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Comment Letter No. 25 

Richard Drury 
Lozeau – Drury 
1516 Oak Street, Suite 216 
Alameda, CA 94501 

Comment No. 25-1 

We respectfully are writing on behalf of Strategic Actions for a Just Economy (“SAJE”), 
which convenes the Figueroa Corridor Coalition for Economic Justice (“FCCEJ”) and the 
United Neighbors in Defense Against Displacement (“UNIDAD”) campaign. The geographic 
areas governed by the referenced University of Southern California (“USC” or “University”) 
Development Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) (SCH # 2009011101) 
(“Project”) include the neighborhood (the “Neighborhood”) in which our allied community 
organizations work.  Our objectives are, among other things, advancing community health 
and mitigating the harmful impacts on community stability and affordable housing that have 
occurred to date in the area immediately surrounding USC and which might worsen as a 
result of development occurring under this Development Plan. 

After reviewing the DEIR together with our team of expert consultants, it is evident that the 
document contains omissions that preclude accurate analysis of the Project.  We therefore 
value this opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to working with USC 
and all stakeholders to ensure a vibrant and sustainable future for the Neighborhood and 
the University.45 

In particular, the DEIR has deficiencies in areas including: improper Project description and 
baseline, “piecemealing” of the 2030 USC Master Plan, and inadequate analysis and 
mitigation of the Project’s housing, employment, traffic, parking, air quality, land use, 
greenhouse gas, public health, hazardous materials, stormwater, police services, growth 
inducing, environmental justice, historic resources, recreation, odor and cumulative 
impacts.  We respectfully encourage improved analysis and the implementation of 
additional mitigation measures pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”) as set forth in the letter. 

                                            

45 We reserve the right to supplement these comments at later hearings and proceedings for this Project.  
(See, Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109.) 
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Response to Comment No. 25-1 

This comment describing the SAJE, FCCEJ and UNIDAD organizations and the 
objectives of the commentors is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration.  The Draft EIR is comprehensive and was completed 
in accordance with CEQA requirements.  Comments regarding concerns with the Draft EIR 
are addressed in the following responses. 

Comment No. 25-2 

Of fundamental concern to the undersigned is that, while the DEIR contains an analysis of 
affordable housing and claims that the Project’s impact will be beneficial, the Project is 
likely to result in significant demand for housing over supply in the Neighborhood and 
immediately surrounding areas for the lowest paid employees and students, staff and 
faculty (service workers and segment of construction workers and segment of staff).  A 
revised DEIR must disclose and analyze the true impacts of the Project as proposed on 
housing including but not limited to housing demand over supply, unmet housing demand 
for affordable housing and impacts on the local housing market and community.  Moreover, 
the DEIR’s analysis of employment growth and jobs/housing balance is incomplete and 
unsupported by the facts. 

Response to Comment No. 25-2 

As presented in the Draft EIR, the residual demand for housing in the local area 
among students, faculty and staff, after accounting for USC population growth and new 
Project housing, is based on scientific random sample survey research about the 
propensity of the USC population to locate in the local area.  The Draft EIR concludes, on 
the basis of rigorous analysis, that there will not be any adverse impacts on housing, 
including within the local area, as a result of the Project.  See Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, 
Housing, and Appendix J, Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report.  The 
Draft EIR includes substantial evidence to support its conclusions regarding employment 
and jobs-housing balance, as presented in Draft EIR Section IV.I.1, Employment; Section 
IV.I.2, Housing; and Appendix J. 

Comment No. 25-3 

We also want respectfully to emphasize that release of this DEIR document is premature 
because the “Nexus Study” that your Department is preparing is not yet complete.  This 
“Nexus Study” was intended to be released prepared “in conjunction with the environmental 
impact report to assess the impacts of specific plan development on public infrastructure, 
facilities, and services and plan for the provision by applicant(s) of such facilities to be 
phased with development.”  But it has not been released. In this circumstance, the DEIR 
must be recirculated to include the “Nexus Study.” 
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Response to Comment No. 25-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study, which is not 
required by CEQA or part of the EIR.  As discussed therein, the Nexus Study does not 
contain any new analyses or mitigation measures for the Proposed Project that are 
required by CEQA.  All of the required CEQA analyses and mitigation measures for the 
Proposed Project, including an analysis of public infrastructure and services are contained 
in the Draft EIR.  Thus, the potential CEQA impacts of the Proposed Project within the 
Nexus Study Area are fully accounted for in the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR is not required 
to be recirculated. 

