Project. Development under Alternative 4
would still be required to implement Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, which requires the implementation of
measures anigh.controls to reduce noise during construction, Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a), which would
require the preparation of an operations noise reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(b), which
requires the implementation of a transportation demand management (TDM) program (Mitigation
Measure 3.14-2(b)).

27 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. Table
VI3, p. IVI7.
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Transportation and Circulation

The amount of on-site parking under Alternative 4 would be similar to that for the Project, meaning that a
substantial amount of parking (roughly 3,700 to 4,100 spaces for a major event) would still need to be
provided off site. Some could potentially be accommodated in the evenings in the parking lot for the
medical office building across Marlton Avenue to the northwest or in other small lots in the area.
However, this is likely to be insufficient, and event spillover parking onto nearby residential streets could
be a significant impact.

Three of the streets surrounding the Alternative 4 site are identified in the City of Los Angeles Mobility
Plan 2035 for future bicycle improvements: Crenshaw Boulevard is on the Bicycle Lane Network
identified for Tier 2 Bicycle Lanes, Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard is on the:Bicycle Enhanced
Network identified for Tier 1 Protected Bicycle Lanes, and Santa Rosalia Drive t§.on ‘thésNeighborhood
Enhanced Network. As such, depending on the location of parking access atid shuttlée'bus pull-outs,
construction and operation of the Project could adversely aftect planngd bicycléifacilities. Strategic
placement of Traffic Control Officers could potentially mitigate anty suchumpacts

Utilities and Service Systems

At the Project Site, wastewater flows could be accommatlatediwith séverél limited off-site improvements
to increase capacity in focal lines. At the Baldwin Hills Alternativ, site, the 12-inch sewer line under
Marlton Avenue has a remaining flow capacity of 0.28MGD; the capacity of the sewer under Crenshaw

Boulevard is unknown.” The estimated peali wastewaterflowifrom the Project development would be
approximately 0.70 MGD, more than doubléithe known capacity of lines serving the site. Thus,
infrastructure upgrades would be needed 't allody the focal wastewater infrastructure adjacent to the
Project Site to serve the Project atthe Baldwin Hills"Alternative site. The construction of these
infrastructure improvements gouldizauseé noise, tiaffic disruption, and other environmental effects
associated with sewer line upgrages.“his impact would be more severe than at the Project Site.

Basis for Finding

Alternative 4 (Baldwin Hills:Alternative Site) would avoid or lessen some impacts associated with the
Project, howigver, this alternative would also increase impacts to cultural resources, noise and vibration,
transportation and girculation, and utilities and service systems. Because the Project would be located
within the:City of Ebs Angeles, none of the City of Inglewood’s objectives for the Project would be met
under Altertisitiveid. For example, the City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a
premier regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective 1), enhancing the City’s general
economic health by stimulating new business and economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing
(with private funds) a public assembly space that would host sporting, cultural, business, and community
events (City Objective 8). Alternative 4 would be inconsistent with the City’s objective to “transform

28 City of Los Angeles, 2016. Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan Project EIR. November 2016. Table
IV.I-3, p. [IVM.1-11.
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vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours
generated by operations at LAX| in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the
City.” Alternative 4 would also fail to provide any of the community benefits to be provided by the
project applicant pursuant to the Development Agreement. (See ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 17.)

Additionally, the project applicant’s objectives related to hosting LA Clippers home games in the 2024--
2025 season, and creating a dynamic, year-round sports and entertainment district destination in the
southwestern portion of Inglewood would not be met under this alternative. The proposed arena and
associated development would require a complete redesign, including necessary NBA review and
approval, along with review and approval through the City of Los Angeles, including‘preparation of a
new CEQA document. The need to restart the planning and entitlement processsvould resilt in séhedule
extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant’s schedulé:objeétive to spen in
time for the 2024-2025 NBA season. It is also uncertain whether the City'af.Los Angeles would approve
the construction of the Project on the site, whether the Baldwin Hills Alternativie sitéiis available for
purchase, or whether use of the Baldwin Site for the Project is feasible ity light of'tiaffic constraints and
the proximity of existing and future retail use and nearby residential neighbérhoods. (ESA Alternatives
Memo, pp. 14-15.)

As with Alternative 3, the Alternative 4 site also doesinot meet'the definition of “project area” included in
Public Resources Code section 21168.6.8(a)(5). Thus, Altérnative 4would not meet the requirements for
compliance with AB 987. Due to this change, shitiuld the adequiicy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the
AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal;proceedingg, including any potential appeals, the project would
be subject to the established legal process whitgh can take three or more years. This more extended legal
process would likely obstruct the ability t¢'ineet'the applicant’s schedule objective to open in time for the
2024-2025 NBA season. In addition, begause '&B 987 would not apply at this site, there would be as a
loss of environmental benefit§:as thesmeasures the project applicant has committed to in the Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Plan would not bé:implémented under Altemative 4. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 17.) In
addition, the City would'recetv&monéof the substantial community benefits incorporated into the
Development Agregimeitfor the Project. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 17.)

As set forth in the:ESA Alternatives Memo, this alternative is considered infeasible for the following,
additionaliteasons:

« Itis uncertiin whether the City of Los Angeles would consider an alternative plan for the site,
given‘téeent planning efforts approved for the site.

¢ It is unknown if the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is available for purchase, or if the owner of the
site would be willing to sell to the project applicant. In addition, the plan to modernize and
redevelop the site is currently subject to ongoing litigation, which could constrain the ability of
the project applicant to purchase the property before the litigation is resolved.
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*  Due to the setting and configuration of the site, Alternative 4 would create a significant parking,
traftic, and operational challenges that could result in adverse effects to the existing and
remaining businesses, or result in spillover effects in nearby neighborhoods

«  Traffic generated under Alternative 4 would have to travel farther to and from regional highway
facilities, resulting in more potential affected intersections that could be adversely affected along
roadways leading to the Baldwin Hills Alternative site.

The City Council rejects Alternative 4 (Baldwin Hills Alternative Site) on each of theséigrounds
independently. All of the reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejectiiig this alternative.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, fiigluding provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasihle Alterniative 4.

5. Alternative 5: The District at South Bay Alternative Site

Description

Under Altemnative 5, the Project would be déveloped at a site in the City of Carson approximately 8 miles
southeast of the Project Site (see Figiive 6'4). The, foois of this alternative is to identify the impacts that
would occur if the arena and related developmient dre located at another site that is, if not proximate to the
City, then at a site that has previouglybeen considered for a sports and entertainment facility. The City
has determined that there is suchia siteilocated in the City of Carson. One key aim of this alternative is to
determine whether such'a site;existsthat

would locate thegirena at'@siteithat is not as proximate to The Forum and the NFL stadium, as a means of
avoiding or lessening the traffic and related impacts of concurrent events at these facilities. The City has
determinedthat Altérnative’S may meet these criteria. There is some question regarding whether this site
would nieet the prggect applicant’s objective to “[lJocate a basketball and entertainment center on a site
that is geographically desirable and accessible to the LA Clippers’ current and anticipated fan base.”
Based on avalible information, however, this alternative appears to be potentially feasible.

Specifically, the Project would be located on a portion of a 157-acre site known as The District at South
Bay, located west of the San Diego Freeway (I-405) and south of Del Amo Boulevard. The site is a
former Class II landfill that is currently undergoing remediation and closure. The site is mostly vacant and
is covered with nonnative grasses with the exception of the eastern portion of the site adjacent to the I-
405, where a 711,500-square-foot regional commercial center is presently being constructed. Other
existing facilities on the site include groundwater and landfill gas treatment facilities, and subsurface
facilities to assist with dispersion of landfill gases. Construction trailers and equipment are also located in
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the northwestern portion of the site; soil and material stockpiles and construction materials are stored in
various locations on the site.

Regional access to the site would be provided by the San Diego Freeway (I-405), immediately adjacent to
the east, Harbor Freeway (I-110 Freeway), approximately 0.5 miles to the west, Artesia Freeway (SR-91
Freeway), about 1.9 miles to the north, and Long Beach Freeway (I-710 Freeway), approximately 3.4
miles to the east. Overall, these regional highway facilities are located closer to the Alternative 5 site than
the regional highway facilities that serve the Project. Local access to the site is provided by Del Amo
Boulevard, Avalon Boulevard, and Main Street. Transit at the Alternative 5 site includes bus service
provided by the City of Carson’s bus system, Carson Circuit, which provides connections to the Metro
Blue Line and regional bus services from Torrance Transit, the MTA, Long Beagh Transitiand Gérdena
Municipal Bus Lines. The nearest bus stop is located at the intersection of Del Amo Bisylevard'and Main
Street, located adjacent to the northwest corner of the project site, and muliiple bu lifics runining north-
south along Avalon Boulevard. The nearest light rail station is the Mefrd Blue'lsine ‘station at Del Amo
Boulevard, about 3.5 miles east of the site.

The Alternative 5 site is surrounded by multiple land uses. Uses to the, east across the I-405 include
residential neighborhoods and regional retail, most notably the ‘Séiith:-Bay Pavilion at Carson. To the
north of the site is the Porsche Experience Center, a 6:5-kilomeétie test and development auto racetrack, a
racing car exhibition, and a restaurant, To the northeast isithe Victotia Golf Course. Residential areas,
consisting of one- and two-story detached residesives and manufactured homes, are located to the south
and west. The residences are separated froni ‘the Altérnativéi5 site by the Torrance Lateral Flood Control
Channel (Torrance Lateral), a concrete-lined drainage channel which parallels the southern and western
border of the site. To the west of thejsite, éxtendiiig dway from the site on West Torrance Boulevard and
Del Amo Boulevard, are low-ris¢ commercial¥dnd light industrial uses.

The site is designated Mixed Usé:- Retidential in the City of Carson General Plan and designated Mixed-
Use Marketplace (MU-Mj atid:Commercial Marketplace (CM) in The District at South Bay Specific Plan.
Land uses surroundisigithe project site are designated by the City of Carson General Plan as Mixed Use
Residential and Mixed Use:- Business Park to the north, Regional Commercial to the east, Low Density
Residential and High Density Residential to the south, and Low Density Residential to the west. With
respected 10 zoning land.sises surrounding the project site are zoned regional commercial to the north and
east, and single-family and multi-family residential to the south and west.

In 2006, the Cit§'6f Carson adopted the Carson Marketplace Specific Plan, which proposed constructing a
1,995,125-sf mixed-use commercial project (retail, 300 hotel rooms, and entertainment uses) and 1,550
residential units. In 2011, the specific plan was amended and renamed “The Boulevards at South Bay
Specific Plan.” In 2013, the specific plan area was proposed for the development of an NFL Stadium that
would have served as the home for the San Diego Chargers and Oakland Raiders franchises. Ultimately
this site was not selected, and the Chargers relocated to Los Angeles with the intent to play games at the
new NFL Stadium under construction in Inglewood, and the Raiders decided to relocate to a new stadium
currently under development in Las Vegas.
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In 2018, the specific plan was further amended to allow for regional commercial uses and renamed “The
District at South Bay Specitic Plan.” Under the current proposal, the 157-acre site would be developed
with a total of 1,250 residential units and 1,834,833 square feet of commercial uses including
approximately 711,500 square feet of regional commercial uses, including outlet and restaurant uses, and
890,000 square feet of regional retail center, neighborhood-serving commercial, restaurant, and
commercial recreation/entertainment uses, as well as 350 rooms total in two hotels. As discussed above,
the 711,500-square-foot regional commercial center (Los Angeles Premium Outlets) is under construction
on the approximately 30-acre eastern portion of the specific plan area, adjacent to the 1-403.

As with the Project, the Alternative 5 arena would have a capacity of 18,000 attendeesiin an NBA
basketball configuration, and up to 18,500 in certain concert configurations. In addition, this alteifiative
would include a team practice facility, sports medical clinic, team offices, and retal tsies, The square
footage of each of these uses would remain the same as under the Project."Approxiipately 8,000 surface
parking spaces would be provided on the site; no parking structures wtild be tonstriicted. The amount of
parking is almost twice as much parking as is provided by the Projétt, atid would'tespond to the relative
lack of access to transit (3.5 miles to the Metro Blue Line Del Amip Stationtjiand lack of substantial
parking resources in the vicinity of the Alternative 5 site.

The design of the arena would change in response to dle conditiéms on the District at South Bay
Alterative site. Investigation of and planning for rémedigtion of the former landfill started in the late
1970s, and continued for about 40 years. The IXTSC Remedial:Action Plan for the former landfill requires
the creation of an impervious cap underlairt by cleanfill. Thus, in order to avoid substantial changes to
those earlier plans that would be associdted with substasitial excavation, instead of excavating to a depth
of up to 35 feet and removing approgimately 376/00@ €ubic vards of earth and former landfill materials
from the site to accommodate thg arena bowl,“tinder Alternative 5, the arena would be constructed on a
pad that would require the import 6f:a similar amount of soil in order to build up the land area around the
arena to avoid disturbing the burid langfill materials on the site.

This alternative wouldinot iiglude a Hotel or a new municipal water well.

Relationship to Project Objectives

The City of Inglewood s basic objectives for the Project involve economic development, revitalization,
and enhanging the Welfare of the City and its residents, transforming underutilized property in the City,
enhancing thé:identity of the City, and creating jobs in Inglewood. Because the District at South Bay
Alternative is located in the City of Carson and not in the City of Inglewood, none of the City of
Inglewood’s objectives for the project would be met under Alternative 5. The District at South Bay
Alternative would eliminate all community benefits and increases in revenues to the City and the
Inglewood Unified School District, including approximately 7,300 jobs and over $1 billion in economic
activity due to project construction, approximately 1,500 net new ongoing jobs, and approximately $250
million in annual economic output. Alternative 5 would also be inconsistent with the City’s objective to
“transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise
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contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
grants to the City.” (ESA Alternatives Memo, pp. 20-21.)

The District at South Bay Alternative would meet most but not all of the project applicant’s objectives for
the project. Because the District at South Bay Alterative site would first require acquiring the site, and
then redesigning and approving the project through the City of Carson, it is uncertain if this alternative
site would allow the applicant to begin hosting LA Clippers home games in the 2024--2025 season, and
thus could be unable to meet project applicant Objective 1a. While a state-of-the-art multi-purpose
basketball and entertainment center (Objective 1a) along with team facilities (Objective 1¢) and retail uses
(Objective 1e) would be constructed under the District at South Bay Alternative, it woilld not combine
with the future stadium to create a dynamic, year-round sports and entertainment:district destination in the
southwestern portion of the City of Inglewood (Objective 3a).

Alternative 5 may not meet one of the applicant’s basic objectives forthe projéct. Objective 1(b) states:
“Locate a basketball and entertainment center on a site that is geographigally desitable and accessible to
the LA Clippers’” current and anticipated fan base.” The Districtiit,South Bay Altemative site is located
approximately 11 miles southeast of the Project Site. As sugh, the sife,is locatéd 11 miles further away
from the Clippers” current home at Staples Arena in downtown Té§:Andeles. As part of its site selection
process, the project applicant engaged a team of experiénced prafessionals to identify sites in the greater
Los Angeles area that could accommodate a new, state-ofithe-art Avena and Arena support uses. (ESA
Alternatives Memo, p. 18.) The preliminary apalysis included sites in and around downtown Los Angeles,
on the west side of Los Angeles, and also sifes as farsouth'és Tong Beach. Of the sites to the south, the
District at South Bay site was the closestfo the preferred west side location, but was ultimately deemed
less desirable than other options thatWwere ‘closer'to the current and anticipated future fan base. (7bid.) For
this reason, it is unclear whether:this locgtion Would achieve project applicant Objective 1(b). The project
applicant has stated that Alteriiative 3would not meet this objective.

Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 at the ¢iid of Chapter 6,0, Alternatives, of the EIR has an impact-by-impact comparison of the
significant impaets of the Project and Alternative 5. In addition, the comparative analysis of
environnigntal effects;proyided below was informed by The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR, »
which ptovided information relating to existing conditions in and around the Carson Alternative Site.

Impacts Ideritified as Being the Same or Similar to the Project

Aesthetics

Like the Project Site, the District at South Bay Alternative site is located in an urbanized area. The area in
the vicinity of the Carson site does not contain notable features that would be considered unique geologic

features or scenic resources located near a scenic highway, and does not have any scenic vistas. The site is
adjacent to the San Diego Freeway which is not designated as a state scenic highway. As such, like the

29 City of Carson, 2018. The Disirict at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018.
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Project, the project built and operated at the District at South Bay Alternative site would not substantially
damage any scenic resources within a state scenic highway. Because of the setting and location of
adjacent uses, there would be no significant impacts related to shadowing of residences or other sensitive
uses (Impact 3.1-3). These impacts would be of the same magnitude as under the Project. Finally, the
spillover lighting effects of Alternative 5 would be of similar magnitude as those of the Project

(Impacts 3.1-2 and 3.1-5). Adjacent to the District at South Bay Alternative site are light sensitive
residences to the south and west across the Torrance Lateral Channel. Lighting in the parking lots
surrounding the arena could spill over to these areas and result in light in excess of City of Carson
standards on residential properties. Like the Project, Alternative 4 would require implementation of
Mitigation Measures 3.1-2(a) and (b).

Geology and Soils

As described above, the Alternative 5 site is a former Class 11 landfill that 1$ieurrently undergoing
remediation and closure, and which is underlain by former landfill waste materials, which have been
compacted through a densification process known as Deep Dynaniic Cotipaction ¢DC). In addition, the
District at South Bay Alternative site is largely located within an'4iea desighiated by the City of Carson
General Plan Safety Element and the State of California Seiymic Hazard Maps as a CGS Liquefaction

Hazard Zone.” The Alternative 5 site is outside of anyssstablished Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone
for fault rupture hazards, and no active or potentially active faultsiare known to pass directly under the
site. Compliance with the most recent State Building @ode and the City of Carson’s Building Code
seismic design standards and site evaluationgequiretentsisvauld reduce the risk of exposure of the
Project’s occupants and structures to groundishaking, liquefaction, differential settlement, or other
geologic hazards. Thus, although geplogitiand seismi¢ impacts would be greater at the District at South
Bay Alternative site, impacts related to geoldgy and'Soils would, as mitigated, be less than significant,
and similar to those described, forithe Prtject.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hazardous materialsampactyrelated 1o the former landfill uses on the site are discussed further below.
However, impacty relatedto eXposure of workers or residents to accidental spills or other operational
hazards would be the same at the District at South Bay Alternative site as described for the Project
(Impacts 3:8-1throtigh 3 843).

Land Use and Planning

Like the ProjeétiAlternative 5 would not result in the division of an established community, as the arena
and other uses would be located entirely within the boundaries of the District at South Bay Alternative
site; the vacation of streets would not be required. Alternative 5 would likely require an amendment to the
City of Carson General Plan. With the amendment, Alternative 5 would be consistent with plans or

30 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. IV.E-7
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policies that have been adopted for the purposes of environmental mitigation, and thus it would have less-
than significant-impacts related to land use and planning (Impacts 3.10-1 through 3.10-4).

Population, Employment and Housing

According to The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR, development under The District at South Bay
Specific Plan could support a population increase of approximately 4,550 persons. However, this
population growth would be within the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG)

forecasted short- and long-term growth within the South Bay Cities Subregion.31 Similar to the Project,
Alternative 5 would add 768 non-event employees to the District at South Bay Alternative site, which is
well below the total persons added under the Specific Plan. As a result, the employees added under
Alternative 5 would also be within SCAG’s forecasted short- and long-term gréwth.withint'the South Bay
Cities Subregion. In addition, as no housing is located on the District at South Bay: Aliemiative site,
Alternative 5 would not result in the displacement of substantial numbers offpeople vr housing. For these
reasons, impacts related to population, employment, and housing (Imipacts 3.124%: through 3.12-4) under
Alternative 5 would be similar in magnitude to the Project.

Public Services

Fire protection services at the District at South Bay Altginative'site is provided by the Los Angeles County
Fire Department (LACFD) and police protection services arg¢/provided by the Los Angeles County Shentt’s
Department (LACSD). There are multiple tire stations'that' provide service to the project site, including
Station No. 36 which is the closest to the site.” The Districtat South Bay Altemative site is served by the

Carson Sheriff Station located at 21356 South Avalon.” With the implementation of a series of design-
related mitigation measures required;bf newiprojedts i'the City, and including the provision of space for use
by the Sheriff”s Department in th¢ arena, the Prgject built and operated at the District at South Bay
Alternative site would have afess thaw significant impact on the provision of fire and police protection
services (Impacts 3.13-1 through*3;13-4%: This impact would be similar in magnitude to the impact at the
Project Site.

Because the Projgct does nigt inglude residential uses, it would not adversely affect City of Carson parks
and recreation fagilities or Lios Angeles Unified School District elementary, middle, and high schools
(Impacts;3:13-5 throiigh,3i13-12). Thus, these impacts would be the same as with the Project.

Transportation and Circulation

Similar to the Project, Alternative 5 has the potential to impact on-time performance for buses operating
in the vicinity because of congestion associated with event arrival and departure traffic (Impact 3.14-11).

31 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. VI-16.
32 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018, p. VI-17.
33 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. VI-20.
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Utilities and Service Systems

Similar to the Project, Alternative 5 would demand approximately 103 AFY with the implementation of
baseline water conservation measures and about 63 AFY with LEED Gold certification. Water service to
the District at South Bay Alternative site is provided by the California Water Service Company (Cal
Water). In accordance with the requirements of Senate Bill 610 and California Water Code

section 10912(a), Cal Water, as the designated water supplier, prepared a WSA for development proposed
under the Boulevards at South Bay Specific Plan, which found that Cal Water did have adequate water
supplies to meet the projected demands of the project in addition to those of its existing customers and
other anticipated future water users in the Dominguez District for the 20-year period under all conditions.
A separate analysis was also conducted to determine if further analysis of water supplviand demand was
required in connection with The District at South Bay Specific Plan, which modified the Baulegards at
South Bay Specific Plan. The District at South Bay Specific Plan was projected té haveafvestimated
annual demand of 705 AFY, and the separate analysis found that this deiarid:would 'be less than
previously projected for the Boulevards at South Bay Specific Plan, ginid thus The District at South Bay
Specific Plan did not trigger the necessity to prepare a new WSA under Galifornia"Water Code

section 1091 O(h’).34 As Alternative 5 would demand substantially Ieds water that The District at South Bay

Specific Plan, it also would not trigger the need to prepare a mew: W.$A:and Cal Water would have
sufficient supply from existing supplies and resourcego serve'development under Alternative 5.

Storm drainage infrastructure serving the District at Stuth Bay Alternative site has been sized to
accommodate intense development planned.urider thévaribug versions of the specific plan that regulate
development of the site. In addition, development undér Altermative 5 would be required to implement
drainage control features in accordange with the!City’s drainage control regulations as well as 2009

SUSMP requirements. Asa result, there wotild bé'no need for new or expanded storm drainage
facilities (Impacts 3.15-9 and:3.1341035  These impacts would be similar to those described for the Project.

Impacts Identified as Being L ess Severe than the Project

Biological Resotuitces

The District at Stuth Bay Alternitive site has been completely disturbed and no vegetation, including
trees, or habitat 1S present tg support nesting raptors or migratory birds. As a result, Alternative 5 would
not distyrb nesting rapte#s or migratory birds (Impact 3.3-2) and would not result in the loss of protected
trees (Impact 3.3—3}36 Mitigation Measures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 to reduce these impacts would not be required.
As a result, tinliké'the Project, no impacts to nesting raptors or migratory birds and protected trees would
occur under this alternative.

34 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. pp. VI-28 to VI-31.
35 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018, p. VI-13.
36 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. VI-4.
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Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources

The District at South Bay Alternative site is a former landfill with no existing buildings or other
structures. As a result, there is no potential for the development of the Project at this site to have a
significant impact on unknown historical, archaeological, or tribal resources (Impacts 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-3,

3.4-5, 3.4-6, and 3.4-7), and/or unknown human remains (Impacts 3.4-4 and 3.4—8).37 Mitigation Measures
3.4-1 and 3.4-4 to reduce these impacts would not be required. Therefore, under Alternative 5, impacts on
cultural resources, including archacological resources, tribal cultural resources, and human remains would
be less severe than under the Project.

Geology and Soils

As described above, because the District at South Bay site a former landfill, and gréund distighbing
activities would occur in soils that are clean fill and compacted former landfill materials, there would be
no potential to discover unknown paleontological resources (Impacts 3:6:2 and 3.644). Therefore, these
impacts would be less than significant under Alternative 5 and woulil'tiot require the'mitigation measure
as identified for the Project in order to reduce the impact to lessthan significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts related to proximity to nearby airports would:be less sévere for the District at South Bay
Alternative site than for the Project, which is underithe flight pathaf LAX and within 2 miles of
Hawthome Airport (HHR). The closest public airport 16 the Diglrict at South Bay Alternative site is the
Compton Airport, which is located approxigately 3'28 milesito the north. Alternative 5 would not result
in an air navigation hazard as the Distrigt at Seuth Bay Alternative site is not located within an airport
land use area plan. For this reason, hdzardsampagets associated with air navigation (Impacts 3.8-5 and 3.8-
11) would be avoided under this glternative angd Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 would not be required.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Development under Alternative.d would not degrade the quality of the water that is discharged from the
District at South Baysdterttative site (Impacts 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.9-1 and 3.9-4). Construction on the District
at South Bay Altemative site would be required to adhere to best management practices listed the NPDES
General Construgfion Permitito reduce potential adverse effects with regard to water quality. During
operatiori ‘the ‘propoied aréna and other facilities would be subject to the drainage control requirements of
the County’s 2009 $tandard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) permit and the City’s Storm

Water Polltion Control Measures for New Development Proj ects.” In addition, any alterations to
existing drainage patterns as a result of Alternative 5 would not be of a sufficient magnitude so as to
result in substantial erosion or siltation or flooding on or off site (Impact 3.9-3 and 3.9-6).39 As aresult,
Mitigation Measures 3.9-1(a) and 3.9-1(b) to reduce impacts related to water quality and drainage would

37 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. VI-6.
38 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018, p. VI-11.
39 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. VI-12.
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not be required. For this reason, impacts related to on-site contamination would be less than those
described for the Project.

Noise and Vibration

Noise levels under Alterative 5 would be similar to the Project but lessened as sensitive receptors to the
west and south of the District at South Bay Alternative site are located further away from construction
activity and roadways than sensitive receptors under the Project. The nearest sensitive residential receptors
that may be affected by the Project at the District at South Bay Alternative site are one- and two-story
detached residences and mobile homes that are located across the Torrance Lateral Channel to the south and
west of the site. Future residential uses have been approved across Del Amo Boulevard ftom the area of the
District at South Bay Alternative site. In addition, the San Diego Freeway is a subi§tantial noige souice to the
east of the District at South Bay Alternative Site, and the Porsche Experience, located acréss Del' Amo
Boulevard immediately north of the recently approved residences, is an entertiinmentiuse that already
creates substantial noise in the area. Ambient noise levels measured atthe site ranige from about 50 to

78 dBA across the site, generally in a west-to-east configuration with hights noise levels near the San Diego

Freeway, and lower levels near the residential uses south and west ofithe site." This is a much wider range
of noise levels than at the Project Site. Because the noise level$produced by the Project constructed at the
District at South Bay Alternative site would be similar toithose'predicted for the Project, it is possible that
the impacts would be less severe on the eastern side©f the prépertyiinear the San Diego Freeway, and
potentially more severe on the south and western side ofithe site, adjacent to current residential uses.

Therefore, impacts associated with a temp6iary increasg in noise during construction and a permanent
increase in noise during operation (Impacts 3.%4-1, 3.11-2,3.11-5, and 3.11-6) would be reduced, but
would still require implementationiof Mitigation Measure 3.11-1, which would require the
implementation of measures and'gontrals to rediice noise during construction, Mitigation Measure 3.11-
2(a), which would require the pigparation of an operations noise reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure
3.11-2(b), which wouldtequire theiimplémentation of a transportation demand management (TDM)
program (Mitigation Measure 3.14:2(5)). In addition, vibration levels under Alternative 5 would also be
similar to the Project butlgssétied for the same reasons. As a result, vibration impacts with respect to
structural damage.and human annoyance (Impacts 3.11-3 and 3.11-7) would be reduced, but would still
require thgiiniplementation st Mitigation Measures 3.11-3(a) through (¢), which requires minimum
distance;of constryction equipment from sensitive receptors and the designation of a construction
relations'fficer to field vibration-related complaints.

Transportation and Circulation

The District at South Bay Alternative site is located approximately 3.5 miles from the Metro Blue Line
station at Del Amo Boulevard, approximately 1.5 miles from the Metro Silver Line station on the I-110
freeway at Carson Street, and approximately 1.8 miles from the Harbor Gateway Transit Center. As such, it
is assumed that the Project at this location would provide shuttle service to the Blue Line and Silver Line

40 City of Carson, 2018. The Disirict at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. Table IV.H-1, p. IV.H-6.
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similar to the shuttle service to the Crenshaw/LAX and Green Lines to be provided as part of the Project.
Although the Silver Line is an express bus service with lower capacity than a light rail line, bus service can
be readily increased if needed and the Silver Line provides one-seat service to the Metro Red/Purple Lines
and Union Station in downtown Los Angeles. As such, it is anticipated that vehicle trip generation for
events in the arena at the District at South Bay Alternative site would be similar to that for the Project.

Regional access to the District at South Bay Alternative site would be provided by the 1-405 freeway
(immediately adjacent to the east), the I-110 freeway (approximately 0.5 miles to the west), the SR-91
freeway (about 1.9 miles to the north), and the I-710 freeway (approximately 3.4 miles to the east).
Overall, these regional highway facilities are located closer to the District at South Bay:Alternative site
than the regional highway facilities that serve the Project are to the Project site, ancluding'direct decess to
the 1-405 freeway via the Avalon Boulevard interchange located immediately adjacénitito thé site
(Impacts 3.14-7 through 3.14-9, Impacts 3.14-22 through 3.14-24, and Impagts 3.14:29 and'3.14-34).
Direct access to the site is provided by three streets designated as majorhighwiys inithe City of Carson
General Plan: Del Amo Boulevard (six lanes), Avalon Boulevard ¢4ix Iahes), and"¥ain Street (four lanes).
There are no direct street connections across the Torrance LateraliFlood Control Channel connecting to
the residential neighborhoods to the south and west. For all.of these téasons, locating the Project on the
District at South Bay Alterative site would likely impagt a Tésser niusiibgr of intersections and
neighborhood streets than the Project (Impacts 3.14x} ‘through 3:}4-6 and Impacts 3.14-16 through
3.14-21).

Since all parking would be provided on sit¢/tinder Altérmative 5, pedestrian impacts would be lessened
since impacts associated with pedestriaris crosging arterial streets would not be expected to be significant
(Impact 3.14-13). This could also petentially lessén ¢ventgoer confusion regarding where they should
park and reduce local circulation:

The elimination of the hotel usé¢'iyouldiavoid the significant VMT impact identified for the Project’s hotel
use (Impact 3.14-10).

The nearest emezggency room tithe Alternative 5 site is located at the Harbor-UCLA Medical Center,
approximately 1:},miles from the site. Given the distance from the site and that the Harbor-UCLA
Medical enter is Toeated on the far side of the Harbor Freeway and served by different major arterials
(Carson Street, Vegmont Avenue, and Normandie Avenue) than those serving the site, impacts on
emergency;access would not be expected to be significant, and likely would not require mitigation
(Impact 3.14=14/'3.14-26, 3.14-31, and 3.14-36).

Construction impacts on traffic were determined to be significant for the Project due to temporary lane
closures along the Project frontages on South Prairie Avenue and West Century Boulevard. Construction
of the Project at the Alternative 5 site would be generally internal to the site and would likely not involve
temporary lane closures along arterial streets. Therefore, construction impacts for Alternative S would be
less than those for the Project.
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Given that the location of the District at South Bay Alternative site is over 8 miles from The Forum and
the NFL Stadium, the Project at this site would not be likely to have additional significant impacts on
intersections, neighborhood streets, freeway facilities, and public transit during concurrent events at The
Forum and/or the NFL Stadium (Impacts 3.14-28 and 3.14-29 and Impacts 3.14-33 and 3.14-34).

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Project

Air Quality and GHG Emissions

Air Quality and GHG emissions during construction under Alternative 5 would be similar to the Project
but slightly lessened as this alternative would not include the planned hotel on the Eagt Transportation
Site and no parking structures would be constructed. However, operational air pollutantiand GHG
emissions would be increased compared to the Project because the project developéd at the'District at
South Bay Alternative site would have less accessibility to transit and thergfore higher autimobile trip
generation. In addition, because of its increased distance from Staples GéntersVMT would be increased
due to increased trip lengths. The combination of increased trips and iticreased trp lesigths means that
transportation-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHGs wouldibe increased compared to the
Project. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 5 would contligt with iniplementation of the
applicable air quality plans, however operational emissionsiagsbieiated with the alternative would exceed
thresholds established by the SCAQMD for criteria ai pollutarits by a greater amount than under the
Project (Impact 3.2-1 and 3.2-5).

Impacts associated with the emission of criteria air pollutasits (Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6), localized maximum
daily operational emissions (NO2) (Impagts 3:2-3 and 312-7), and GHG emissions (Impact 3.7-1 and 3.7-2)
would be increased, and would still requiré;the itpleméntation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(a), which
would require the implementation ¢f'a transpoitatioii'demand management (TDM) program (Mitigation
Measure 3.14-2(b)), Mitigation Measure:3.2-2(b)iwhich would require the testing of the emergency
generators and fire pump generatgrs opinon-event days, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(¢), which would require
preparation and impleméiitation of'a, Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, Mitigation Measure 3.2-
2(d), which would reguire‘the project dpplicant to encourage the use of zero- and near-zero emissions
vendor and delivgry truck§; Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a), which would require the implementation of a
GHG reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b), which would require the preparation of an annual
GHG verfitation report to.determine the number of GHG offsets required to bring the project below the no
net newsHG emissions threshold of significance. It is very likely that the required GHG offsets would be
materiallyigreater than under the Project.

Energy Demand and Conservation

Impacts related to Energy Demand and Conservation would be greater for the District at South Bay
Alternative than those of the Project. Like for the Project, it is assumed that the Alternative 5 project
would be built to comply with the requirements of LEED Gold certification. Because the project at the
District at South Bay Alternative site would not include construction of either the hotel or the parking
structures, energy required for construction would tend to be less than under the Project. However, due to
increased trip making and VMT, operational transportation energy would be increased compared to the
Project. Construction impacts, which may be decreased compared to the Project, are one-time events and
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relatively short in duration, compared to operational impacts which occur on a continual basis over a 30-
vear or more period. Thus, on balance, energy effects of the project at the District at South Bay
Alternative site would be more severe than those of the Project (Impacts 3.5-2 and 3.5-4).

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The initial investigations of contamination at the District at South Bay Alternative site go back to the late
1970s. As a result of contamination discovered on and adjacent to the District at South Bay Alternative
site, the site was listed as a hazardous substances site by the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) in the 1980s and a remedial action order requiring implementation of remedial activities

was issued for the site in 1988." Remediation of the District at South Bay Alternative site was divided by
the DTSC into two operable units (OU). A remedial action plan (RAP) for the Epper, OU was approved in
1995, which was modified by an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) in' 2009 #A:separate RAP
for the Lower OU was prepared in 2005. The purpose of the Upper OU RAPsvas té make the District at
South Bay Alternative site safe for future development. The purposgiat.the Lowés, OUf RAP was to protect
groundwater resources and was not required to make the District.at SouthiBay Altérnative site safe for

~ 42
future resources.

The Upper OU RAP requires the installation, operationgiand méaintenanceést (1) a landtill cap designed to
encapsulate the waste and create a barrier between fufure improvemients and buried waste, (2) an active gas
collection and treatment system designed to remoye landfitl gasesifrom under the landfill cap, and (3)a
groundwater collection and treatment systenydesignedito contim a groundwater plume underneath the site

and treat the extracted groundwater prior:fo disc:harge.43 Development under Alternative 5 would be required
to adhere to these requirements. The gtena‘foundationswould need to be supported by a pile system, with
individual piles driven to the bearing soil beneuth the waste. Given the density of the pile system to support
a building of the scale of the proposed drena, and the nature of the extensive landfill gas collection system, it
is likely that material changes to'the landfill gas collection system may be required, and it is possible that
construction workers cotild Baexposed to'contamination during ground disturbing and foundation
construction activitigsshhesé impacts would be more severe than those described for the Project in

Impact 3.8-4. Mitigation Mgasurg:3.8-4 would require the preparation and approval of the Soil Management
Plan prior to initigting earthwork activities, which would reduce the potential for worker exposures. This
measure would be reduiredito be expanded to include coordination with the State Department of Toxic
Substante Control {DTSC), and implementation of any required amendments or updates to the RAP for the
site. For this reasoniimpacts related to on-site contamination would be more severe than those described for
the Project.

41 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. II-13.
42 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. TI-14.
43 City of Carson, 2018. The District at South Bay Specific Plan EIR. March 2018. p. 1I-14.
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Transportation and Circulation
Three of the streets surrounding or within the Alternative 5 site are identified in the City of Carson Master

Plan of l&’ikewaysA‘4 for future bicycle improvements: colored buffered bike lanes on Del Amo Boulevard,
buffered bike lanes on New Stamps Road, and a bike path along Lenardo Drive (shown as Stadium Way
on Figure 6-4) from the east end of the site to Avalon Boulevard. As such, depending on the location of
parking access and shuttle bus pull-outs, construction and operation of the Project could adversely affect
planned bicycle facilities. Strategic placement of Traffic Control Officers could potentially mitigate any
such impacts.

Average trip lengths for attendees of events at the District at South Bay Alternative sit¢'would likely be
longer than those for events at the Project given the site’s location farther from théregional center,
increasing the level of the significant VMT impacts identified for events at the Project {ltiipact 3.14-10).

Basis for Findi

Alternative 5 (The District at South Bay Alternative Site) would'dvoid or legsen some impacts associated
with the Project; however, this alternative would also increase impaéts to air quality and GHG emissions,
energy demand and conservation, hazards and hazardous:matenalsdtid transportation and circulation.
Because the Project would be located within the Cityof Cargoniiiione of the City of Inglewood’s
objectives for the Project would be met under the altérnative. For example, similar to Alternative 4, the
City would be unable to achieve its goals of prdmdting the City 4 a premier regional sports and
entertainment center (City Objective 1), enfliancing the:Cityis general economic health by stimulating new
business and economic activity (City Objectivé:2), and constructing (with private funds) a public
assembly space that would host spetting, culturalibisiness, and community events (City Objective ).
Additionally, the project applicaiit. s objéetivesiiglated to hosting LA Clippers home games in the 2024—
2025 season, creating a dynantig, yedrcround sports and entertainment district destination in the
southwestern portion of Inglewood, andlocating a basketball and entertainment center on a site that is
geographically desirable ‘and accéssible to the LA Clippers” current and anticipated fan base would not be
met under this altérmative;

The District at South Bay Alternative site also does not meet the definition of “project area” included in
Public Resources Codessgiction 21168.6.8(a)(5). Thus, Alternative 5 would not meet the requirements for
compliange with AB 987. As a result of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather
than the AB:987 dictated 270-day process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the
project would be subject to the established legal process which can take three or more years. As a result of
a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of an EIR for Alternative 5 would likely
obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant’s schedule objective to open in time for the 2024-2025
NBA season. In addition, because AB 987 would not apply at this site, there would be as a loss of
environmental benefits, as the measures the project applicant has committed to in the Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Plan would not be implemented under Alternative 4. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 21.) In

44 City of Carson, 2013. Carson Master Plan of Bikeways. August 2013,
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addition, the City would receive none of the substantial community benefits incorporated into the
Development Agreement for the Project. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 21.)

As set forth in the ESA Alternatives Memo, this alternative is considered infeasible for the following,
additional reasons:

e Itis uncertain whether the City of Carson would consider an alternative plan for the site, given
extensive efforts that have gone into the current plan for the area.

*  Given the amount of development proposed for the site and the effort that went into obtaining the
approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the undeveloped portion of the $ite is available for
purchase or if the owner of the site would be willing to sell to the project applicantiIn:addition,
the City of Carson is currently in negotiations with a developer to.gonstrugt conirfigpeial
retail/entertainment and industrial uses on a 90-acre portion of #he sité; andif the negotiations are
successful, then a large portion of the site would be unavailghle for purchase

»  The site is located on a former Class IT landfill that is undegoing rémgdiation and closure. The
arena would have to be designed so that it is compiliblesvith the presence of solid waste at the
site. Additional costs would range from $35-7¢ milliot, with ‘an‘additional $5-15 million for
special construction within contaminated sgils and:gngoitig remediation, and considerable
extended time to accommodate additional desigii'and conistruction. The arena would be an
“island” surrounded by parking, andiWould'thus Tagkithe cohesive, integrated “feel” that is
considered preferable from a desigtiperspective.