Comment No. 25-4 

Community groups affiliated with UNIDAD will seek to have the University enter into a 
binding agreement to provide local hiring, good jobs, train local residents, assist local small 
business and preserve housing affordability for community residents and students.  Such 
agreements have been highly effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and 
can serve as models for this proposal.  A community benefits agreement is a legally 
binding contract (or set of related contracts), setting forth a range of community benefits 
regarding a development project (or related development projects), and resulting from 
Substantial community involvement. 

Response to Comment No. 25-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 

Comment No. 25-5 

We have prepared these comments with the assistance of environmental scientist urban 
planner Terrell Watt, AICP, Dr. Petra Pless, D. Env., and traffic engineer Tom Brohard, 
P.E.  Their comments are attached hereto as Exhibits A, B, and C and are incorporated 
herein in their entirety.  The experts’ comments require separate response in the Final EIR.  
The deficiencies in the DEIR are sufficiently significant that a supplemental DEIR (“SDEIR”) 
will have to be prepared and recirculated for full public comment to address these issues. 

Response to Comment No. 25-5 

Each of the comments referred to in this comment have been responded to as part 
of this Final EIR.  The responses to these comments demonstrate that the EIR has been 
completed in accordance with CEQA requirements and that preparation of a supplemental 
Draft EIR is not required. 
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Comment No. 25-6 

I.  BACKGROUND ON THE USC DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROJECT 

The University of Southern California has proposed the USC Development Plan and 
Specific Plan Project.  The Project is a mixed-use development including thousands of 
housing units, commercial development and other elements that will permanently transform 
the University and the surrounding community.  The undersigned seek to ensure that this 
Project is undertaken in a manner that will maximize its economic and community benefits, 
while minimizing its adverse impacts on the environment and the surrounding community. 

The proposed Project is truly massive in scale and will have correspondingly massive 
impacts on the surrounding community for decades to come.  For this reason, it is critical to 
conduct the proper analysis before project approval, when true flexibility remains.  Only in 
this way can the City and the public ensure that the Project will bring maximum benefits to 
the community with minimum adverse impacts. 

The proposed Project would provide for the development of new uses on and around the 
University Park Campus.  The proposed Project would provide approximately 2.5 million 
square feet of academic and University uses; up to 350,000 square feet of retail/
commercial uses; and approximately 2.135 million square feet of student and faculty 
housing providing up to 5,400 student beds in a variety of housing types and configurations 
and approximately 250 faculty housing units.  The proposed Project would also provide for 
an approximately 165,000 square foot hotel and conference center with up to 150 guest 
rooms, conference and banquet facility areas, sit down restaurant area, a swimming pool, 
and other related amenities.  In addition, a new University-affiliated K-8 laboratory school 
and community educational academy comprised of up to approximately 80,000 square feet 
may also be developed.  New landscaped public open space areas and associated 
facilities for community use are also proposed to enhance the Campus and surrounding 
area.  Ultimately, 580,000 sq. feet will be demolished.  (DEIR p. 11-34.)  The student and 
faculty population with daily visitors in 2030 will be over 45,000.  (DEIR p. IV.K.142.)  
Clearly, a Project of this massive scale has the potential to transform the entire community 
either positively or negatively. 

The Project site is comprised of approximately 207 net acres located approximately 1.5 
miles southwest of downtown Los Angeles within the South Los Angeles and Southeast 
Los Angeles Community Plan areas of the City of Los Angeles.  The Project site is 
comprised of three Subareas generally bounded by 30th Street and the alley south of 30th 
Street to the north, Jefferson Boulevard to the northeast, Exposition Boulevard to the south, 
Hoover Street and Flower Street to the east, and Vermont Avenue to the west.  In addition, 
the Project site also includes a small area to the south of Exposition Boulevard and a 
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second area to the east of the Harbor Freeway (I-110), adjacent to Jefferson Boulevard 
between Hope and Hill Streets. 