«  Public transit is less accesgible and, “@givenitlie location, it would be very difficult to integrate the
site into regional transit'aptions

»  The project applicant hasistated that the site is in a less desirable location in relation to the
Clippers’ fan base resultitig in less convenience and longer drive times.

(ESA Alternativgs Memo, pip. 1%:21.) The City Council rejects Alternative 5 (The District at South Bay
Alternative Site)'on each of these grounds independently. All of the reasons provide sufficient
independent grounds'foriiciecting this alternative.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible Alternative 5.

6. Alternative 6: Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site
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Description

Under Alternative 6, elements of the Project would be developed on an approximately 12-acre site near
the NFL Stadium currently under construction within the Hollywood Park Specific Plan (HPSP) area to
the north of the Project Site across West Century Boulevard (see Figure 6 5). As with the Project,
Alternative 6 would involve the construction of a new multi-purpose arena to serve as the home of the LA
Clippers NBA basketball team in the City of Inglewood and as much of the related development included
in the Project as feasible, including the relocation of the LA Clippers team offices and team practice and
athletic training facility.

The focus of this alternative is to identify the impacts that would occur if the arena and related uses,
including the ancillary plaza uses, would be developed on a site (the HPSP Altetnativie. site Yawithin the
HPSP area to potentially avoid or lessen the transportation-related impactsiassocidfedwith"¢oncurrent
events at the NFL Stadium and the Project. As a means of avoiding or{¢ssening, thése impacts,
Alternative 6 assumes that the arena and NFL Stadium operators wpuldibe able tojgeach a mutually
agreed schedule coordinating events at the two venues. The anal¥sis also féguses on whether locating the
Project on the Alternative 6 site would otherwise avoid or reduce ongor moresignificant environmental
impacts of the Project.

Alternative 6 would include sufficient land to poteritially ascommiogdate the uses included in the Project,
provided the property would become available and could be acgtiired by the project applicant.

The HPSP area includes development underithe Staditith Alternative of the HPSP. This analysis assumes
the completion of development of certaingompeénents referred to as the HPSP Adjusted Baseline projects
in Section 3.0.5, which include the ¢onstructitn of*a"70,000-seat open air NFL Stadium, a 6,000-seat
performance venue, 518,077 squatg, feet'of retail’and restaurant uses, 466,000 square feet of office space,
314 residential units, an 11.89-agre pagk with a large water feature, a 4-acre civic use, and approximately
9,900 parking spaces within:the HPSP arda. Although the retail, dining, and multi-purpose space for
community programming ¢auld potentially be incorporated into the previously planned and approved
development at Hollywodd, Patl, the evaluation of this Alternative 6 for the purposes of this analysis
conservatively assumes that such development would be additive to the HPSP development included in
the Adjusted Baselifie together with approved future development within the HPSP area. In other words,
under thys alternatiye, the uses proposed as part of the Project would not supplant development authorized
under the: PSP, byt would be added atop the development authorized under the HPSP.

Alternative 6 would involve the development of the Project within the HPSP area on an approximately
12-acre site to the south of the NFL Stadium currently under construction. This evaluation of Alternative
6 assumes the completion of the proposed development described as the HPSP Adjusted Baseline Projects
in Section 3.0.5. The Alternative 6 site is comprised of parcels currently approved for future development
in the HPSP, as discussed in Section 3.0.6 (Cumulative Assumptions). The Alternative 6 site would be
approximately 75 percent of the size of the Arena Site (and approximately 47 percent of the total Project
Site, including the parking parcels), but would accommodate many of the uses proposed by the Project
(e.g., the athletic training and practice facility, LA Clippers team offices, and sports medicine clinic).
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Uses in the vicinity of the Alternative 6 site include the HPSP Adjusted Baseline Projects, including
retail, park, residential, commercial office, stadium, hotel and ancillary uses. The area to the north of the
HPSP area is zoned C-R Commercial Recreation and includes the historic Forum concert venue and
associated surface parking. The area to the east of the HPSP area is zoned R-2 Residential Limited Multi
Family, Open Space, R-1 Residential Single Family, and C-R Commercial Recreation. The area to the
south of the HPSP area is zoned C-2A Airport Commercial and M-1 Light Manufacturing. The area to the
west of the HPSP area is zoned C-2A Airport Commercial and C-2 General Commercial.

Similar to the Project, development under Alternative 6 would include the Arena Structure, including an
approximately 915,000 sf arena to host LA Clippers NBA games and other events, the . A Clippers team
offices (71,000 sf), the LA Clippers practice and training facilities (835,000 sf) and a sports:medigitie clinic
(25,000 st). Seating capacity of the arena would remain at 18,000 attendees for IiA Clippers'NBA
basketball games and a maximum capacity of up to 18,500 attendees for coificert evests. The overall
design of the Arena Structure under Alternative 6 would be identical t6'the Project, sith the modification
that the parking structure adjacent to the Arena Structure in the Prajéctnuld not'be constructed. Access
to the arena would be provided from a landscaped pedestrian plaza.in the HRESP area, along the southern
edge of Lake Park, and lead directly into the main lobby of the arena.

Although the retail development within the HPSP arga'described:in the Adjusted Baseline would be
located directly adjacent to the Alternative 6 site, and the ancillary*fetail, dining, and multi-purpose space
for community programming uses included in gh#Project could potentially be located within that
development, this evaluation of Alternative!6 assumesithat'fhe total 63,000 sf of ancillary uses would be
additional to the development within thé:HPSP.area analyzed in the Adjusted Baseline and Cumulative
analyses described in Section 3.0. Thus, asivith the Project, Alternative 6 would include the development
of 24,000 sf of food and drink usgs, 24,000 st'éf retail uses, including a 7,000 sf LA Clippers team store,
and 15,000 st of multi-purposé:space:for community programming. Alternative 6 would not include the
construction of a new hotel or retiggvalivf an existing municipal water well and construction of a new
replacement well. The proposeédWest Parking Structure and East Parking Structure and Transportation
Hub components afithéProjeét would not be constructed under Alternative 6.

Primary access tg the area around the HPSP IBEC Site would be from West Century Boulevard and South
Prairie Avenué to théantesnal access roads within the HPSP Area. Development of Alternative 6 would
require modification of the alignment of a proposed internal roadway along the Alternative 6 site and
accompaiiying utilities to the south to accommodate the arena and ancillary development.

Regional access to the Alternative 6 site is essentially the same as for the Project Site and is provided by
the San Diego Freeway (1-405), located approximately 2.6 miles to the west, and the Glenn Anderson
Freeway & Transitway (I-105), located 1.6 miles to the south. Local access to the Alternative 6 would be
slightly different from the Project, provided by several major arterials, including South Prairie Avenue
and West Century Boulevard with alternative connections to Hawthorne Boulevard, Crenshaw Boulevard
and Arbor Vitae Street.
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Transit access to the HPSP site is provided by several bus lines and the future Crenshaw/LAX light rail
line. The closest bus stop, at the intersection of South Prairie Avenue and Hardy Street, is about one-third
of a mile from the Alternative 6 site, and the nearest light rail station is approximately 1.5 miles away.
Similar to the Project, development of the Alternative 6 would mclude shuttle service to and from existing
nearby rail transit stations and a shuttle drop-off and pick-up area near the arena to accommodate the
shuttle service.

A total of 1,045 additional parking spaces would be developed within surtace parking areas and
subterranean parking structures located within the Alternative 6 site, as shown on Figure 6 5. The parking
structures and surface parking areas would be accessed from the intemnal street network:within the HPSP
area, with primary access from South Prairie Avenue and Pincay Drive, with acgess to céftain prémium
parking areas from the proposed Stadium Drive accessed from West Century Boulevaii:

The HPSP requires that “no less than nine thousand (9,000) spaces loggted thréughént the HPSP area
shall be made available” for the NFL Stadium. As described in Segfion3,0.5, the' Adjusted Baseline
includes approximately 9,900 spaces located within the HPSP atféa based 6i information included in plans
submitted to the City of Inglewood. This analysis assumes that the deyvelopmeiit of an arena under
Alternative 6 would include an agreement between the gperators'6fithe IWBA arena and the NFL Stadium
to coordinate events and shared parking. The remainifig parkingdemand for events at the arena developed
under Alternative 6 would be provided through the parking facilities within the HPSP area through
coordination between the NFL Stadium and parking facility opérators and the operator of the arena. Such
coordination is anticipated to include locatibn of the TINC Hgading areas and other transportation facilities
such as charter bus and microtransit staging and loading areas sufficient to serve Alternative 6.

The parcels included in the Altersigtive 6 site'are designated Mixed-Use (MU) within the current HPSP
which permits athletic, socialgentertaifithent, dining recreation and leisure uses. The area immediately to
the north of the Alternative 6 sité:wouli continue be developed as Lake Park, an open space area with a
large water feature. The'totalipermitted dévelopment as described in the HPSP would continue to be
permitted. Thus, thesses within the MU zone that might have otherwise been developed at the
Alternative 6 sit¢ would béideveloped elsewhere within the HPSP. The HPSP contains sufficient land to
accommodate the relocation of these uses.

If Alternative 6 wege developed, it is anticipated that the ownership of the properties within the Project
Site wouldinot chagige, private property would not need to be acquired for development of the proposed
uses, and noni¢iiif'the uses that presently occupy the Project Site would be relocated. Similarly, the
vacation of either West 101st Street or West 102nd Street would not be required. Potentially, a portion of
the properties within the Project Site owned by the City and or the Successor Agency could be used for
construction staging under Alternative 6. However, the revitalized development of the Project Site would
not occur as part of Alternative 6.

The HPSP area is a privately-owned property subject to a detailed specific plan (the Hollywood Park
Specific Plan), as well as a Development Agreement between the City and the HPSP developer.
Development authorized under the HPSP is currently being implemented. There is, therefore, substantial
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uncertainty regarding site control and the feasibility of this alternative. The development of Alternative 6
would potentially require amendments to the HPSP, which would require the consent of the landowner
and approval of the City pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement between the City and the
property owner.

Relationship to Project Objectives

The HPSP Alternative would meet some of City’s objectives for the Project. In particular, the HPSP
Alternative would meet the City’s goals of becoming a regional sports and entertainment center (City
Objective 1) and stimulating economic development (City Objective 2). The HPSP sitg has an approved
specific plan that is currently being implemented. As such, although portions of the HPSE area ag
currently vacant, they are planned for development, and development is proceeding fhus, the HPSP area
is not underutilized to the same degree as the Project Site. Because City objective’ 3 isito “[tiransform
vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within gizcraftinoise contours
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviatibn Administratioft (FAA) grants to the
City,” Alternative 6 would not be as responsive to this objectiveiés the Project.

The HPSP Alternative would meet most but not all of the projectapplicant’s objectives for the project.
Because the HPSP Alternative would first require feagibly acquiiring the Site, potentially amending the
existing HPSP and its implementing documents, in¢luding:g' Development Agreement, it is uncertain if
Alternative 6 would allow the applicant to begin-hosting LA Clippers home games in the 20242025
season. For this reason, the HPSP Alternativé could*b uniable'io meet project applicant Objective la.

Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 at the end of Chapter 60, Altérnatives; of the EIR has an impact-by-impact comparison of the
significant impacts of the Projeet and Alternative 6. The comparative analysis of environmental effects
provided below was infégined. by th, 2009 Hollywood Park Redevelopment Project EIR (HPRP EIR), “
which contains informationirelating'to"conditions in and around the HPSP Alternative site, and the
environmental inipacts of fedeéviglopment of the site.

Impacts. ldentified as Being the Same or Similar to the Project
Becausé the size ofithe Proposed arena and the amount of ancillary development would be the same as the

developmiént in the Project, many of the impacts of the Project that are affected by the intensity of
development wotild remain the same or very similar at the HPSP Alternative Site.

Aesthetics

HPSP Alternative site, along with the entirety of the HPSP area, is located in an urbanized community
that is currently undergoing development. The area in the vicinity of the HPSP Alternative site does not
have any scenic vistas or unique visual characteristics. Visual impacts associated with Alternative 6

43 City of Inglewood, 2009. Hollywood Park Redevelopment Project EIR. July 2009.
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would be similar to the Project (Impacts 3.1-1 and 3.1-4) although limited views along South Prairie
Avenue due to the proposed pedestrian bridge would not occur under this alternative.

The nearest shadow sensitive uses are existing residences located approximately 2,100 feet to the east and
residences located about 1,100 feet to the west, as well as new residences being constructed under the
Adjusted Baseline about 750 feet to the west, and under cumulative conditions about 750 feet to the east.
Given these distances, like with the Project, there would be no significant impacts related to shadowing of
residences or other sensitive uses (Impact 3.1-3). For these reasons, impacts related to views, and shadow
would be similar to those of the Project.

Cultural Resources

Like the Project Site, there are no known archaeological or historical resources lggatedion thic HPSP
Alternative site. According to the HPRP EIR, it is possible that developmétit.on the HPSP site could

disturb buried archaeological resources,46 and disturb unknown humag remains.’’, Since the preparation of
the HPRP EIR, substantial ground disturbing earthwork has takenplace'én the HPSP site, and thus
surface soils have been highly disturbed to prepare the property fot.developthent. However, like at the
Project Site, the Proposed Arena would require excavationstesa.depthof approximately 35 feet, which is
below the area that has been recently disturbed. Therefgre, likiswith'thie Project, it is possible that
implementation of Alternative 6 could cause a substantial adverseichange in the significance of unknown
historic, archaeological, or tribal cultural resources (tpacts 3.4, 3.4-2, 3.4-3,3.4-5, 3.4-6, and 3.4-7),
and/or unknown human remains (Impacts 3 484 and3 4-8), Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-4 would
reduce these impacts by requiring that woik stop if such resburces are uncovered, and that the resources
be appropriately evaluated and treated. Therefote, impacts on archacological resources and human
remains would be similar to the Prgject.

Geology and Soils

Impacts related to geology,and soilg conditions and hazards, including paleontological resources would be
similar to those described'fér, the Projict. Because Alternative 6 would occur less than one-half mile from
Project Site, the same gealogical and soils conditions that would be encountered in construction of
Alternative 6 wapld be esséntially the same as with the Project. The Potrero Fault, which is approximately
0.5 miles fiéti:the Project Site, is closer to the Forum Alternative site, approximately 0.4 miles to the
east; however, compliance with the California Building Code would avoid the creation of seismic
hazards. According fo the HPRP EIR, it is possible that development on the HPSP site could disturb

previous unkiié# unique paleontological resources,48 but because there would be less ground-disturbing
activity because of the reduced amount of development in Alternative 6, the potential for erosion and
accidental discovery of paleontological resources would be correspondingly decreased (Impacts 3.6-2 and
3.6-4). However, these impacts would continue to be potentially significant under Alternative 6 and

46 City of Inglewood, 2009. Hollywood Park Redevelopment Project EIR. July 2009. p. IV.E-28.
47 City of Inglewood, 2009. Hollywood Park Redevelopment Project EIR. July 2009. p. IV.E-28.
48 City of Inglewood, 2009. Hollywood Park Redevelopment Project EIR. July 2009. p. IV.E-29.
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would require the same mitigation measures as identified for the Project in order to reduce the impact to
less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As discussed above, the HPSP Alternative site has been mass graded as part of HPSP development
activities, and as part of these activities, sites within the HPSP Alternative site containing soil
contamination have been remediated. However, it is possible that previously contaminated soils may still
remain on the HPSP Alternative site, and thus, as with the Project, construction workers could be exposed
to contamination during ground disturbing activities (Impact 3.8-4). Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 would
require the preparation and approval of the Soil Management Plan prior to initiating earthwork activities,
which would reduce the potential for worker exposures. For this reason, impactsirelated t6ion-site
contamination would be similar to the Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Similar to the Project, it is possible that construction and operationi‘tf Alternative 6icould degrade the
quality of the water that is discharged from the HPSP Alternative gite (Impagts 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.9-1 and
3.9-4). In addition, as with the Project, altered drainage pattems.on the, HPSP Alternative site during both
construction and operation have the potential to result jgi'erosibn, sedinietitation, and/or flooding on or off
site by redirecting or concentrating flows (Impact 383 and:3.9-6), Although it is not yet designed, it is
likely that the drainage system for Altemative 6 would,bgtied into the comprehensive drainage and water
quality treatment system being constructed inithe HPSP 4pea, diicluding the adjacent Lake Park.
Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a) would requiréihe projectat the HPSP Alternative site to comply with a
number of regulations governing watgr qualityand drginage while Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(b) would
require the periodic sweeping of pdrking lotsduniiig Bperation to remove contaminates. As a result,
impacts related to water quality ang drginage wauld be similar to those described for the Project.

Land Use and Planning

Like the Project, Alternatig, 6 would jiot result in the division of an established community, as the arena
and other uses weiild belacated entirely within the HPSP area; the vacation of streets would not be
required. Alternafive 6 would potentially require approval of amendments to the HPSP, and related
entitlementidéouments. With the approval of such amendments, Alternative 6 would be consistent with
plans or policies that have been adopted for the purposes of environmental mitigation, and thus it would
have lessithan significant-impacts related to land use and planning (Impacts 3.10-1 through 3.10-4).

Noise and Vibration

Vibration sensitive receptors within the HPSP area, including commercial retail buildings that will be
constructed under the Adjusted Baseline, are located in close proximity to the HPSP Alternative site.
Construction vibration levels under Alternative 6 would be similar to the Project due to the use of similar
amounts of equipment and construction methods. As a result, vibration impacts with respect to structural
damage and human annoyance (Impacts 3.11-3 and 3.11-7) would be the same, and would still require
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.11-3(a) through (¢), which requires minimum distances of
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construction equipment from sensitive receptors and the designation of a construction relations officer to
field vibration-related complaints.

Population, Employment and Housing

Impacts related to Population, Employment and Housing (Impacts 3.12-1 through 3.12-4) would remain
less than significant under Alternative 6. However, employment generation on the HPSP Alternative site
would be reduced by about 7 percent as no hotel would be constructed.

Public Services

Because Altermnative 6 would have the same type and amount of development (other than the elimination
of the hotel and water well), and the same event profile as the Project, under Altémative 6iimpacts of the
Project on public services, including fire and police protection, parks and recreation fagilities would
remain similar and would continue to be less than significant (see Impacts 311.3-1 thivugh 3.13-12).
Because employment on the Alternative 6 site would be reduced by gbout 7 pergent under Alternative 6,
impacts on public schools (Impacts 3.13-11 and 3.13-12), already fess than signifigant for the Project,
would be further reduced slightly under Alternative 6. The arena’apd comméggial uses under Alternative 6
would be expected to generate a total of 49 new school students, a reduction of 1 student compared to the
50 students under the Project as described in Table 3.13:9.

Transportation and Circulation

Under Alternative 6, the Project would be ofisitnildisizeito tht Project, with a similar level of access to
rail transit via shuttles for major events. Asisuch, it is‘apticipated that vehicle trip generation for arena
events and the ancillary uses at the Alfernative 6, site would be similar to that for the Project. Given the
proximity of the Alternative 6 site 4t restaurdpt and rétail uses proposed as part of the HPSP, arrival and
departure times before and after"events.¢ould spread somewhat to the extent that these uses attract
additional eventgoers. Howevésya material reduction in the level of intersection or freeway facility
impacts would not be expected.

Because the Alterfiativei6 siteiis across the West Century Boulevard from the Project Site, the VMT
characteristics of Alternativie 6 would be essentially the same as for the Project. The event and retail
componentssof. Alternative 6'would have significant VMT impacts similar to those for the Project. The
office, practice facilitviéports medicine, and restaurant components of Alternative 6 would have less than
significant VMT impacts similar to those for the Project.

Similar to the Project, Alternative 6 has the potential to impact on-time performance for buses operating
in the vicinity because of congestion associated with event arrival and departure traffic.

The Alternative 6 site is located approximately 0.5 miles from the Centinela Hospital Medical Center.
Impacts of the Project-related congestion on emergency access would be similar to those for the Project.
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Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Project

Aesthetics

The nearest light sensitive uses are existing residences located approximately 2,100 feet to the east and
residences located about 1,100 feet to the west, as well as new residences being constructed under the
Adjusted Baseline about 750 feet to the west, and residences that would be developed under cumulative
conditions about 750 feet to the east. Given these distances there would be no significant spillover
lighting effects (Impacts 3.1-2 and 3.1-5), and Mitigation Measures 3.1-2(a) through (¢) would not be
required. For these reasons, impacts related to spillover lighting would be less than described for the

Project.

Air Quality and GHG

Air Quality and GHG emissions during construction and operation under Alternative 6 would be similar
to the Project but slightly lessened because Alternative 6 would not inglude thé platined hotel on the East
Transportation and Hotel Site or a new potable water well. Therefofe. Similar to the Project, Alternative 6
would conflict with implementation of the applicable air quality‘plans, as'donstruction and operational
emissions associated with the alternative, though somewhat reducedizwould still exceed thresholds
established by the SCAQMD for criteria air pollutants (Jmpagt 3:2:%.and 3.2-5).

Impacts associated with the emission of criteria air pollutants{Impaéts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6) and GHG emissions
(Impact 3.7-1 and 3.7-2) would be slightly reduced, butiwould stilfrequire the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.2-2(a), which would require the iiplementationisfa Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program (Mitigation Measure 3.14-2¢%), Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b), which would require the
testing of the emergency generators anid firé:pumip.gengrators on non-event days, Mitigation Measure 3.2-
2(c), which would require the prepatation and'implementation of a Construction Emissions Minimization
Plan; Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(d}:which would require the project applicant to encourage the use of zero-
and near-zero emissions vendorand delivery trucks; Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a), which would require the
implementation of a GH& rédugtion planiand Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(b), which would require the
preparation of an annwel GH@G verification report to determine the number of GHG offsets required to bring
the project below the no nefnew!GHG emissions threshold of significance.

Biologicdl'Réesources

The HPSP Alternatiye site has been mass graded and completely disturbed. No vegetation, including trees,
or other hiahitat is present to support nesting raptors or migratory birds. As a result, Alternative 6 would not
disturb nesting raptors or migratory birds (Impact 3.3-2) and would not result in the loss of protected trees
(Impact 3.3-3). Mitigation Measures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 to reduce these impacts would not be required. As a
result, unlike the Project, no impacts to nesting raptors or migratory birds and protected trees would occur
under this alternative.

Energy Demand and Conservation

Energy demand during construction and operation under Alternative 6 would be similar to the Project but
slightly lessened as this alternative would not include the construction and operation of a hotel on the Fast
Transportation and Hotel Site or a new replacement potable water well (Impacts 3.5-2 and 3.5-4).
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Unlike the Project Site, the HPSP Alternative site is located in between the approach flight paths for the
primary runways at LAX, and is not located within the planning boundary/airport influence area (AIA)
established for LAX in the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). Further, compared to the
Project Site, the additional distance between the Alternative 6 site and the Hawthome Airport (HHR)
would mean that the arena structure at the Alternative 6 site would not penetrate the HHR horizontal
imaginary surface, but construction cranes for the arena would continue to penetrate the HHR horizontal
surface. In addition, the arena construction cranes would penetrate both the HHR horizontal surface and
notification surface. As a result, while there would be no significant impact related to;penetration of the
LAX obstacle clearance surface (Impact 3.8-5) under Alternative 6, this alternative would still require the
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-5.

Noise and Vibration

Under the Adjusted Baseline, noise sensitive receptors within the HPSP area wonld be located
approximately 750 feet to the west of the HPSP Altemative site, Under ¢timulative'¢onditions, additional
noise sensitive receptors would be located approximately 750 to the:east within the HPSP area. These
noise sensitive receptors would be substantially further frot the:Altersiative 6 site than the sensitive
receptors that are located immediately adjacent to the Project Site.

Construction noise levels generated under Alternativeif would be similar to the Project due to the use of
similar amounts of equipment and constructign methods:{Begaiise noise sensitive receptors would be
further from the Alternative 6 site than the Byoject Site,;impacts associated with a temporary increase in
noise during construction (Impacts 3,1 1%:and"3;11-5) would be less severe than under the Project, but
would still require the implementation of measuresiand controls to reduce noise during construction
(Mitigation Measure 3.11-1) and'would ¥émain‘§ignificant and unavoidable.

Tratfic generated under Alterativéig woild use much of the same roadway network as the Project.
However, traffic under Altemaitivié:6 would be shifted away from noise sensitive receptors south of West
Century BoulevardiandithusWeould not negatively affect as many sensitive receptors as the Project. In
addition, operational sound fronmoutdoor plaza events would be reduced as noise sensitive receptors
would be logated thuch farther away from amplified noise than under the Project and, due to the
positioning of the stagéiithe amplified noise would be directed northwest across the lake and not in the
directiont of sensitive receptors located to the west and east. Thus, impacts associated with a permanent
increase infipise.diiring operation (Impacts 3.11-2 and 3.11-6) would be reduced, but would still require
the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a), which would require the preparation of an
operations noise reduction plan, and Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(b), which would require the
implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program (Mitigation Measure
3.14-2(b)), in total, operational noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, although likely
reduced from the Project.
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Transportation and Circulation

Given the location of the site within HPSP, the Project at this location could have a reduced level of impacts
on existing neighborhood streets. That is because a grid network of residential streets only exists to the west
of South Prairie Avenue and south of West Century Boulevard and not to the east or north of the site. For
this reason, those traveling to or from the Alternative 6 site would be less likely to travel on existing
neighborhood streets than they would at the Project site. The potential for such impacts would still exist, and
the same mitigation measures would apply, which would reduce but not eliminate the significant and
unavoidable neighborhood street impacts.

The elimination of the hotel use would avoid the significant VMT impact identified totithe Project’s hotel
use.

Since all parking would be provided either on site or in HPSP parking lots'tigar to the site under
Alternative 6, pedestrian impacts would be lessened since impacts assotiated With pedestrians crossing
arterial streets would not be expected to be significant. This could:also piatentiallvilgssen eventgoer
confusion regarding where they should park and reduce local circiglation.

Construction impacts on traffic were determined to be significantfor the Project due to temporary lane
closures along the Project frontages on South PrairieAvenue anth West Century Boulevard. Construction
of the Project at the Alternative 6 site would be intérnal tgithe HPSP area and would not involve
temporary lane closures along arterial streets, Thgrefore, constriiction impacts for Alternative 6 would be
less severe than those for the Project.

Under Alternative 6, it is anticipated that evignts at:the NFL Stadium and the Project would be subjectto a
mutually-agreed schedule to redugtransportation impacts. Concurrent Event Scenario 2 (major event at
Project and Football Game at NFL ‘Stadium) and Scenario 5 (major events at Project and The Forum and
Football Game at NFL Stadium)'s analyzed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Circulation, may still
occur, as those scenariodienVisioned 4 football game on a weekend afternoon and events at the Project and
The Forum during a:weekenidievening. Tmpacts associated with these scenarios would not be reduced.
Concurrent Eveng Scenano3 (midjor event at Project and Midsize Event at NFL Stadium) and Scenario 4
(major events at Broject andifhe Forum and Midsize Event at NFL Stadium), however, would not occur as
those scefianos envision.events in the NFL Stadium and at the Project at the same time with concurrent
arrival ajid departutg patterns. The impacts associated with these scenarios would not occur and alternative
off-site remipte parking would not be required for the Project. If concurrent events were to occur in the
separate 6,000=s¢at performance venue under construction at HPSP, impacts on the transportation system
would be reduced from those anticipated for Concurrent Event Scenarios 3 and 4. Although concurrent
events transportation impacts may be reduced based on an enhanced level of schedule coordination between
the operators of the NFL Stadium and the Alternative 6 arena, discussed above, concurrent events between
those two venues could take place and concurrent events with The Forum would still occur, and therefore
the identified concurrent event significant and unavoidable impacts for the Project would remain so under
Alternative 6.
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Because the frequency with which concurrent events occurs would be reduced, the likelihood of impacts
to emergency access during concurrent events would be correspondingly reduced, but would remain
significant and unavoidable during concurrent events.

Utilities and Service Systems

Under Alternative 6, utility demands on the HPSP Alternative site would decrease as the hotel use would
be eliminated. Due to the elimination of the hotel, water demand of Alternative 6 would be approximately
20 percent lower than under the Project. Wastewater generation of Alternative 6 would be about 3 percent
lower than under the Project. Solid waste generation of Alternative 6 would be approximately about

4 percent lower than under the Proj ect.” Asa result, impacts with respect to water supply, (Impacts 3.15-2
and 3.15-4), wastewater treatment capacity (3.15-3, 3.15-7), and solid waste disposal capacity (3115-11
and 3.15-13) would be less than significant under both the Project and Alternative 6.

The existing off-site storm drain system in the area of the HPSP Altegiative sitéhas'heen planned with
major infrastructure to accommodate development throughout the 238-aére HPSPiarea. This is contrasted
with the Project Site, which may not have sufficient capacity to hapdle post-gonstruction stormwater
runoff from the Project (Impacts 3.15-9 and 3.15-10). Thusjthe impatss related to stormwater drainage
and runoff would potentially be less than significant, byt'Altepative'6wisuld still require implementation
of Mitigation Measures 3.15-9 and 3.15-10. Impactsirelatedito stopmwater drainage would likely be less
severe than those described for the Project, but wouldistilf require mitigation.

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Project

There are no impacts of Alternative G thatwere/identificd which would be more severe than those
described for the Project.

Basis for Finding

Alternative 6 (Hollywood Park 8pecific Plan Alternative Site) would avoid or lessen some impacts
associated with theiProjéct, héavever, this alternative would not further some of the key City objectives
related to transfopming vacant or‘underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within
aircraft noise:contours (City objective 5). Development of the Hollywood Park Specitic Plan Alternative
within thi¢' HPSP areaiisild also displace uses planned under the Hollywood Park Specific Plan
Alternatiye site to other portions of the HPSP area, and there is not enough space within the HPSP area to
accommodite, these'displaced uses. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 22.) Furthermore, due to limited number
of parking spaces at the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site, and the likely need for off-site
parking spaces within the HPSP area, it is foreseeable that under Alternative 6 events at the arena and
stadium could not overlap; events at the arena would have to be scheduled when the stadium is not in use,
thus potentially resulting in fewer events at the arena. (/d. at p. 23.)

49 Memorandum — IBEC Alternative 6 — Wastewater & Solid Waste Generation, August 23, 2019.
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In addition to the above, Alternative 6 would not further some of the project applicant’s objectives. In
addition to the need for site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development would require a
complete redesign, including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval
through the City Inglewood, including preparation of a new CEQA document to support changes to the
Hollywood Park Specific Plan. The need to restart the planning and entitlement process would object the
ability to meet than project applicant’s objectives related to hosting LA Clippers home games in the
20242025 season.

The Alternative 6 site does not meet the definition of “project area” included in Public Resources Code
section 21168.6.8(a)5). Thus, Alternative 6 would not meet the requirements for compliance with AB
987. Due to this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather thanithe AB 987 dictated 270-
day process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project wauldBe:subject to the
established legal process which can take three or more years. This more gXténded lagal process would
likely obstruct the ability to meet the applicant’s schedule objective teiopen ini'fime for the 2024-2025
NBA season. In addition, because AB 987 would not apply at this-gite, ‘there would:be a loss of
environmental benefits because the measures that the project appligant has'épmmitted to as a part of the
Greenhouse Gas reduction please would not be implementgd, (ESA ‘Alternatives Memo, p. 24.)

Alternative 6 is also found to be infeasible for the following, additional reasons:

«  Given the extensive planning that has:been.devated tothe Hollywood Park Specific Plan, and the
effort that went into obtaining the gpproval of these éntitlements, it is unknown if the site is
available for purchase or if the @wneripf the sité would be willing to sell to the project applicant.

»  Development of the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative within the HPSP area would
displace uses plannediunderithe Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative site to other portions
of the HPSP areg, and theye méy, not be sufficient space within the HPSP area to accommodate
these displaced tses Thiere would be limited space for a plaza at the entrance to the Arena.
Crowds coiitd'spill mito the adjacent HPSP area.

«  Under Alternative 6 the proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed
Project. Simitlapté'the No Project Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-
developed: Alternative 6 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use best efforts to redevelop
thé'area for'airport-compatible uses, as specified in grant agreements under the FAA AIP
program. Alternative 6 would also be inconsistent with the City’s objective to “transform vacant
or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
grants to the City.”

(ESA Alternatives Memo, pp. 22-23.)
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The City Council rejects Alternative 6 (Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site) on each of these
grounds independently. All of the reasons provide sufficient independent grounds for rejecting this
alternative.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible Alternative 6.

7. Alternative 7: The Forum Alternative Site

Description

Under Altemative 7, elements of the Project would be developed on an appréximately 28-acre site
currently occupied by the historic Forum concert and event venue (thg Forum Alterniative site), located
approximately 0.8 miles north of the Project Site at 3900 West Marichestér, Bouleviid in the City of
Inglewood (see Figure 6 6). As with the Project, Alternative 7 wotild involveéithe construction of a new
multi-purpose arena to serve as the home of the NBA LA Clipers basketball team and as much of the
related development included in the Project as feasiblejincluding the relécation of the LA Clippers team
offices and team practice and athletic training facility.

The focus of this alternative is to identify thesdmipacts, thatwould occur if the arena and related uses,
including the ancillary plaza uses and the $ame amountiof on-site parking, are developed on the Forum
Alternative site to potentially avoid or siibstantially lessen one or more significant environmental impacts
of the Project, including the transpértation-rélated finpacts associated with concurrent events at the
existing Forum venue and the Praject.

The Forum Alternative site is curtgntlyigdeveloped with an historic concert venue known as The Forum,
which has hosted sporting and'efitertainment events in the City since 1967 and is listed on both the
National Register;3{ Histpri¢ Places (National Register) and the California Register of Historical
Resources (Califrnia Register)/As discussed further in this section below, the development of a modemn
arena that meets NBA standirds on the Forum Alternative site would require that the Forum Alternative
site would be availablé#nd could be acquired by the project applicant, and the demolition of the existing
Forum biilding. If the existing Forum building were to be demolished, Alternative 7 would include
sufficient land to potentially accommodate the uses included in the Project.

Alternative 7 would involve the development of the same or substantially similar components of the
Project on approximately 28 acres currently occupied by the historic Forum concert and event venue and
ancillary structures and surface parking. The Forum Alternative site would be approximately 68 percent
larger than the Project Arena Site (and approximately the same size as the total Project Site). As such, the
Forum Alternative site could accommodate a program of development similar to the Project, although the
hotel and well relocation components would not be included and the ancillary uses and parking would be
configured differently.
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The Forum Alternative site is currently zoned C-R Commercial Recreation. Areas to the east and west of
the Forum site are zoned R-2 Residential Limited Multi Family, Open Space, R-1 Residential Single
Family, and C-R Commercial Recreation. Uses in the immediate vicinity of the Forum site include the
Inglewood Park Cemetery to the north, residential and commercial uses to the west across South Prairie
Avenue, and the residential community known as Carlton Square to the east across Kareem Court. The
HPSP area is located immediately to the south of the Forum Alternative site, across Pincay Drive.

Existing Forum Building

The Forum Alternative site is currently developed with the historic Forum concert ariddgvent venue. The
Forum is an approximately 350,000 sf arena that opened in 1967 and until 1999 ywas the higme ofithe
NBA Los Angeles Lakers, the NHL Los Angeles Kings, and the WNBA Los Angeley Sparkiy and hosted
other major sporting events and other athletic competitions, concerts, and €yents. i 1999 and 2000, all
three professional sports teams left Inglewood and moved to the then-nigw Staples Genter in downtown
Los Angeles.

The Forum was acquired in 2000 by the Faithful Central Bible Chiitgh, whichiused it for occasional
church services and leased it for sporting events, concerts and'éther.events. In 2012, the Forum was
purchased by Madison Square Garden Company and gnderwent:comprehensive renovation and
rehabilitation that included structural, aesthetic, and amenity improvements completed in 2014 to convert
the Forum into a world-class concert and eventvenue “in Septemiber 24, 2014, the Forum was listed on
the National Register of Historic Places andithe Calitinnia Repister of Historic Resources as an
architecturally significant historic placesworthy of preservation. The renovation of the Forum was funded
in part by federal tax credits for its reitoration asia National Register-listed building and an $18 million
loan from the City of Inglewood for the restotation‘and rehabilitation of the structure.

The Forum, as renovated to funétion‘ag.a concert and event venue and listed on the National Register and
the California Register, 1§ substantiiglly $maller than, and does not include the features and amenities
provided in, modern NBA atgnas. Constructed in 1967, The Forum structure stands at approximately
350,000 sf. By comparison; curignt NBA arenas range in size from approximately 586,000 st to over 1
million sf, with the average of the three most recently-constructed arenas exceeding 700,000 sf. The
relatively;smiall sizeiof The Forum would make the use of the structure to serve as the home arena of an
NBA team infeasible because the structure lacks sufticient space for the range of vendors, food and drink
establishments, luxury boxes and loge seating options, and other amenities required for a contemporary
NBA home areiia:

A conversion of The Forum from a concert and event venue to a modem home arena for an NBA team
with related facilities would require extensive alterations to the historic structure, and a substantial
increase in size. At a minimum, required modifications would likely include, but not be limited to, the
demolition and expansion of exterior walls and the roof of The Forum structure to accommodate the
facilities and amenities required for a contemporary NBA arena such as a modern scoreboard, standard
and premium seating, and sufficient concourse areas, clubs and locker rooms, food and beverage
preparation and service areas, and other facilities. Even assuming such alterations were structurally
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feasible and any part of the original structure could be retained or repurposed, these changes would
remove or substantially alter the character defining features of The Forum that make it eligible for listing
on the National Register and California Register.

In addition, the other components of the Project, including the team office space, team practice and
athletic training facility, sports medicine clinic, and the ancillary retail, dining, and community uses
would likely not be feasible to accommodate within the Forum structure. Therefore, additional structures
around the Forum would be required to accommodate those uses, obscuring or altering views of the
Forum. These alterations would materially and adversely alter the “central location on an open site with
high visibility from adjacent streets and properties” of The Forum, which is one of theigharacter-detining
features for which the building 1s listed on the National Register and California Register.

In summary, it does not appear that the renovation, rehabilitation, or expanion of Thé'Fortith to function
as a modern NBA arena would be feasible. Even if it were, it could notibe acéomplished without a
significant adverse effect on an historic resource. Thus, Alternativg 7 evaluates the,demolition of The
Forum and the redevelopment of the site with the components ofithe Projeét, While demolition of the
Forum building is the only feasible manner to accommodatg the devglopmentdf a modern NBA arena and
other components of the Project on the Forum Alternative stie, Weteithesite to become feasibly available
for acquisition by the project applicant, the effects of:témoval 6f:The Forum would be subject to a policy
determination for decision makers.

Forum Alternative Characteristics

Similar to the Project, development under:Alteriative:7 would include the Arena Structure, including an
approximately 915,000 sf arena toihost LA Clippers'NBA games and other events, the LA Clippers team
offices (71,000 sf), the LA Clippéts,practice and'training facilities (85,000 sf) and a sports medicine clinic
{25,000 sf). Seating capacity ofthe aténa under Alternative 7 would remain at 18,000 attendees for LA
Clippers basketball gamggiand.a maximuin capacity of up to 18,500 attendees for concert events.

The overall desigii'of the inainArena Structure under Alternative 7 would be substantially similar to the
Project, though ariented differently, with the main arena lobby entrance opening to the south onto a
pedestrianiplaza lodated at the comer of South Prairie Avenue and Pincay Drive with portions extending
to the carner of South Prairie Avenue and Manchester Boulevard, as shown in Figure 6 6. As in the
design ingluded in the Project, the height of the main Arena Structure and appurtenances would extend up
to 150 feet abpveisrade, with the event level of the arena at approximately 30 to 35 feet below grade. The
pedestrian plaza would be bound to the west by the arena structure and structured parking. The ancillary
retail, dining, and multipurpose space for community programming uses would be included in separate
structures within the plaza.

Similar to the Project, a total of 4,125 parking spaces as required by the City of Inglewood Municipal
Code would be provided within the Forum site. As shown in Figure 6 6, these majority of the on-site
parking spaces would be provided in a 3,525-space parking structure to the north of the main Arena
Structure, with the remaining spaces provided in surface parking around the main Arena Structure and a
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limited amount of subterranean structured parking. Alternative 7 would not include a hotel or a
construction of a new municipal water well to replace the well within the Project Site.

Access to the Forum Alternative site would utilize some of the existing access points to the site, including
those from West Manchester Boulevard, South Prairie Avenue, Pincay Drive and Kareem Court. The on-
site parking structure would be accessed from South Prairie Avenue and West Manchester Boulevard,
with access to surface parking provided from Pincay Drive.