The Project would also modify the “Neighborhood District” designation within the eastern 
portion of Subarea 3 to a “Community or Regional Center Designation.”  This is because 
the proposed Project would be developed at a density that would be greater than that 
typically set forth for the “Neighborhood District” designation.  As indicated in Figure IV.G-2 
on page IV.G-12, current zoning designations for properties within the Project site include:  
[Q]R4-1, C2-1L, [T][Q]C2-2D, MR1-2 and M2-2, [Q]C2-1-O, PF-1-O, and R4-1-O.  Under 
the proposed Project, the site would be re-zoned to reflect the proposed Specific Plan. 

The Project also involves floor area ratio (“FAR”) transfers within the three subareas.  
“Flexibility” in FAR is allowed for transfers between academic/University uses and student 
housing between Subarea 1 and Subarea 3A on a per square foot basis.  With these 
permitted transfers, Subarea 1 could include up to 2,041,000 square feet of floor area, and 
Subarea 3 could include up to 3,634,000 square feet of floor area. This means increased 
density with its associated impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 25-6 

This comment providing a summary of the Project from the commentor’s perspective 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration.  Impacts associated with potential transfers between student housing and 
academic/University uses are addressed in each of the impact analysis sections within 
Chapter IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the EIR. 

Comment No. 25-7 

II.  LEGAL STANDARD FOR A CEQA DEIR 

The California Environmental Quality Act requires that an agency analyze the potential 
environmental impacts of its proposed actions in an environmental impact report (“EIR”) 
(except in certain limited circumstances).  (See, e.g., Pub. Res. Code § 21100; 
Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. 
(ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310 (“CBE v. SCAQMD”).) The EIR is the very heart of 
CEQA.  (Dunn-Edwards v. BAAQMD (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644, 652.)  “The ‘foremost 
principle’ in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature intended the act to be read so as to 
afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the 
statutory language.”  (Communities for a Better Environment v. Caliph Resources Agency 
(2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 109 (“CBE v. CRA’’).) 
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CEQA has two primary purposes.  First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and 
the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project.  (14 Cal. Code 
Rags.  (“CEQA Guidelines” or “Guidelines”) § 15002(a)(1).)  “Its purpose is to inform the 
public and its responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions 
before they are made.  Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only the environment but also informed 
self-government.’”, (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 
564.) The EIR has been described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to 
alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have 
reached ecological points of no return.”  (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port 
Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty 
(1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795, 810.) 

Second, CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage when 
“feasible” by requiring implementation of “environmentally superior” alternatives and all 
feasible mitigation measures.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15002(a)(2) and (3); See also, Berkeley 
Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 
52 Cal. 3d 553, 564)  The EIR serves to provide agencies and the public with information 
about the environmental impacts of a proposed project and to “identify ways that 
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.”  (Guidelines §15002(a)(2))  
If the project will have a significant effect on the environment, the agency may approve the 
project only if it finds that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects 
on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable significant effects on the 
environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns.”  (Pub. Res. Code §21081; 14 
Cal. Code Regs. § 15092(b)(2)(A) & (B).) 

While the courts review an EIR using an “abuse of discretion” standard, “the reviewing 
court is not to ‘uncritically rely on every study or analysis presented by a project proponent 
in support of its position.’  A ‘clearly inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no 
judicial deference.’“  (Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355 (emphasis added), quoting, 
Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 
391 409, fn. 12 (1988).)  As the court stated in Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1355: 

A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs ‘if the failure to include relevant 
information precludes informed decision-making and informed public 
participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process.’  (San 
Joaquin Raptor Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 
Cal.App.4th 713, 722); Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1117; County of Amador v. EI 
Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 946.) 
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The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for 
agencies and developers to overcome.  The EIR’s function is to ensure that government 
officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with a full understanding of the 
environmental consequences and, equally important, that the public is assured those 
consequences have been taken into account.  For the EIR to serve these goals it must 
present information so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the project can be 
understood and weighed, and the public must be given an adequate opportunity to 
comment on that presentation before the decision to go forward is made.  (Communities for 
a Better Environment v. Richmond (Chevron) (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70-80 (“CBE v. 
Richmond’), quoting, Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho 
Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 449-450.) 