Regional access to the Forum Alternative site would be similar to but slightly different than access to the
Project Site. Access to the Forum Alternative site is provided by the San Diego Freeway (1-405), located
approximately 1.7 miles to the west, and the Glenn Anderson Freeway & Transitway (I-103),
approximately 1.8 miles to the south, and the Harbor Freeway (I-110), approximatel§3.4 milegto the
east. Local access to the Forum Alternative site would be similar to accessitg the eXisting concert and
event venue provided by several major arterials, including South Praitié ' Avenitie and:Manchester
Boulevard with alternative connections to Florence Avenue, Hawthomé:Boulevard, Crenshaw Boulevard
and Arbor Vitae Street.

Transit access to the Forum Alternative site is provided by ‘severial:bus lines and the future
Crenshaw/LAX light rail line. The closest public trangit'stops atg bus service stops located along the West
Manchester Boulevard frontage of the Forum Alternative site, incliding a stop serving the Metro 115 bus
line, and a bus stop located at the southwest corner of South Praitie Avenue and West Manchester
Boulevard serving the Metro 115, 211, and 442 lines: {The'nearest rail transit stop that would serve the
Forum Alternative site would be the Crenshaw/LLAX light rail line Downtown Inglewood station currently
under construction approximately 1 3imileg.awag:by.stirface streets.

If Alternative 7 were developed, itiis asiticipated that the ownership of the properties within the Project
Site would not change, private propetty, would not need to be acquired for development of the proposed
uses, and none of the us¢githat presentlywccupy the Project Site would be relocated. Similarly, the
vacation of West 1Q1st. Stregt.and West 102nd Street would not be required.

The Forum Altemative is a'privately-owned property subject to a Development Agreement between the
City and JligiBorum, property owner. There 1s, therefore, substantial uncertainty regarding site control and
the feasibility of this alternative. The development of Alternative 7 could require amendments to the
Commertial Recreation zoning and land use designations to accommodate the Alternative 7 development
within the sité;

Relationship to Project Objectives

The Forum Alternative would meet some of City’s objectives for the Project. The Forum Alternative
would meet the City’s goals of becoming a regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective 1)
and stimulating economic development (City Objective 2), however because this alternative would
involve demolition of an existing entertainment venue, The Forum, in order to build a new sports and
entertainment venue of similar size, it would not achieve these goals to the same extent as the Project. As
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explained above, The Forum site is currently developed with a large entertainment venue, and while there
are surrounding surface parking lots that can be seen as underdeveloped, the Forum Alternative site is not
underutilized to the same degree as the Project Site. Because City Objective 5 is to “[tJransform vacant or
underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours generated by
operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City,”
Alternative 7 would not be as responsive to this objective as the Project. Finally, because the Forum
Alternative would result in a new significant and unavoidable impact as a result of the demolition of the
historic Forum building, it would be less responsive than the Project to City Objective 10, which calls for
the project objectives to be achieved “in an expeditious and environmentally conscious manner.”

The Forum Alternative would meet most but not all of the project applicant’s objectives for the project.
Because the Forum Alternative would first require feasibly acquiring the site, theipropbsed arena and
associated development would require a complete redesign, including necessary NBA review and
approval, along with review and approval through the City of Ingleweind, inclading preparation of a new
CEQA document, there is substantial uncertainty regarding the feagibility, of site ¢éntrol and whether
Alternative 7 would allow the applicant to begin hosting LA Clippers homeigames in the 20242025
season. (ESA Alternatives Memo, p. 23.) For this reason, the Forum:Alternative could be unable to meet
project applicant Objective la.

Comparative Impacts

Table 6-2 at the end of Chapter 6.0, Alternafives, of'the FiRihias an impact-by-impact comparison of the
significant impacts of the Project and Alternative 7.

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Project

Because the type and amountipf develtpment as well as the size of the arena would be essentially the
same as the development in the Frojectimany of the impacts of the Project that would be affected by the
intensity of developmentiwotildirenidin the same or would be very similar at the Forum Alternative site.

Aesthetics

The nearest shadaiy sensitivis uses are residences located across Kareem Court, approximately 75 feet to
the east, and residences:Jodated on East Nutwood Street, across South Prairie Avenue about 190 feet to
the west; With the'gddition of Alternative 7 at this location, the height of proposed structures and the
distance beween thiose structures and nearby shadow sensitive receptors would result in shadows
affecting adjacent properties to the east in afternoons in December that would not exceed the threshold of
three hours of new shadow. Morning shadows, to the west, would not reach the shadow sensitive
receptors across South Prairie Avenue. Therefore, like the Project, the shadow impacts (Impact 3.1-3) of
Alternative 7 would be less than significant.

Biological Resources

A number of mature landscape trees are located around the Forum structure, and street trees are present in
the landscape strip along South Prairie Avenue, West Manchester Boulevard, and Kareem Court, adjacent
to the Forum Alternative site. As a result, like the Project, Alternative 7 could disturb nesting raptors or
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migratory birds (Impact 3.3-2) and result in the loss of protected trees (Impact 3.3-3). Mitigation
Measures 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 would be required to reduce these impacts by protecting these resources during
construction. As a result, impacts on nesting raptors or migratory birds and protected trees would be
similar to those described for the Project.

Cultural Resources
The Forum was originally developed in 1966-67, before State and federal laws that protect historic and

archaeological resources were in force.” Like the Project Site, there are no known archaeological
resources located on the Forum Alternative site. However, it is possible that development on the Forum
Alternative site could disturb buried archaeological resources and unknown human remains. Therefore, it
is possible that, like with the Project, implementation of Alternative 7 could caiiseia.substanitiakiadverse
change in the significance of unknown historic, archaeological, or tribal cultural resowees(Impacts 3.4-1,
3.4-2,34-3,3.4-5, 3.4-6, and 3.4-7), and/or unknown human remains (lnpasts 3.4+4 and 3.4-8).
Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-4 would reduce these impacts bygrequiring that wark stop if such
resources are uncovered, and that the resources be appropriately gvaluatéd:and treatéd. Therefore, impacts
on archaeological resources, and human remains would be similarip, the Projéct.

Geology and Soils

Impacts related to geology and soils conditions and hazards,dncluding paleontological resources would be
similar to those described for the Project. Becaugse The'Earum Altérative would occur less than one-half
mile from Project Site, the geological and soils‘conditions thatiwould be encountered in construction of the
Forum Alternative would be essentially the sdme as withithe Project. The Potrero Fault, which is
approximately one-half mile from the:Projést Sitey is closer to the Forum Alternative site, approximately
one-quarter mile to the east; howeyér, compliance with the California Building Code would avoid the
creation of seismic hazards. Becalise theére wouldibe a similar amount of ground-disturbing activity in
Alternative 7, the potential for etpsion:and accidental discovery of paleontological resources would be
correspondingly similar¢lizpacts 3'6+2 and 3.6-4). These impacts would continue to be potentially
significant under the Forunt Alternative’and would require the same mitigation measures as identified for
the Project in order to reduge théiampact to less than significant.

Hazards dnd: Hazardous Materials

The Foriim Alternative site is listed twice on the GeoTracker database maintained by the State Water
Resources Control Board for releases of diesel found in subsurface soil. Both cases involved leaking
underground’stdrage tanks, one reported in 1986 and the other reported in 2004; both cases have been

subsequently closed.” However, it is possible that previously contaminated soils may still remain on the
Forum Alternative site, and thus, as with the Project, construction workers could be exposed to

50 The National Historic Preservation Act was enacted in 1966, and related regulations were not adopted and in

force at the time of the development of the Forum. CEQA was passed in 1970, and the California Office of
Historic Preservation was opened in 1975.
51 State Water Resources Control Board, 2019. GeoTracker database. Accessed: May 9, 2019.
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contamination during ground disturbing activities (Impact 3.8-4). Mitigation Measure 3.8-4 would require
the preparation and approval of the Soil Management Plan prior to initiating earthwork activities, which
would reduce the potential for worker exposures. For this reason, impacts related to on-site contamination
would be similar to the Project.

Similar to project site, the Forum Alternative site is located within the planning boundary/airport
influence area (AIA) established for LAX in the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP).
Compared to the Project Site, the additional distance between the Alternative 7 site and the Hawthorne
Airport (HHR) would mean that the arena structure at the Alternative 7 site would not penetrate the HHR
horizontal imaginary surface, but construction cranes for the arena would continue to‘penetrate the HHR
horizontal surface. In addition, the arena construction cranes would penetrate both the HHR, horigontal
and notification surfaces. As a result, hazards to air navigation (Impact 3.8-5) under Alternative 7 would
be the same as the Project. Mitigation Measure 3.8-5 would reduce this imiiact by ‘feduiiring’the project
applicant to notify the FFA and complete an aeronautical study to detgrimine whetherithe Project would
constitute a hazard to air navigation, to implement all actions requitéd b the FAA! 1o avoid the creation of
a hazard to air navigation, and to submit to the City a consistencyidetermirtdtion from the ALUC. As a
result, hazards to air navigation would be similar to the Project,

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Forum Alternative site is fully developed with inipergious surfaces, pervious surfaces on the site are
minimal and include small planters with orngmentalJandscapiig and street frontage landscape strips.
Sheet flow stormwater runoff on the Foruriy Alternativg, siteiis managed by an existing system of storm
drains. As a result, it is possible that congtruction and gperation of Alternative 7 could cause water quality
discharges that are not consistent with SWREB olijgitives and could degrade the quality of the water that
is discharged from the Forum Alternative site (hmpacts 3.6-1, 3.6-3, 3.9-1 and 3.9-4). Altered drainage
patterns during both constructin aiif Operation on the site would also have the potential to result in
erosion, sedimentation, and/or floeding i or off site by redirecting or concentrating flows (Impact 3.9-3
and 3.9-6). In order to lessen thei&ignificance of these impacts for Alternative 7, like the Project,
Mitigation Measyie 3.9<1{a) wauld require the project to comply with a number of regulations governing
walter quality and drainage ‘While Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(b) would require the periodic sweeping
parking lotsiduring:operatiogn to remove contaminates. Therefore, impacts related to water quality and
drainage would be similério the Project.

Land Useiand Planning

Like the Project, Alternative 7 would not result in the division of an established community, as the arena
and other uses would be located entirely within the Forum Alternative site; the vacation of streets would
not be required (Impacts 3.10-1 and 3.10-3). The City of Inglewood designates the western third of the
Forum Alternative site, along South Prairie Avenue, as Commercial/Residential while the remainder of
the site is designated as Commercial/Recreation. As described above, the development of Alternative 7
could require amendments to the Commercial Recreation zoning and land use designations to
accommodate the Alternative 7 development within the site. With such amendments, Alternative 7 would
be consistent with plans or policies that have been adopted for the purposes of environmental mitigation,
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and thus it would have less-than significant-impacts related to land use and planning (Impacts 3.10-1
through 3.10-4). As a result, impacts related to land use and planning would be similar to the Project.

Noise and Vibration

Construction noise levels generated under Alternative 7 would be similar to the Project due to the use of
similar amounts of equipment and construction methods. Because noise sensitive receptors would be
located similar distances from the Forum Alternative site as the Project Site, impacts associated with a
temporary increase in noise during construction (Impacts 3.11-1 and 3.11-5) would be similar to the
Project, and would still require the implementation of measures and controls to reduce noise during
construction (Mitigation Measure 3.11-1); construction noise impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. In addition, vibration levels under Alternative 7 would also be similar to the'Projestifor the
same reasons. As a result, vibration impacts with respect to structural damage and:humstrannoyance
(Impacts 3.11-3 and 3.11-7) would be similar, and would still require the imiplementation of Mitigation
Measures 3.11-3(a) through (¢), which requires minimum distances gf construction équipment from
sensitive receptors and the designation of a construction relations 6fticerto field vibration-related
complaints.

Traffic generated under Alterative 7 would be similar teithe Broject, ‘Biut the location of the Forum
Alternative site about 0.8 miles north of the Project Site woyld distribute these impacts across the
transportation system slightly differently. Thus, the tiapagtassociatéd with a permanent increase in noise
during operation (Impacts 3.11-2 and 3.11-6)s6ulid still requize the implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.11-2(b), which would require the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management
{TDM) program (Mitigation Measure 3'{4-2(h}), and, like with the Project, would remain significant and
unavoidable. As discussed above, the ForuniAltéthgtive site is located within the planning boundary/AIA
established for LAX in the Los AngelegiCounty;ALUP, and the planning boundary/AIA is based in part
on the 65 dBA CNEL contourincluded in the ALUP. Similar to the Project, the Arena and ancillary uses
under Alternative 7 would generally beigompatible with uses permitted on the site by the ALUP, and
standard building construétionpridstices for commercial structures would typically reduce interior noise
levels to acceptabli'Tevely althinugh some level of additional insulation may be appropriate, especially for
the proposed medical clinic {Impacts 3.11-4 and 3.11-8). As a result, impacts related to aircraft noise
would be simlar to:the Project.

Population, Employment and Housing

The impleméntation of Alternative 7 would result in the loss of existing jobs at The Forum, however new
event related jobs would be created and could be occupied by current Forum employees. Impacts related
to Population, Employment and Housing (Impacts 3.12-1 through 3.12-4) would remain less than
significant under Alternative 7, although employment generation on the Forum Altemative site would be
reduced as the existing jobs at the Forum would be eliminated and no hotel would be constructed.

Public Services

Because impacts of the Project on public services, including fire and police protection, parks and
recreation facilities, and public schools would be largely driven by event activity at the proposed arena,
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these impacts would remain largely unchanged and would continue to be less than significant (see
Impacts 3.13-1 through 3.13-12) under Altermative 7. It should be noted that major events already occur at
the Forum Alternative site throughout the year. Alternative 7 would likely increase the number of events
that take place at the site, somewhat increasing the demands on police, fire, and parks services, because
the existing Forum building would be demolished, the total demand for public services would be
somewhat lower than under the Project.

Because employment on the Forum Altemative site would be reduced somewhat under Alternative 7,
impacts on public schools (Impacts 3.13-11 and 3.13-12), already less than significant for the Project,
would be slightly further reduced under Alternative 7. The arena and commercial usesiunder Alternative 7
would be expected to generate a total of 49 new school students, a reduction of 1:elementary schixsl
student compared to the 50 students under the Project as described in Table 3.1349.

Utilities and Service Systems

The existing storm drain system in the area of the Forum Alternative sité;may notliave sufficient capacity
to handle post-construction stormwater runoff from each site (Impacts 3.13529 and 3.15-10). In order to
lessen the significance of these impacts for Alternative 7, like the Project, Mitigation Measures 3.15-9 and
3.15-10 would require the project to comply with a number 6§ reguldtivns governing water quality and
drainage (Mitigation Measure 3.9-1(a)). As a result,gmpacts, related to stormwater drainage would be
similar to the Project.

Transportation and Circulation

Alternative 7 would be of similar size tithe Prgject, with a similar level of access to rail transit via
shuttles for major events. As such, it'is anticipatedithitt vehicle trip generation for arena events and
ancillary uses at the Alternative 7 site would beisimilar to that for the Project. This alternative would
therefore be expected to havéiinterseéétion and freeway facility impacts similar to those described for the
Project, although the location of the Foriam Alternative site about 0.8 miles north of the Project Site
would distribute these impactsactioss the transportation system slightly differently. For example, more
traffic and greaterfevels bf cangestion would occur along the Manchester Boulevard corridor, and less
traffic and reduced levels oficongestion would occur along the West Century Boulevard corridor.

Given that the Alternative7 arena would have a capacity of 18,000 for NBA games and 18,500 for
concertsiand The Forum has a capacity of 17,500, the increased capacity of a sold out event at this
location waipld gerterate more person trips; however, the implementation of a shuttle system to rail transit
(which is not provided for events at The Forum currently) could mean that vehicle trip generation and
impacts would be slightly reduced from the trips and impacts generated by existing events currently
occurring at The Forum.

The Alternative 7 site is located about 0.8 miles from the Project Site, and thus the VMT characteristics of
this alternative would be essentially the same as those of the Project. The event and retail components of
Alternative 7 would have significant VMT impacts similar to those for the Project. The office, practice
facility, sports medicine, and restaurant components of Alternative 7 would have less than significant
VMT impacts similar to those for the Project.
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Similar to the Project, Alternative 7 has the potential to impact on-time performance for buses operating
in the vicinity because of congestion associated with event arrival and departure traffic.

The amount of on-site parking under Alternative 7 would be similar to that for the Project, meaning that a
substantial amount of parking (roughly 3,700 to 4,100 spaces for a major event) would still need to be
provided off site, presumably at the HPSP as for the Project (and as for The Forum currently). As such,
impacts associated with pedestrians crossing streets to walk to/trom the parking could be similar to the
Project.

The Alternative 7 site is located approximately two-thirds of a mile from the Centineld Hospital Medical
Center. Impacts of the Project-related congestion on emergency access would generally bg similagito
those for the Project.

Construction impacts on traffic were determined to be significant for the Project due to temporary lane
closures along the Project frontages on South Prairie Avenue and West:Century Boulévard. Construction
of the Project at the Alternative 7 site would likely involve temporary lanéiglosures along the Manchester
Boulevard frontage of the site for construction of a parking garageand couldiglso involve temporary
closure of the lane along the South Prairie Avenue frontagefirSome portion of the construction period.
Therefore, construction impacts for Alternative 7 would be simiflar to those for the Project.

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than'the Project
Aesthetics

The nearest light or shadow sensitive usés aréitesidences located across Kareem Court, approximately 75
feet to the east, and residences located on East Nutwipod Street, across South Prairie Avenue about 190
feet to the west. Under this alterniative, the patking uses along Kareem Court would be unlikely to result
in significant light impacts in“the Catlfon Square residences across Kareem Court. With the addition of
Alternative 7 at this location, the'distangg to sensitive receptors to the west, across South Prairie Avenue,
reduces the potential for vutdésttighting, building fagade lighting, and illuminated signage on the arena
and/or parking strueturesthat would face the residences to result in light levels in excess of the
significance threshold (Impacts3:1-2 and 3.1-5). Thus, impacts related to spillover lighting would be less
than the impaets 6f:the Project on adjacent sensitive receptors, and Mitigation Measures 3.1-2(a) through
(c) wouldd not be requiredfor Alternative 7.

Air Quality.and GHG

Air Quality and GHG emissions during operation under Alternative 7 would decrease as the existing Forum
structure would be demolished and planned hotel on the East Transportation and Hotel Site and the new
potable water well would be eliminated. In addition, the new arena on the Forum Alternative site, built to be
consistent with current Title 24 requirements, would be more energy efficient that the existing Forum
building, which was renovated in 2012 and can be expected to be consistent with prior versions of Title 24.
Because the existing Forum building would be demolished, compared to the Project, fewer of the events that
occur at the Alternative 7 arena would be net new; with over 100 events per year occurring at the Forum,
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and 47 of the anticipated 49 LA Clippers games currently taking place at Staples Center, more than 150 of
the events that would occur at the Alternative 7 arena are already taking place in the air basin.

Similar to the Project, Alternative 7 would conflict with implementation of the applicable air quality
plans, as operational emissions associated with the alternative, though reduced compared to the Project,
would still exceed thresholds established by the SCAQMD for criteria air pollutants (Impact 3.2-1 and
3.2-5). Impacts associated with net new emissions of criteria air pollutants (Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6and
GHG emissions (Impact 3.7-1 and 3.7-2) during operation would be reduced compared to the Project.
Nevertheless, Alternative 7 would still require the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-2 (a), which
would require the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program (Mitigation
Measure 3.14-2(b), Mitigation Measure 3.2-2(b), which would require the testing of the émergenty
generators and fire pump generators on non-event days; Mitigation Measure 3.2:2(cyvhichwould
require the preparation and implementation of a Construction Emissions Mipimizatign Plan’ Mitigation
Measure 3.2-2(d), which would require the project applicant to encourige the'tise ofizero- and near-zero
emissions vendor and delivery trucks;, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a} whith would tequire the
implementation of a GHG reduction plan; and Mitigation Measuté:3.7-1(b}avhich would require the
preparation of an annual GHG verification report to determung the number of GHG offsets required to
bring the project below the no net new GHG emissions threshiold of'significance.

Energy Demand and Conservation

Energy demand during operation under Altergativié;7 wapld be less than the Project as this alternative
would involve demolition of the existing Forum building and would not include the planned hotel on the
East Transportation Site or a new potablé;watep.well Linpacts (3.5-2 and 3.5-4).