Response to Comment No. 25-7 

This comment providing citations from CEQA and California case law is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  As 
demonstrated by the response to comments below, the Draft EIR fully complies with 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 25-8 

III.  THE “NEXUS STUDY” MUST BE COMPLETED AND CIRCULATED NOW AS PART 
OF THE DEIR 

Pursuant to the Los Angeles City Council vote of December 3, 2008, a “Nexus Study” is 
being prepared “in conjunction with the environmental impact report to assess the impacts 
of specific plan development on public infrastructure, facilities, and services and plan for 
the provision by applicant(s) of such facilities to be phased with development” A draft scope 
of work for the “Nexus Study” is attached as Exhibit D, but the “Nexus Study” is not yet 
released.  To proceed without the “Nexus Study” will require Draft EIR recirculation.  
Guidelines § 15088.5. 

The not completed Nexus Study will provide analysis of jobs and economic impact of the 
Project.  In particular, the Nexus Study will analyze the “types of jobs that are in the local 
economy,” “parking” as well as “what type of retail will be lost when University Village is 
redeveloped.”  The Nexus Study will also analyze the types of jobs that will be created by 
the Project. 

CEQA requires a lead agency to re-circulate an EIR when significant new information is 
added to the EIR following public review but before certification.  Pub. Res. Code § 
21092.1.  The Guidelines clarify that new information is significant if “the EIR is changed in 
a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-255 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

adverse environmental effect of the project” including, for example, “a disclosure showing 
that ... [a] new significant environmental impact would result from the project.”  Guidelines § 
15088.5.46 

In Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com., (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, the court 
required recirculation of an FEIR that failed to contain a cumulative impacts analysis for 
which the trial court had issued a writ of mandate.  The case arose from a challenge to Fish 
and Game’s environmental impact document (“EID”) to reinstate a mountain lion hunting 
season in 1987.  Environmental groups challenged that the EID did not adequately analyze 
cumulative impacts.  The trial court agreed, and issued a peremptory writ, suspending the 
hunting season until the cumulative impacts analysis was complete.  In 1988, Fish and 
Game produced a second EID and a final EID for the subsequent hunting season, but did 
not include a cumulative impacts report, as required by the trial court.  Here, the appellate 
court found that this violated the spirit of CEQA, because the draft EID overlooked the 
significant environmental issues that had been brought to appellants’ attention through the 
1987 commentary process and the writ of mandate.  Id. at 1051.  With regard to the failure 
to include this information in the final EID, however, the court further noted that: 

“The cumulative impact analysis contained in the final EID has never been 
subjected to public review and criticism.  If we were to allow the deficient 
analysis in the draft EID to be bolstered by a document that was never 
circulated for public comment, we would not only be allowing appellants to 
follow a procedure which deviated substantially from the terms of the writ [of 
mandate issued by the trial court], but we would be subverting the important 
public purposes of CEQA.  Only at the stage when the draft EID is circulated 
can the public and outside agencies have the opportunity to analyze a 
proposal and submit comment.  No such right exists upon issuance of a final 
EID unless the project is substantially modified or new information becomes 
available. (See Guidelines § 15162.)  To evaluate the draft EID in conjunction 
with the final EID in this case would only countenance the practice of 
releasing a report for public consumption that hedges on important 

                                            

46 The Guidelines require recirculation when:  (1) A new significant environmental impact would result from 
the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) A substantial increase in 
the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce 
the impact to a level of insignificance, (3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, 
but the project's proponents decline to adopt it, and (4)The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
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environmental issues while deferring a more detailed analysis to the final EID 
that is insulated from public review.”  Id. at 1052. 

This is the case here.  The “Nexus Study” is to analyze the CEQA significant impacts 
categories in areas such as housing, jobs and parking.  These are all issues that must be 
analyzed in the DEIR, not in a later study.  In this circumstance, the DEIR must be 
recirculated to include the “Nexus Study.” 

As Traffic Engineer Tom Brohard, P.E., states in his attached comment letter: 

Nexus Study Must Be Completed As Part of the Draft EIR - In their October 
15, 2009 letter to the City Council, the Department of City Planning provided 
a status report on the USC Specific Plan and Nexus Study.  On Page 2, the 
letter indicated “Concurrently, the Planning Department is working on a 
Nexus Study for the larger community area surrounding USC which is 
bordered by Washington Boulevard to the north, Grand Avenue to the east, 
Normandie Avenue to the west, and Vernon Avenue to the south.  Per 
Council Motion, the Nexus Study is analyzing affordable housing, green 
space, parking, car-sharing opportunities and infrastructure needs as it 
relates to the impacts of the proposed new development in the specific plan 
area.” 