Noise and Vibration

Under Alternative 7 the outd6ér, stagé would be positioned between the retail buildings to the south of the
Arena. As a result, the impact dueito opérational sound from outdoor plaza events (Impacts 3.11-2 and
3.11-6) would be reducedias the dimplified noise would be channeled by the retail buildings and directed
to the south acrosg Pincasy.Dirive toward the NFL stadium and thus away from sensitive receptors to the
west and east. Injplementatipn of Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(a), which would require the preparation of
an operationgnoisereduction plan, would still be required. Taken together, operational noise impacts
would rémain significaiitand unavoidable, although likely reduced somewhat from the Project.

Traftic genérated urider Alterative 7 would be similar to the Project, but because there would be a lesser
potential for the occurrence of concurrent events, and no overlapping events with the Forum and no
potential for concurrent events at The Forum, NFL Stadium, and Project, Alternative 7 would result in
less overall tratfic on the local roadway network during the highest peak conditions. Thus, the impact
associated with a permanent increase in noise during operation (Impacts 3.11-2 and 3.11-6) would be
reduced, would still require the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-2(b), which would require the
implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program (Mitigation Measure
3.14-2(b)), and would remain significant and unavoidable, like with the Project.
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Transportation and Circulation

The Project at the Alternative 7 site could have a reduced level of impact on existing neighborhood streets
since a grid network of residential streets only exists to the west of South Prairie Avenue and not to the
east, north, or south of the Forum Alternative site.

The elimination of the hotel use would avoid the significant VMT impact identified for the Project’s hotel
use.

Alternative 7 would not be able to accommodate the total number of combined events anticipated to occur
at the Project and all of the events that currently occur at The Forum. Therefore, ther¢isyould be a
reduction in the net new Project-generated VMT on event days when there would otherwige have been an
event at The Forum. To the extent that some existing events at The Forum are displacéd.and'midve to
other venues in the region, there could be a reduction in regional VMT if suih eventgiare moved to a
location with higher non-auto mode splits and shorter trip lengths (sugh'as Staples Ceénter) or to locations
with a smaller capacity (such as the Hollywood Bowl). The event-ielatéd), VMT mipacts, however, would
still be significant.

Under Altemnative 7, no concurrent events could occur involving ésentsiat the Project and events at The
Forum. Therefore, impacts identified in Section 3.14:£6r Concurrent Event Scenario 1 (major events at
Project and The Forum), Scenario 4 (major events at Projget and The Forum and Midsize Event at NFL
Stadium), and Scenario 5 (major events at Projestand The Forgm and Football Game at NFL Stadium)
would be avoided. There would be no potesitial for céncurrént events to occur in all three facilities
(Project, The Forum, and NFL Stadiumj; Although tragportation impacts associated with concurrent
events would generally be reduced BecauseAlternativé 7 would preclude events at the Project and The
Forum from occurring simultanesiisly, concurrent évents with the NFL Stadium would still occur, and
therefore the identified concufirent'eyént significant and unavoidable impacts for the Project would remain
so under Alternative 7.

Because the frequentsswitlivvhich concurrent events occur would be reduced because concurrent events
at The Forum angd at the Puyect would no longer occur, the likelihood of impacts to emergency access
during concurrentevents would be correspondingly reduced, but would remain significant and
unavoidable during'éeneugrent events.

Utilities‘and Seryice Systems

Under Alternative 7, the existing Forum building would be demolished and the proposed hotel use would
be eliminated, reducing the net new energy demand from Alternative 7 compared to the Project. Due to
elimination of the proposed hotel, water demand of Alternative 7 would be approximately 20 percent
lower than under the Project. Wastewater generation of Alternative 7 would be about 3 percent lower than
under the Project. Solid waste generation would be approximately about 4 percent lower than under the

Proj ect. Asa result, impacts with respect to water supply (Impacts 3.15-2 and 3.15-4), wastewater

52 Memorandum — IBEC Alternative 7 — Wastewater & Solid Waste Generation, August 23, 2019.

DRAFT (June 12, 2020)
Page [ PAGE ] of [ NUMPAGES |



Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged
Subject to Revision

treatment capacity (3.15-5, 3.15-7), and solid waste disposal capacity (3.15-11 and 3.15-13) would be
reduced compared to the Project, and would remain less than significant under both the Project and
Alternative 7.

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Project
Aesthetics

The Forum Alternative site would be developed with a visually more intensive level of development
compared to existing conditions, with a larger arena structure, and other parts of the site which are
currently surface parking lots developed with multi-story commercial and parking structures. Like the
Project Site, the Forum Alternative site is located in an urbanized area, and the area in the, vicinity, of the
does not have any scenic vistas, and in this regard visual impacts associated with Alternative: 7swould be
similar to those described for the Project (Impacts 3.1-1 and 3.1-4), although the ¢hange$'tyviews north
and south on South Prairie Avenue that would result from the constructitin of ithe Pigjject pedestrian
bridge would not occur under this alternative. However, the historig/Forum building'i a unique visual
feature in the area, and its demolition and removal would be congidered 4significant degradation of the
visual character in this part of Inglewood. Mitigation measures to dddress thisimpact would be the same
as those described under Cultural Resources, below. HowéveribiecanseiAlternative 7 necessitates the
complete demolition and removal of the historic Forugi'building, this impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Cultural Resources

As described above, the Forum Alternative Site is curréntly developed with The Forum, a National
Register of Historic Places and Califgmia'Register of Historical Resources-listed concert and event
venue. The Forum was opened in#1967 and husted major sporting events and other athletic competitions,
concerts, and events, and unti}. 1 999, wis the home of the NBA Los Angeles Lakers, the NHL Los
Angeles Kings, and the WNBA 05 Angeles Sparks, when all three professional sports teams left
Inglewood and moved to thigthen-néw Stiples Center in downtown Los Angeles.

The Forum undegwent coiipreliensive renovation and rehabilitation, completed in 2014, that included
structural improvgments to gonvert The Forum into a world-class concert and event venue. Also in 2014,
The Forug'was listéd on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historic
Resourcgs as an arghitecturally significant historic property. As such it is an historical resource for the
purposesiaf CEQA,

Under Alternative 7, The Forum would be demolished and elements of the Project would be developed on
the 28-acre site. Demolition of an historical resource is considered a significant impact under CEQA.
Demolition of an entire resource cannot be fully mitigated, and the impact would be considered to be
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significant and unavoidable. CEQA requires that feasible mitigation measures be prescribed. The following
feasible mitigation measures would reduce impacts:

e HABS Documentation — HABS Documentation shall be completed for The Forum prior to any
demolition activities. The work shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian and
photographer with experience in HABS Documentation.

e Display — The project applicant shall work with the City to develop displays for the new facility that
tell the history of The Forum, including text and photographs. The displays shall be installed prior to
the new facility being opened to the public.

e Salvage Plan — The project applicant shall hire a qualified professional (architectitzal historian or
historic architect) to develop a Salvage Plan. The Salvage Plan shall be apprayed by ihe Cityiprior to
demolition activities.

Although these measures would lessen the impact of Alternative 7 onhistoricaliresotrces, the impact
would not be fully mitigated and would be significant and unavoidable:

Air Quality and GHG Emissions

Air Quality and GHG emissions during construction would igreaseiiinder Alternative 7 as it would
involve a greater amount of demolition (i.¢., the existing Foruni§tructure) than the Project. Therefore,
impacts associated with the emission of criteria air péllutdnts (Impacéts 3.2-2 and 3.2-6) and GHG
emissions (Impact 3.7-1 and 3.7-2) during coggtrugtion wouldiincrease. As a result, air quality impacts
during construction with respect emissionsiof criteria‘pollutants would be greater than the Project
Project’s significant and unavoidable ctiteria pollutantiemissions impacts.

Basis for Finding

As set forth in the ESA Alternatives Memo, Altermative 7 is considered infeasible for the following
reasons:

e To efficigntly distiibutg:parking for the operation of the Arena on the Alternative 7 site, the main
parking structure usider this Alternative would be located on the north side of the site, along West
Manchester;Bouleyard, and additional surface parking would be accessed from the east, off of
Kareem Cgurt and Pincay Drive. As a result of these access requirements, the primary plaza and
dien space for Alternative 7 would be aligned along the western edge of the site, between the
arena §tiucture and South Prairie Avenue. From a design perspective, the shape and orientation of
the plaza would inhibit the creation of an appealing urban environment.

e Itis not structurally feasible to renovate the existing Forum building to meet the requirements of a
modern NBA arena. For this reason, the existing Forum building would need to be demolished,
resulting in the significant and unavoidable impact associated with the loss of a historic resource.
Even if it was structurally feasible to renovate the arena, these changes would remove or
substantially alter the character defining features of The Forum that make it eligible for listing on
the National Register and California Register.
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«  City Objective S is to “[tJransform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible
land uses within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City.” Alternative 7 would not be as
responsive to this objective as the Proposed Project. Finally, because the Forum Alternative
would result in a new significant and unavoidable impact as a result of the demolition of the
historic Forum building, it would be less responsive than the Proposed Project to City
Objective 10, which calls for the project objectives to be achieved “in an expeditious and

environmentally conscious manner.”

«  City policy, as embodied in the General Plan Land Use Element, calls fithe prototion of
economic development that would generate opportunities and employmeit for the City’s
residents. Contrary to these goals. The Forum Alternative would.invblve the development of the
same or substantially similar components of the Proposed Prgject on approximately 28 acres
currently occupied by the historic Forum concert and everit'ventg. and ancillary structures and
surface parking, it would generate the same approximate tevenues t:the City and the Inglewood
Unified School District as the Proposed Project. Héwwever, it'Would result in the demolition of
The Forum entertainment venue, and would elininateithe clirrentrevenue that is generated to the
City, which is materially larger than the revétiue generatign from the uses on the proposed Project
Site. As such, The Forum Alternative would Sgngrate a materially smaller level of net new
economic development than the Propipsed Project:

»  Under Alternative 7, the proposéd Projéct Site would not be developed as under the Proposed
Project. Similar to the NoProject Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-
developed. Agreements betweeii'the FAA and the City under the AIP program provide that the
City and the Successorifgengy must use their best efforts to dispose of parcels acquired under
this program at.g:fair markit value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project Site vacant
under Alternative 7 awvould*beiinconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified
in grant géreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 7 would also be inconsistent with
the City's objectiveito “transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible
landl¥iges Within aigeratt noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with
Federal Ayiation Administration (FAA) grants to the City.”

o The'tigedito restart the planning and entitlement process would result in schedule extensions that
would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant’s schedule objective to open in time for
the 2024-2025 NBA season.

*  The Alternative 7 site also does not meet the definition of “project area” included in PRC section
21168.6.8(a)5). Thus, The Forum Alternative would not meet the requirements for compliance
with AB 987. As a result of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than
the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the
project would be subject to the established legal process which can take three or more years. As a
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result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of the EIR for
Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant’s schedule objective
to open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction financing is often
unavailable while CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to
proceed until after litigation is resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to
which CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to move forward with projects while such
litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, establishing an accelerated time
frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings adopted pursuant to
Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, § 1.)
The same considerations apply here.

e Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas {GH¢ ) reduction plan
that includes a number of local measures that would provide benefitsin the:€ity of Inglewood..
Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, these measures;would notbe implemented under
Alternative 7.

*  Parcels on the Project Site have remained largely vigant despite the City’s longstanding efforts to
encourage redevelopment. If the Proposed Projgét wéte not to'beiconstructed on the Project Site,
these parcels would likely vacant for the foréseeable futiitg, and thus the site would not be
transformed to include land uses that are comipatible with the existing noise environment.

The City Council rejects Alternative 7 (Thé Forum Altgrnative Site) on each of these grounds
independently. All of the reasons providé;suffiient indépendent grounds for rejecting this alternative.

Finding

Specific economic, legal, socialitechnigdogical, or other considerations, including provision of
employment opportunitiss fohighls:trained workers, make infeasible Alternative 7.

B. Alternatives Proposed by Commenters

In comnients on the DEaft EIR, alternatives to the Project were suggested. The City evaluated those
alternativgs in respanse to comments to the extent appropriate, and declines to provide further analysis as
unnecessaryibasedion the entirety of the record and as explained in responses to comments in the Final
EIR. Specifically, with respect to the project alternatives suggested by commenters that were not added to
the Final EIR and were not selected instead of the Project, the City hereby adopts and incorporates by
reference the reasons set forth in the responses to comments contained in the Final EIR as its grounds for
rejecting those alternatives. The City Council further incorporates the table set forth above in Section V of
these findings, which addresses the disposition of mitigation measures and alternatives proposed by
commenters.
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C. Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration

In identifying alternatives to the Project, primary consideration was given to alternatives that could reduce
significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the Project. Certain impacts that are identified as being
significant and unavoidable under the Project (e.g., increase in air pollutants from project construction
and operation) are due primarily to intensifying development activity in an area that is currently
underutilized. These impacts would not be possible to eliminate, but could be reduced by limiting the size
of the project. Alternatives that reduce the intensity of development on the project site or change the
location of the project are addressed later in this chapter.

The following alternatives were considered but dismissed from further analysis:igcause théy would not
fulfill most of the project objectives, would not eliminate or substantially lessen énvirtfimental effects,
and/or would otherwise be infeasible:

¢ Entertainment Venue:

Under this alternative the Project Site would be developed With retailirestaurants, an
entertainment center, and a major hotel. The purpose of théialtéinative would be to create a
unique destination that would complement planned usesilocated within the Hollywood Park
Specitic Plan (HPSP) and the existing venueiat The Forun#The alternative would be patterned
and sized similar to other entertainmentivgnues withinthe Southern California region including
Downtown Disney in Anaheim (2Q{dacres), Uniiyersgl Citywalk in Universal City (23 acres), The
Grove in Los Angeles (17.5 acrigg), ang, Great Wolf Lodge in Garden Grove (13 acres).

This alternative was dispiissed from fiirther consideration because the Project Site is fragmented,
does not provide a single pareél of sufficient size on which to develop a thoughtfully arranged
entertainment district. This altémative was also dismissed because it could draw business away
from similar land usésapproved tor development within the neighboring HPSP, and thus could
negatively affect the/ City’s economic development goals for the HPSP area. Finally, this
alternatiye would il toimeet most of the basic objectives of the Project, including the City’s
objectivé to establigh a world class basketball and event center and to bring an NBA franchise
buck 1o Ingléwood (City Objective 1), and the Applicant’s goals to build the long-term home of
the LA Clippers NBA basketball team (project applicant Objectives 1a—1f).

e Substantially Reduced Arena:

Under this alternative the size of the arena on the Project Site would be materially reduced
sufficiently to substantially lessen the significant transportation and related air quality impacts of
the Project. In order to achieve such a lessening, in this alternative the capacity of the arena
would have to be reduced by 50 percent or more, leading to a maximum capacity of no more than
9,000 attendees. This alternative would result in fewer people visiting the site and thus fewer trips
being generated on the local and regional transportation system. In turn, this alternative would
reduce impacts associated with traffic and traffic-related air pollutant emissions and noise.
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This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because the material reduction in the
size of the arena (e.g., 50 percent reduction in seats) that would be needed to substantially lessen
traftic-related impacts would not meet the NBA’s sizing requirements for the arena. The smallest
recently-constructed NBA arenas include those built in Sacramento (Golden 1 Center, opened in
2016) and Milwaukee (Fiserv Forum, opened in 2018) which were built with an NBA game
capacity of approximately 17,500. The smallest arena that is home to an NBA team is the
Smoothie King Center in New Orleans, built in 1999 with a capacity of 16,867. An arena that
would meet NBA standards and is of a size comparable to the recently-opened arenas in
Sacramento and Milwaukee is discussed below under Alternative 2.

Because this alternative would be below the capacity required by the NBA, it would fail4é meet
most of the basic objectives of the Project, including the City’s objectivé to establishig world
class basketball and event center and to bring an NBA franchise bagk to Ingléwood (City
Objective 1), and the Applicant’s goals to build the long-termyhiome ofithe EA Clippers NBA
basketball team (project applicant Objectives 1a—1f).

+ Housing:

A comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) suggested consideration of an alternative
consisting of the development of housing 611 the Project Sife, consistent with the R-3 zone that
existed on the project site prior to 1980.4see Appendix.By. Under this alternative the Project Site
would be developed with a varietyof housingitypesiincluding single-family, condominium/
townhome, and multi-family usgs.

This alternative was elimzitated froni'furthér consideration because of mconsistency with the
existing and anticipated noise gnvironmént associated with Los Angeles International Airport
(LAX). The Project Sitéiis lo¢ated approximately 2 miles east of LAX, along the extended
centerlines of Rigiitwways 25R.and’251. As such, the Project Site is located within the planning
boundary/airport inflyence area (AIA) established for LAX in the Los Angeles County Airport
Land UsgPlan (ABUPR):According to the Los Angeles County Airport ALUP, the Project Site is
located inareas expased to noise levels ranging from CNEL 65-70dB, and from CNEL 70—
75dB Consistent:with ALUP Policies G-1 and N-3, the compatibility of proposed land uses is
determined:by consulting the land use compatibility table provided in Section V of the ALUP,
and according to the table, residential land uses located in areas exposed to noise levels of CNEL
65-70dR must be reviewed for noise insulation needs while residential land uses in areas
exposed to noise levels of CNEL 70-75 dB are to be avoided unless they are related to airport
services.

Moreover, between the 1980s and the early 2000s, the City engaged in a property purchase
program, supported by FAA noise mitigation funds, to remove residential uses within these noise
contours. This alternative would consist of reversing this program, and constructing new housing
on the site. The FAA has stated that residential development of these noise-impacted properties is
“inherently inconsistent with the intent of the City’s land acquisition/noise mitigation program,
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approved and funded by the FAA,” and that residential use of the properties “may be inconsistent
with Grant Assurance #21, Compatible Land Use; and Grant Assurance 31, Disposal of Land.” %
For these reasons, and in light of the noise environment at the Project Site, this alternative was
dismissed from further consideration.

In addition, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would fail to
meet most of the basic objectives of the Project, including the City’s objective to promote the
City as a premier regional sports and entertainment center and to establish a world class
basketball and event center and to bring an NBA franchise back to Inglewood (City Objective 1),
to establish a world class basketball and event center that increases sports andigntertainment and
construction-related employment opportunities; to expand opportunities:for City tesidents‘and
visitors to participate in sporting, cultural and civic events (City Objectivie 3)iand to'fransform
the Project Site to uses compatible with the aircraft noise contours'generatédiby opérations at
LAX and in compliance with the FAA grants to the City (City: Objectivie, 5):

Further, development of a housing alternative would notimeet the Applicant’s objectives to build
the long-term home of the LA Clippers NBA basketball teaum,(projectapplicant Objectives 1a—
1e); to contribute to the economic and social well-beins6fithe surrounding community by
providing public benefits such as opportunitigs for youth- and community-oriented programs, and
increasing revenues generated by property ‘and salé$ taxes, d&dmissions taxes, and potential
transient occupancy taxes (project applisiing Objective;1 L), to create a unique visitor experience
that is competitive with other new fajor event vemiies, including state-of-the-art media, sound,
and lighting systems; patron anienities; and othér features (project applicant Objective 2b); and to
develop a basketball and entertaintient céntérwith features that enhance the Project’s sense of
place as a major urban sports and entertainment venue, including gathering spaces, signage, and
other amenities (projéet apphéant Objective 3b).

« Employment Center/Business Park:

As requested by seéveralicomments on the NOP and consistent with the Inglewood International
Business Park (IIBP) Specific Plan, the City considered an alternative under which the Project
Site wouldbe developed with employment generating uses such as a business park or light
industrial wiges. This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because since the
approval of the IIBP Specific Plan in 1993 the City has sought to attract businesses to the Project
Site, Biithas not been able to generate momentum or build interest in the site from private sector
business park developers. The inability to construct a business park on the site, despite decades-~
long City efforts to encourage such uses, indicates that a business park is economically infeasible
at this location. In addition, a very substantial amount of commercial office space is planned in
the neighboring HPSP, including 466,000 square feet (sf) in the Adjusted Baseline projects and

53 David F. Cushing, Manager, Los Angeles Airports District Office, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Aviation Administration, August 26, 2019.
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another 3,567,314 square feet under cumulative conditions (see Section 3.0, subsections 3.0.6 and
3.0.7). Development of this amount of commercial office space would meet demand for office
and employment generating uses in the area, and accomplish the City’s goals for job generation.

Also, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it would fail to meet
most of the basic objectives of the Project, including the City’s objective to promote the City as a
premier regional sports and entertainment center and to establish a world class basketball and
event center and to bring an NBA franchise back to Inglewood (City Objective 1), to expand
opportunities for City residents and visitors to participate in sporting, cultural and civic events
(City Objective 3); and to create employment and construction-related employiment opportunities
in the City of Inglewood (City Objective 7).

Further, development of a housing alternative would not meet the Applicant;s objéctives to build
the long-term home of the LA Clippers NBA basketball team ¢project applicant Objectives 1a—
le), to contribute to the economic and social well-being of fhe 4yrrounditig community by
providing public benefits such as opportunities for youthéand comimunity-oriented programs, and
increasing revenues generated by property and sales taxes, admissions'taxes, and potential
transient occupancy taxes (project applicant Objective T o, ¢teate a unique visitor experience
that is competitive with other new major eventvenues,‘iacluding state-of-the-art media, sound,
and lighting systems; patron amenities; andiother{eatures {project applicant Objective 2b); and to
develop a basketball and entertainmentigenter with featires that enhance the Project’s sense of
place as a major urban sports and entertainmeént verine, including gathering spaces, signage, and
other amenities (project applicant Objective 3b).

¢ Alternative Locations in the City of Inglewood:
Imperial/Crenshaw Comrtiercial Center

The City considered:the Tiperial/Crenshaw Commercial Center as a potentially feasible
alternatiyelocation, This site is approximately 10.5 acres and is located at the southeast corner of
the intersection of Imperial Highway and Crenshaw Boulevard, approximately 1.5 miles
sptithéast ‘6l the Praject Site. The Center is made up of an approximately 210,000 sf set of one-
story commerdcial buildings containing retail and service businesses, a six-story, approximately
96,000 sf office building, an approximately 5,000 sf retail outparcel containing a fast-food
restatirant; and approximately 7.7 acres of surface parking lot.

Although not as large as the Project Site, this site was deemed of sufficient size to accommodate
the arena structure and a limited amount of parking and complementary uses. It had certain
advantages including proximity to the LA Metro Green Line Crenshaw Station, only 0.5 miles
south on Crenshaw, near 1-105, and similar close access to the [-105 freeway. The site is located
only approximately 0.4 miles from the end of the runway at Hawthorne Airport, but is outside of
any limiting airport safety zones or noise contours.
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This alternative would fail to meet several of the City’s basic objectives of the Project. Although
the site is located within the City, this site would not meet certain of the City’s objectives. This
alternative would not transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land
uses within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City, and would not strengthen the community by
providing public and youth-oriented space, outdoor community gathering space, and outdoor
plazas. Because of its small size, this site would fail to meet the applicant’s goal of consolidating
LA Clipper team operations and facilities in a single location (1¢), and due to its distance from
the NFL Stadium and The Forum, it would not respond to applicant objective, 1(e) which calls for
the creation of a lively, visitor- and community-serving environment year-round for patrons,
employees, community members, and visitors to the surrounding neighbérhood and neatby sports
and entertainment venues.

The majority of the buildings are occupied by current tenants:ind the propetty owners have
recently invested in an upgrade and expansion of the Centét’ Thg site is not.underutilized or
vacant, and is well maintained. The site is not currently for sale or'feasonably considered
available for development. For all of these reasons,the City'éliminated this site from further
consideration.

» Alternative Locations Considered by the Project Applicant:

With its lease at Staples Center expiring at the endigfithe 20232024 NBA season, the LA
Clippers organization began explorinig,options for a new arena in the Los Angeles area in late
2014/early 2015. The LA Clippersiengaged ateam of experienced professionals to identify sites
in the greater Los Angelgs area that ¢auld accommodate a new, state-of-the-art NBA arena,
relocated LA Clippers tean facilities, and supporting, ancillary commercial, retail, and
community uses.

The processefidentifying potential sites involved consideration of key preliminary site criteria
such as adequatesite stze and configuration (with specifics varying depending on site conditions
and parkihg arrangements), proximity to existing and anticipated future fan base, access to
existing andiplanned transportation and parking facilities, environmental conditions, site
acquisitioniand development cost (including tenant relocation considerations), and an ability to
adsemble and control the site within the timeframe needed to open a new arena by the 2024- 2025
NBA s¢ason.

The following is a summary of some of the main sites that were identified and considered in
preliminary site analyses.

Numerous sites in and around downtown Los Angeles were identified and considered. They were
ultimately not selected due to site assembly and/or relocation issues: (a) the Piggyback site and

UPS Site along the Los Angeles River near the intersection of Highway 101 and the I-5 Freeway,
(b) Civic Center East near Little Tokyo and Union Station; (¢) the BOS Yard in Boyle Heights at
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East 7th Street and South Mission Road, just east of the Los Angeles River and west of the I-10
Freeway, and (d) 8th and Alameda, just west of the Los Angeles River and north of the 1-10
Freeway.

Sites on the west side of Los Angeles, in closer proximity to the existing and anticipated future
fan bases, were preliminarily identified, but while under consideration by the LA Clippers these
sites or portions thereof were sold to other developers and/or development commenced on those
sites or portions thereof: (a) Fairfax DWP at South Fairfax Avenue and the 1-10 Freeway,

(b) Howard Hughes Center; and (¢) Centinela Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard.

The preliminary site analysis also considered sites south of Inglewood, and as fatisouth ag:long
Beach. Of those, the District at South Bay site. located in Carson west of fhe!San Diggo Freeway
(1-405) and south of Del Amo Boulevard, was outside of but closeit to the preferrediwest side fan
base location. This site is analyzed as Alternative 5, in Section'6.5 below.

On the west side of Los Angeles, in addition to Inglewoed, the téam considered the Marlton
Square area in Baldwin Hills. The team first considered a désyelopméiit site to the south and west
of the intersection of Marlton Avenue and Martin Eutliei:king Ir. Boulevard. While that site was
being analyzed, the immediately adjacent Kaiger Pernitnente Baldwin Hills-Crenshaw Medical
Center along Santa Rosalia Drive was undét constrtiction #and it was determined that it would be
infeasible to develop the arena and provide neeissary agdess to the arena and the Kaiser facility
on the remainder of the site from either Marlton Avente or Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard.
The team conducted a preliminary analysis of the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Mall site east of
Marlton Avenue and identifigd sité:assemblyiénd entitlement challenges. The Baldwin Hills
Crenshaw Plaza mall site#s analyzedas Alterative 4, in Section 6.5 below.

In Inglewood, the LA Clippety.also had some contact with the ownership of both the Hollywood
Park Specitic PlaiitHPSPysite aaid The Forum site. These two sites are described and analyzed as
Alternatives6.and 7 respectively, in Section 6.5 below.

The LA Clippers determined that the site at West Century Boulevard and South Prairie Avenue in
the'@ity of Inglewatid would best meet the site criteria, given the proximity to existing and
anticipated. futiire fan bases, the potential for timely site assemblage and control with a substantial
amount of ¥acant municipal-owned land, and the unique opportunity to be part of a world-class
sportsand entertainment district.

Summary of Discussion Regarding Alternatives

For all of the foregoing reasons, and each of them, the City has determined to approve the Project rather

than an alternative to the Project.
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Section VII. Statement of Overriding Considerations

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, subdivisions (a)(1)-(a)(2), and CEQA Guidelines
section 15092, the City Council finds that in approving the Project it has eliminated or substantially
lessened all significant and potentially significant effects of the Project on the environment where
feasible, as shown in Sections 3.1 through 3.15 of the FIR. The City Council further finds that it has
balanced the economic, legal, social, technological, and other benefits of the Project against the remaining
unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve the Project and has determined that
those benefits outweigh the unavoidable environmental risks and that those risks are acceptable. The City
Council makes this statement of overriding considerations in accordance with Public Riésources Code
section 21081, subdivision (a)(3), and CEQA Guidelines section 15093 in suppisit:of approval ofithe
Project.

The City adopts each of the following factors in approving this statemgnt both'éllectively and
individually. Any one of these factors is sufficient to support the City’s"4pproval 6fthe Project. If any of
these factors is determined to be insufficient, or lacking in substantial evidesice, the City nevertheless
adopts all other factors cited in this statement. Any one of the. reasonsifor approval cited below is
sutticient to support the City’s approval of the Project. ‘Fhe suhstantialievidence supporting the various
benefits can be found in the preceding findings, whigh are incorperated by reference into this Section, and
in the documents found in the Record of Proceedingsiiasidefined.in Public Resources Code section
21167.6, subdivision ().

The City Council has considered the infigrmation contdained in and related to the EIR (the Draft EIR,
Comments and Responses to those documents, text changes and other revisions included in the Final EIR,
and all other public comments, résponsegito cofpments, accompanying technical memoranda and staff
reports, and findings includediip the public record for the Project). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section
15092, the City Counecil finds thatiin approving the Project it has eliminated or substantially lessened all
significant and potentially: signifivantieffocts of the Project on the environment where feasible as shown in
the findings. As setiférthn the findings, the Project will nevertheless result in the following significant
and unavoidable gmpacts:

Iimipact 3.2-14Gonstruction and operation of the Proposed Project would contlict with
implementition of the applicable air quality plan.

Impact3:2-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in NOx emissions during construction, and a cumulatively considerable
net increase in VOC, NOx, CO, PMg, and PM, s emissions during operation of the Proposed
Project.

Impact 3.2-5: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with other
cumulative development, would result in inconsistencies with implementation of applicable air
quality plans.
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Impact 3.2-6: Construction and operation Proposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development, would result in cumulative increases in short-term (construction) and long-term
(operational) emissions.

Impact 3.11-1: Construction of the Proposed Project would result in generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Proposed Project in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies.

Impact 3.11-2: Operation of the Proposed Project would result in generation‘@f,a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Praposed Pioject in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinanpe; ¢ applicable
standards of other agencies.

Impact 3.11-3: Construction of the Proposed Project would:gétierate exceéssivé groundbome
vibration levels.

Impact 3.11-5: Construction of the Proposed Projeti imseqnyutigtion with other cumulative
development, would result in cumulative tempiitary 1i¢reases in‘ambient noise levels.

Impact 3.11-6: Operation of the Proposed Préject. 'in copjunction with other cumulative
development, would result in cumulative peérmanent iticreases in ambient noise levels.

Impact 3.11-7: Construction of'the Praposed Project, in conjunction with other cumulative
development, would genergie excesgive gipiidborne vibration.

Impact 3.14-1: Operation ofithe Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause significant
impacts at intersections under:Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14:2x:Davtime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts at
intersections undeér:Adjiisted Baseline conditions.

Imipact 3.14:3: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts at
intersections under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impict3:34-4. Operation of the Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause significant
impacts on neighborhood streets under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-5: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts on
neighborhood streets under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-6: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts on
neighborhood streets under Adjusted Baseline conditions.
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Impact 3.14-8: Daytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts on
freeway facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-9: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts on
freeway facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-10: Certain components of the Proposed Project would generate VMT in excess of
applicable thresholds.

Impact 3.14-11: Operation of the Proposed Project would adversely affect public transit
operations or fail to adequately provide access to transit under Adjusted Baselitigiconditions

Impact 3.14-15: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation foraisubstantial
duration of construction under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-16: Operation of the Proposed Project ancillafy laridiuses wotdd cause significant
impacts at intersections under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-17: Daytime events at the Proposed:Project Aréiia wiould cause significant impacts at
intersections under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-18: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts at
intersections under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-19: Operation ofithe Proposed Project ancillary land uses would cause significant
impacts on neighborhoodistreets under cumulative conditions

Impact 3.14-20: Daytitnig events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts
on neighborhoodistrests under cémulative conditions.

Impact 3;14-21"Majotgvents at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts on
neighbothood streets under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-23%Paytime events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts
on freeway facilities under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-24: Major events at the Proposed Project Arena would cause significant impacts on
freeway facilities under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-25: The Proposed Project would adversely atfect public transit operations or fail to
adequately provide access to transit under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-27: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation for a substantial
duration of construction under cumulative conditions.
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Impact 3.14-28: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with major
events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impacts at intersections
under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-29: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with major
events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impacts on freeway
facilities under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-30: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with major
events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would adversely affect publicitiansit operations or
fail to adequately provide access to transit under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-31: Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concuprentlyavith major
events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would result in iadediate ehergency access
under Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-32: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circglation for a substantial
duration during construction during major events at Fhie:Forum,and/or the NFL Stadium under
Adjusted Baseline conditions.

Impact 3.14-33: Major events at the ProposediPréject, when operating concurrently with major
events at The Forum and/or the NFL:8tadivm, would:gause significant impacts at intersections
under cumulative conditions.

Impact 3.14-34: Major everits at the:Propaséd Project, when operating concurrently with major
events at The Forum andior the NFL Stadium, would cause significant impacts on freeway
facilities under cumuldgive ‘¢onditions.

Impact 3.14-35:"Mujotevents,at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with major
events at TH&Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would adversely affect public transit operations or
fail to adequately provide access to transit under cumulative conditions.

Iinpact 3.14436; Major events at the Proposed Project, when operating concurrently with major
events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium, would result in inadequate emergency access
under cumiilative conditions.

Impact 3.14-37: The Proposed Project would substantially affect circulation for a substantial
duration during construction during major events at The Forum and/or the NFL Stadium under
cumulative conditions.

The list of significant and unavoidable impacts set forth above is intended to be a comprehensive list of
such impacts. In the event one or more significant and unavoidable impacts is not included in this list, the
omission is inadvertent. The City Council adopts this statement of overniding considerations
notwithstanding this omission.
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The City Council finds that it has balanced the economic, social, technological and other benefits of the
Project against these remaining significant and unavoidable environmental impacts in determining
whether to approve the Project. The City Council has determined, and finds those benetfits outweigh the
impacts and that those impacts are acceptable. The City Council makes this statement of overriding
considerations in accordance with Public Resources Code section 21081, subdivision (a)3), and CEQA
Guidelines section 15093 in support of approval of the Project. Specifically, in the City Council’s
judgment, the benefits of the Project as approved outweigh the unmitigated adverse impacts and the
proposed Project should be approved.

The Project has the following benefits:

1. The Project allows the City to advance its economic development goals,
and to realize its decades-long goal of revitalizing parcels oh the Project
Site with productive uses for the enjoyment of the public and which are
compatible with applicable noise regulationsiand agreements.

The City of Inglewood identifies goals of the City to promote economiic development in the City’s
General Plan Land Use Element. In particular, the Genegal Plan idéritifies. a goal to “[h]elp promote sound
economic development and increase employment opportunities'for the City’s residents by responding to
changing economic conditions.”>* The General Plani‘further establishes a goal to “[p]romote the
development of commercial/recreational usesswhich willicomplement those which already are located in
Inglewood.”> Consistent with those goalsiithe Proposed Project would redevelop the site into a new
state-of-the-art sports and entertainment facility with related uses that promotes economic development
and generates employment opportugities during the gbnstruction period and during the subsequent
operational life of the Project.

These parcels have remained vacant and.underutilized despite the City’s efforts to encourage investment
and redevelopment. In patticulitythe:Project Site is comprised of approximately 28 acres of land. Most of
the Project Site - approsamataly 84 percent - consists of parcels owned by the City of Inglewood or the
City of Inglewood as SuccessoriAgency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (“City Parcels™). The
Project Site consists of mostly vacant or undeveloped land, and six developed parcels. Proximity to
nearby airports, especially1. AX, has played a substantial role regarding the lack of development on the
Project Site. The Project Site falls within the Airport Influence Area for LAX for the southern runway. A
portion of'the Projeet Site is located within the Planning Boundary/AIA for LAX as designated in the Los
Angeles County ALUP, which places limitations and conditions on the nature and type of development
that can occur. The majority of the Project Site is within the 65 CNEL noise contour for the LAX flight
path. These factors constrain development that can occur on the Project Site.

54 City of Inglewood, General Plan Land Use Element, January 1980, page 6.
53 City of Inglewood, General Plan Land Use Element, January 1980, page 7.
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Beginning in the mid-1980s, the FAA began to issue grants to the City of Inglewood with the objective of
recycling incompatible land uses to land uses that are compatible with the noise level of airport
operations. Under that program, the FAA and the City of Inglewood approved the acquisition of the vast
majority of City Parcels on the Project Site, subject to certain requirements, including restrictions on land
uses to ensure compatibility with specified airport noise levels of operation. Other City Parcels were
acquired with redevelopment funds (along with the FAA grants) for the same purpose of noise abatement.
The FAA has stated that residential development of these noise-impacted properties is inconsistent with
the intent of the City’s land acquisition noise mitigation program. (David F. Cushing, Manager, Los
Angeles Airports District Office, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration,
August 26, 2019.)

Against this backdrop, the City has long pursued a sustained and comprehensive ‘plan‘ofigconomic
redevelopment of the City Parcels. In furtherance of its redevelopment efforts, the @ity undertook various
efforts to adopt land use policies and regulations that would encouragg redevelépment of the City Parcels
in a manner that is consistent with the LAX- and noise-related constrain§igutlined'above. These policies
and regulations include adopting revised General Plan and Zoningidesignatiéns for the City Parcels. In
particular, in 1993 the City approved the Inglewood Interndtional Business Park Specific Plan
encompassing much of the site. This plan envisioned thé'devélppmentiofian attractive, campus-like
business park, and established guidelines designed & ‘encourage this use. During the intervening 27 years,
however, the development anticipated and encouragéd:under the:plan has not occurred due to a lack of
investment interest in such a project. Available evidence'indi¢ates, therefore, that if the business park plan
remains the operative land-use plan for the'Project Site; 1t will remain vacant and/or underutilized.

The City has continuously investediin the boautifi¢ation of and redevelopment along Century Boulevard
and desires to continue those efforts.

The Project will provide for redeviglophient of the Project Site in a manner that is consistent with the
terms of FAA grants and'withnd-use hmitations associated with proximity to LAX. The Project will
therefore enable théCityto Tealize its decades-long goal of redevelopment the area for productive,
compatible uses; For furthes infotmation on the importance of this benefit, see ESA Alternatives Memo,
pp. 3-4.

The Project will adgomplish this goal in a manner that builds upon, and advances, the City’s investment in
beautification of the' Century Boulevard corridor. The benefits of this further investment will extend
beyond the Project site, and will encourage other private investment along the Century Boulevard
corridor.

The Project will accomplish these longstanding City goals in a manner that opens up the Project Site for
public accessibility and use. The Project will provide public access to entertainment to its residents in the
form of spectator sports, including basketball. The Project presents and promotes unique recreational uses
for the enjoyment of the public in the form of economic development opportunity that finally allows the
City to transform vacant and underdeveloped parcels on the Project site into productive, compatible land
uses, following decades of prior efforts.
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2. The Project is part of a regional sports and entertainment center that will
support Inglewood’s “City of Champions” identity by bringing back a
National Basketball Association franchise to the City.

The Project provides the City with the unique redevelopment opportunity associated with a National
Basketball Association (NBA) franchise, the Los Angeles Clippers. The opportunity to host an NBA
franchise is rare, and the current opportunity was presented to the City in large part because of the
expiring lease term of the Los Angeles Clippers at Staples Center and the desire of the team’s ownership
to build a new, state-of-the-art facility. The facility itself presents a significant economic development
opportunity, and together with the adjacent SoFi Stadium and other recreational uses forthe enjoyment of
the public, expands the City’s presence as a major sports and entertainment centgr:

The Project builds on the City’s rich tradition in sports and entertainmegit. Thé, arenia component (the
“Arena”) and supporting uses are key components of a new destinationsports ang enfertainment center.
From 1967-1999 the Los Angeles Lakers NBA team played in The Foruiti;Jocated approximately one
mile north of the Project Site, before relocating to Staples Arena. The Forumialso housed other sports
teams, including the Los Angeles Kings of the National Hé¢kéy: Lieagué, before The Forum was
renovated and repurposed as a concert venue. From 1938-2013}the Hollywood Park horse racetrack
operated on most of the area north of the Project Sife. an apéé that'is now designated for mixed-use
development pursuant to the Hollywood Park Specifi¢ Plan (HPSP). The HPSP includes the substantially
completed SoFi Stadium, which will house the Los AngelésRams and the Los Angeles Chargers teams of
the National Football League. The Project will support Inglewood’s identity as the “City of Champions™
by bringing back an NBA franchise o theiGity “and helping to create and expand a world class sports and
entertainment center.

3. The Project is a privately financed, highly desirable public-private
development that will help activate and revitalize the Project Site and
promote fécreational uses for the enjoyment of the public.

The Project is.a nigjor publig-private undertaking, calculated to promote the recreation and enjoyment of
the publi¢. and invol¥ingid'substantial investment. The Project is privately funded, with the Project
applican{ incurring;gosts of site assembly, development and construction. The Project provides for
professional:basketball games to take place at the Arena, and also a series of special events and
community events designed to promote recreational uses for the enjoyment of the public. In total, it is
estimated that Project will accommodate as many as 243 events each year, activating the Project site year-
round. The Project also includes Arena-supporting and hotel uses that will enliven the Project Site on
non-event days. The Project Site includes a major outdoor pedestrian plaza adjacent to the Arena with
circulation and gathering, specialized paving, landscaping, seating areas, and public art, including public
access as provided in the Development Agreement. The plaza area will be maintained by the Applicant,
and will be publicly accessible as set forth in Development Agreement Exhibit F. In sum, the Project
provides a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination, and provide amenities and economic
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contributions to visitors and the surrounding neighborhood year-round. The Project’s public art
contribution will be substantial, as set forth in section 7.3.3 of the Development Agreement.

4. The Project will meet high-quality sustainability and urban design
standards.

The Project design team includes sports architects and urban landscape experts with worldwide
experience in designing major athletic venues. The Project approvals include Design Guidelines that are
specific to the Project and address a wide variety of topics such as building design, landscaping, signage
and lighting. The Project will be designed and constructed to meet or achieve the US Gieen Building
Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold certifigation requiremgnts. The
Project will also provide onsite renewable energy generation including solar roofs; and firoyide cool roofs
and cool parking promoting features, such as cool surface treatment for new!parking facilities. LEED
certification is anticipated to be achieved by the end of the first full NBA seasot;, Key, elements of the
LEED certification will be its location in an urban infill environméiit, infill locatiot; the density of the site
and connectivity to the adjacent community, and accessibility to pighlic transportation. Additional features
may include indoor and outdoor water reduction measures;im-site rengwable energy generation,
optimized energy performance, and responsible constrygtion‘and detnolition waste management
strategies, heat island reduction measures and light pollution.meagures. As reflected in the MMRP and in
the Development Agreement, other major Project conjmitments and requirements include:

o The Applicant will prepare and iniplement a GHG Reduction Plan. The plan will include
implementation of all measures sef forth. undef Section 2.A of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1(a),
Project Design Features 3,2<1 and 3:2:2 asiidentified in the Final EIR, and Mitigation Measures
3.2-2(b) and 3.14-2(b) a5 get fofth in the:MMRP.

e The GHG Redugtion Plan'iyill afso include the following on-site measures:

»  Solag Photovéltaic System. Installation of a 700-kilowatt (kW) solar photovoltaic system,
generating approximately 1,085,000 kW-hours of energy annually.

N

IBEC Smatt Parking System. Installation of systems in the on-site parking structures serving
the Project to reduce vehicle circulation and idle time within the structures by more
effigiently directing vehicles to available parking spaces.

v

IBEC On-Site Electric Vehicle Charging Stations. Installation of a minimum of 330 electric
vehicle charging stations (EVCS) within the three on-site parking structures serving the
Project for use by employees, visitors, event attendees, and the public.

v

IBEC Zero Waste Program. Implementation of a waste and diversion program for operations
of the Project, with a goal of reducing landfill waste to zero.
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» Renewable Energy. Reduction of GHG emissions associated with energy demand of the
Project Arena that exceeds on-site energy generation capacity by using renewable energy
consisting of purchase of electricity for onsite consumption through the Southern California
Edison (SCE) Green Rate, SCE's Community Renewables Program, similar opportunities for
renewable electricity that could emerge in the future and/or, if available after approval by
applicable regulatory agencies, on-site use of renewable natural gas. Such renewable energy
shall be used during Project operations for a period sufficient to achieve no less than 7,617
MT CO2e.

¢ The GHG Reduction Plan will also include implementation, prior to issuance of grading permits,
of the following off-site measures:

» City Municipal Fleet Vehicles ZEV Replacement. Entry infp aniagreenient with the City to
cover 100% of the cost of replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicley that produced GHG
emissions with Zero-Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and relatediinfrastructure (e.g., EVCS) for
those vehicles.

» ZEV Replacement of Transit Vehicles Opetation'Within'the City. Entry into an agreement
with the City to cover 100% of the cost:of replacemeétit of 2 transit vehicles that operate
within the City that produce GHG emissiéng with ZEV's and related infrastructure (e.g.,
EVCS) for those vehicles.

» Local Electric Vehicle Charging Stations in the City. Entry into agreements to install 20
EVCS at locations in the City availablé for public use for charging electric vehicles.

» City Tree Planting'Progtam. Develop or enter into partnerships with existing organizations to
develop a program to ‘plant'$:000 trees within the City.

» Local Residential' BV Charging Units. Implement a program to cover 100% of the cost of
purchasing and installing 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local
emniynities ndar the Project site. Residents in the City and surrounding communities who
purchase a'niew or used battery electric vehicle shall be eligible to participate in the program.
City residents shall be given priority for participation in the program. Eligibility
téguitements and administration of the program shall ensure that only households that do not
already own an electric vehicle participate in the program.

+  The Applicant will achieve any remaining GHG emissions reductions necessary, as estimated in
the GHG Reduction Plan, through GHG reduction co-benefits of NOx and PM» s emissions
reductions measures required by Condition of Approval H-2, co-benefits of Project Design
Features 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 and Mitigation Measures 3.2-2(b) and 3.14-2(b), and the purchase of
carbon offset credits issued by an accredited carbon registry, such as the American Carbon
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Registry, Climate Action Reserve, or Verra. All carbon offset credits shall be permanent,
additional, quantifiable, and enforceable.

¢ The Applicant will comply with the monitoring and reporting requirements set forth in
Development Agreement Exhibit H-1.

¢ The Applicant will comply with Development Agreement Exhibit H-2, setting forth the
Applicant’s obligations with respect to conditions of approval re3quiring air pollutant emission
reductions.

*  The Applicant will implement a robust Transportation Demand Manageinent (“THDM) Pidgram,
as set forth in Development Agreement Exhibit H-3. Among other things. the Applicant will
implement Mitigation Measures 3.7.1(a) and 3.14-2(b), as set forth'in the MMRP. The TDM
Program will include strategies, incentives, and tools to provide opportinitiés for non-event
employees and patrons as well as event attendees and employeedito reduce single-occupancy
vehicle trips and to use other modes of transportation besides automebile to travel to basketball
games and other events hosted at the Project. Amoiigiother things, the TDM Program a dedicated
shuttle service connecting the Project to existing‘and future Meétté light rail stations. The TDM
Program must achieve specific performanceitargets:set fotth in Exhibit H-3.

5. The Project includes a serieg of commitments regarding transportation
infrastructure that will benefit the larger community.

The Project includes commitmentgiregardingifransportation infrastructure that will benefit the
surrounding area on both event and:noncevent days. These commitments include road upgrades, road
restriping, converting medians # turit fanes, widening off-ramps, and providing funding for intelligent
transportation system imptovements.inchiding cameras, vehicle sensors and changeable electronic
message signs to better monitor and'reroute cars from the City’s traffic command center. The Project also
includes streetscdpe and pedestiian circulation system improvements that would increase walkability and
improve the pedégstrian and Bicyclist experience and accessibility on adjacent public rights of way near the
Project Sife! including illumination to highlight circulation paths and landscape features, and to create a
safe pedestrian experience. The Project includes a transportation hub to accommodate transportation
network sompanieg {e.g., Uber and Lyft), bus stops and public transit upgrades, shuttles connecting the
site to Metro stitions, and other improvements to encourage the use of public transit. These commitments
are set forth in the MMRP, in the Transportation Demand Management Program, in the Event
Transportation Management Plan, and in Development Agreement Exhibits H-1, H-2 and H-3.

6. The Project will provide substantial tax revenue to the City through
property, sales, admissions, parking, transient occupancy and other taxes.

The Project will generate approximately $12.9 million in one-time tax revenues related to construction of
the Project. Approximately 67% is related to the City’s nonresidential construction tax, followed by 25%
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related to sales tax on construction materials, 8% related to business tax on contractor earnings and 0.8%
related to documentary transfer tax. Construction of the Project will also generate about $10.3 million for
the Project’s Arts Fee and Schools fee, which are non-general fund revenues.

The project applicant retained HR&A as a consultant to estimate the Project’s net fiscal impact on the
City. HR&A’s analysis considers both revenues generated by, and costs incurred as a result of, the
Project. HR&A estimates that, upon Project stabilized operations in 2025, the Project will generate
(calculated in 2019 dollars) approximately $4.4 million in annual net tax revenues. The City retained
Keyser Marston Associates (“KMA”) as a consultant to peer review this report. KMA estimates that net
revenue to the City would be approximately $4.4 million. The difference is due to slightly different
assumptions and methodologies employed by the consultants. Under either scenirio, howesier, the Project
will generate substantial revenue for the City, even accounting for City costs asségiatediwith‘providing
public services to the Project. HR&A estimates that, on a cumulative bagis, the Projéct will generate
approximately $70.0 million in cumulative net fiscal impact (or $149:} million‘in nominal dollars) plus
approximately $72.4 million cumulatively in nominal property tax‘revetitigs.

The Project will also generate approximately $2.3 million 4ii;annual property tax revenue (2019 dollars)
for the Inglewood Unified School District.

HR&A s fiscal analysis for the Project also included Sensitivity analysis for a reduced ancillary retail
program and third-party events scenario to provided:more cofiservative analysis. As compared to the base
Project scenario, the construction period andlysis is substantially the same, with only a slight decrease of
approximately 2% for one-time tax and €ity féé:reventies. For operations, the net annual fiscal impacts
are reduced but would continue tosbe substantial atigpproximately $4 million, or $132 million
cumulatively in nominal dollars.“Fhus, #Ven under the very conservative assumptions reflected in this
analysis, the Project will have ‘@:substantial, ongoing, positive effect on city revenue.

The Project will generate significanttévenue for the City. This revenue includes substantial revenue
generated from the'tollowingseurces:

PublicsArtifor New Construction
Parking

Aidmissions

Transizg¥cupancy

Gross Receipts

Utility Users

Nonresidential Construction
Real Property Transfer

These revenue sources are listed in the Development Agreement, Exhibit D, subject to Development
Agreement sections 7.2.1, 7.2.2, 7.2.3 and 7.2.6. For specific information on these benefits, please see
HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May
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2020. For the City’s peer review, please see Peer Review — Economic and Fiscal Impact Report:
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, Memorandum from James Rabe, CRE, Keyser Marston
Associates, to Christopher E. Jackson, Director, Inglewood Economic & Community Development
Department (June 10, 2020).

7. The Project will generate major new construction and permanent
employment opportunities, including for Inglewood residents.

During Project construction, approximately 7,269 total headcount jobs will be created, of which
approximately 7,020 will be full-time and part-time construction jobs located at the Prijject Site. These
jobs will include direct on-site workers, plus jobs generated through multiplier &ffécts. Approxifately
$466.7 million in compensation will be paid to workers directly and indirectly asspciatedipvith
construction, and the construction period will generate approximately $1:06'billion in total economic
output. Pursuant to the Development Agreement (see section 8, below); a signifi¢ant:portion of these jobs
will be available to Inglewood residents and businesses.

On an annual basis once operations stabilize, approximatels: 16887 total:-headcount jobs will be created, of
which approximately 1,476 will be full-time and part-fime opetations jobs located at the Project Site.
Approximately $139.3 million in annual compensation willibe paid.to workers directly and indirectly
associated with Project operations, and approximately:$267.9 million in total economic output will be
generated. Pursuant to the Development Agreémenti{see sbetion 8, below), a significant portion of these
jobs will be available to Inglewood residentsiand businigsses.

The fiscal analysis for the Project:gilso includéd sensitivity analysis for a reduced ancillary retail program
and third-party events scenarig to‘provide a more conservative analysis. As compared to the base Project
scenario, the construction periodianalysis is substantially the same, with only a slight decrease of
approximately 2% for ofigitime taxiand @ity fee revenues. For operations, the net annual economic
impacts are reduced. but would continue to be substantial at approximately $210 million in annual net
economic outputiand 1,190:jobx:at stabilized operations.

For specifi¢ iniforntation onthese benefits, please see HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report:
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020.

8. The'Development Agreement includes a number of additional public
benefits.
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Pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement (DA) between the City and the Applicant, and as set
forth more fully in Exhibit C to the DA, the development of the Project will provide the City, its
residents, and the surrounding region with a number of wide-ranging public benefits. As set forth below,

such public benefits include: (1) the creation of local jobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to
affordable housing and renter support; (3) the rehabilitation of Momingside Park Library and the creation
of community center, (4) support for Inglewood youth and education; (5) support for Inglewood seniors;

(6) improving Inglewood parks; and (7) opportunity for community engagement and collaboration.

¢ Creation of Local Jobs and Workforce Equity

o]

(o]

o]

Q

Minority/Disadvantaged Business Participation Goals. Pursuantt¢:the terins of
the DA, the Applicant will require that all construction contractois haveia goal to
achieve participation by minority/disadvantaged businiéss enterprises of'at least 30%
of the total value of funds awarded for contracts afid subctntracts related to
construction activities during the Project, withsa'gol of at least 50% of that 30% goal
being awarded to local qualified businessespgated in'Inglewood. (DA, Ex. C, 9 1.)

Local Employment Opportunities, Eventsiatthe Arena will result in additional
employment opportunities for Inglewood résidents and businesses. Pursuant to the
terms of the DA, the Applicantmust take certiain steps with the goal of hiring
qualified Inglewood residgnts for io less than 35% of the employment positions
needed in connection with eventigperations at the Arena, including employment
positions with Applicantis, contractors, subcontractors, and vendors providing
services in conpgctioniwith'évents'held inside the Arena, such as food and beverage
service, hospitality, and event security. (DA, Ex. C, 92)

Job Fairs‘Pursudnt to the terms of the DA, the Applicant will contribute up to
$150:000 overithe lifetime of the Project in order to fund at least four job fairs and
relatediadvertising and promotion for those job fairs. All job fairs will be open to the
generdl, public and include information about available employment opportunities, as
well as gpportunities to submit resumes and applications. (DA, Ex. C, §3.)

Workforce Outreach Coordination Program. In consultation with the City, the
Applicant will fund a Workforce Outreach Coordination Program (the “WOCP”) in
the aggregate amount of $600,000, over a period of four years. As part of this effort,
the Applicant will hire a local qualified Workforce Outreach Coordinator for the
construction period, and must designate a Worktorce Outreach Coordinator on the
Arena operations staff following completion of construction, whose job
responsibilities shall include marshaling and coordinating workforce outreach, and
training and placement programs for the following types of positions: (i) construction
jobs, including pre-apprentice programs; (i) employees working for Event
Operations Providers; and (iii) employees working for Applicant-owned and other
retail operations at or around the Arena. The Workforce Outreach Coordinator must
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also marshal and coordinate workforce outreach and training and placement
programs by engaging in the following community outreach activities: (i) advertising
available workforce programs; (i1) establishing a community resources list that
includes the Inglewood Chamber of Commerce, service organizations, block clubs,
community town hall meetings, and religious organizations; and (ii1) notification and
advertising of upcoming job opportunities and job fairs as described in Exhibit C of
the DA. (DA, Ex. C, 94.)

Job Training for Inglewood Residents. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the

Applicant will contribute $250,000, over a period of five years, tofund programs,

(o]

managed by the South Bay Workforce Investment Board opisimilar otganization(s),
that will provide job skills to Inglewood residents entering thie jolimarket (DA, Ex.
C.95)

o Construction Opportunities for the Formezly Ingarceratei, Pursuant to the terms
of the DA, the Applicant will contribute a tofal of $158:000, over a period of three
vears, to fund job placement programs for formégly incarcerated individuals in the
building and construction trades. (DA, Ex. " €96,

Project Labor Agreement fot Project Construction. As described in the DA, the
Applicant’s general contragtor torithie Projett has entered into a Project Labor

Q

Agreement (“PLA”) with the Log:Angeles/Orange County Building and Construction
Trades, on behalf of its affiliate logal unions and district councils. The PLA is
intended to ensute that:a sufficient supply of skilled craft workers is available to
work throughout the Projéct, and that such work will proceed in a safe and efficient
manner with dite ¢onsideration for the protection of labor standards, wages, and
working conditions, (DA, Ex. C, 97.)

o . JLeased Space to Inglewood Restaurant. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the
Applicant must make good faith efforts to lease at least one restaurant space in the
Project to a qualified Inglewood business for at least one year on market terms. (DA,

Ex Ci88)
s Commitments to Affordable Housing and Renter Support

o Funding for Affordable Housing. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the Applicant
will contribute up to $75 million to a fund or program, managed by a Community
Development Financial Institution or a similar organization, to provide low-interest
loans for the acquisition, preservation, and development of affordable and mixed-
income housing in the City, and/or to acquire land for the future development of
affordable and mixed-income housing. (DA, Ex. C, 99.)
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o First-Time Homeowners Assistance. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the Applicant
will contribute a total of $2.5 million towards one or more first-time homebuyer
programs (which may include down-payment assistance, homebuyer education, and
credit coaching) for Inglewood residents with household incomes at or below the
median income for Los Angeles County. (DA, Ex. C, §10.)

Emergency Support to Inglewood Renters and Anti-Eviction Services. Pursuant

(o]

to the terms of the DA, the Applicant will contribute a total of $3 million, over a
period of five years commencing with the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy
for the Arena, for purposes of preventing homelessness and providing legal support
for families facing evictions in Inglewood. The funds will be distribiited to giie or
more non-profits, government agencies, or similar organizations {BA, Ex'C, 9 11.)

o]

Capacity Building for Housing-Focused Non-Pyofits. Parsuant to the terms of the
DA, the Applicant will contribute $250,000 in;grans to helpilocal and regional
community development corporations, comiyunity development financial
institutions, land banks, and other non-profits fégused on*housing to expand their
respective operations and services for developinentiof affordable housing in the City
(e.g. hire new staff, expand offigé'space, etéy). (DA, Ex. C, 9 12.)

¢ Rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library.and Creation of a Community
Center

Pursuant to the terms of the DAiithe Applicant will contribute a total of $6 million to
rehabilitate the City s Morningsidé Pgrk Library as a library and community center, where
members of the community can gather for group activities, social support, public
information, andigthetpurposes. (DA, Ex. C, 913.)

» Support foringlewood Youth and Education

@ After School Tutoring for Inglewood Students. Pursuant to the terms of the DA,
the Applicant will contribute a total of $4 million for after school tutoring programs
foutnglewood students. (DA, Ex. C, 7 14.)

Youth Innovation and Design Camps. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the

O

Applicant will contribute a minimum of $500,000 for purposes of developing and
operating coding, science, technology, and engineering camps and programs for
Inglewood students. (DA, Ex. C, 915.)

o Keeping Inglewood Students in School. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the
Applicant will contribute a minimum of $2,750,000 for purposes of discouraging
Inglewood high school students from dropping out of school. (DA, Ex. C, §16.)
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o Opening Pathways to College for Inglewood Students. Pursuant to the terms of the
DA, the Applicant will contribute up to $1 million for purposes of expanding
counseling services and support for students seeking a post-secondary education.
(DA, Ex. C,917)

College Scholarships for Inglewood Students. Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the
Applicant will contribute a minimum of $4.5 million for purposes of providing
scholarships to eligible low-income students in the Inglewood United School District
that are accepted to either a 2-year or 4-year colleges. (DA, Ex. C, 9 18.)

(o]

¢ Support for Inglewood Seniors.

Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the Applicant will contribute a total ofiat tegst $500,000 to
fund social and educational programs at the Inglewood Sériior'@enter (DA, Ex. C, 919.)

¢ Improving Inglewood Parks

Pursuant to the terms of the DA, the Applicasitwill contribute $300,000 to renovate public
basketball courts in Inglewood. (DA, Exi€, 9 26.)

» Community Engagement & Collaboration

o Use of Arena for Charitable Causes:iPursuant to the terms of the DA, the Applicant
will provide the City;, local schools) youth athletic programs, or a local community-
based charitablg organizationidegsignated by the City use of the Arena for up to 10
days per caléndar year, onitlays that the Arena or surrounding facilities are available.
(DA, ExH¢, 21

o Access toNBA Games for Community Groups. Pursuant to the terms of the DA,
theApplicant will dedicate an average of 100 general admission tickets to every Los
Angeles Clippers basketball home game at the Arena during the regular season for
use by a'community group at no charge. (DA, Ex. C, 422.)

Having ¢onsideredithe benefits outlined above, the City Council finds that the benetits of approving the
Project otitweigh aid override the unavoidable adverse environmental effects associated with the Project,
and therefore“the Project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects are acceptable.
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