The Nexus Study will encompass a significantly larger area surrounding the 
area that has been evaluated in the USC Development Plan Draft EIR.  The 
Nexus Study has not yet been completed or released to the public for review 
and comment.  Analyses, findings, and mitigation measures proposed in the 
USC Development Plan Draft EIR regarding parking and the other issues 
being covered by the on-going Nexus Study must be correlated before the 
USC Development Plan Draft EIR is considered. 

Further, Terrell Watt, AICP, opines: 

A key example of missing information is the Nexus Study for the surrounding 
area of the Project, generally bounded by Washington Boulevard to the north, 
Grand Avenue to the east, Normandie Avenue to the west, and Vernon 
Avenue to the south.  The Nexus Study must be completed to make 
environmental review worthwhile.  According to the scope of work, the Nexus 
Study will analyze the “types of jobs that are in the local economy,” “parking,” 
as well as what types of retail will be lost when the University Village is 
redeveloped.  The Nexus Study will assess the potentially significant impacts 
of the not yet published Specific Plan development on affordable housing, 
green space, and identify mitigation for those impacts ... [w]hile the Project 
Description and the Urban Decay Study for the proposed Project provide 
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general information on the types of uses that may be developed at University 
Village, the specific uses that ultimately comprise the retail and service 
component of the Project is critical to a meaningful evaluation of the Project’s 
impacts on local businesses, jobs and the like. 

Response to Comment No. 25-8 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study, which is not 
required by CEQA or part of the EIR.  As discussed therein, the Nexus Study and the EIR 
were prepared separately and are independent of each other.  The Nexus Study is not 
required by CEQA.  All of the required CEQA analyses and mitigation measures for the 
Proposed Project, including detailed analyses regarding employment, housing, parks and 
parking are contained in the Draft EIR.  The Nexus Study addresses housing, employment, 
park space/recreation, parking, alternative transportation, public infrastructure and public 
facilities and services.  The Nexus Study does not include any new environmental 
information or impacts that are not already identified in the EIR, and does not constitute 
significant new information under CEQA.  Thus, recirculation of the Draft EIR to include the 
Nexus Study is not required by CEQA. 

Comment No. 25-9 

IV.  THERE IS IMPROPER PIECEMEALING OF THE USC 2030 MASTER PLAN 

Another serious defect with the DEIR for the Specific Plan is its failure to account for the 
USC 2030 Master Plan, attached hereto as Exhibit E.  The proposed USC Specific Plan 
only covers subareas one, two and three of the USC 2030 Master Plan, despite clear plans 
to also develop Subareas 4, 5 and 6.  The proper course would be to study all these 
together, but the DEIR fails to do this. 

CEQA mandates “that environmental considerations do not become submerged by 
chopping a large project into many little ones – each with a minimal potential impact on the 
environment - which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.”  (Bozung v. 
LAFCO, 13 Cal. 3d 263, 283-84 (1975); City of Santee v. County of San Diego, 214 
Cal.App.3d 1438, 1452 (1989).  Before undertaking a project, the lead agency must assess 
the environmental impacts of all reasonably foreseeable phases of a project and a public 
agency may not segment a large project into two or more smaller projects in order to mask 
serious environmental consequences.  As the Court of Appeal stated: 

The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully open to the 
public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the 
entire project, from start to finish ... the purpose of CEQA is not to generate 
paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decision with 
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environmental consequences in mind.”  Natural Resources Defense Council 
v. City of Los Angeles, 103 Cal.App.4th 268 (2002) (emphasis added). 

Similarly, an initial study must consider the “whole of an action.”  14 Cal. Code Regs. § 
15378(a). That means: 

[T]he environmental review accompanying the first discretionary approval 
must evaluate the impacts of the ultimate development authorized by that 
approval. ... Even though further discretionary approvals may be required 
before development can occur, the agency’s environmental review must 
extend to the development envisioned by the initial approvals.  It is irrelevant 
that the development may not receive all necessary entitlements or may not 
be built.  Piecemeal environmental review that ignores the environmental 
impacts of the end result will not be permitted.”  See Kostka, et aI., Practice 
Under the California Environmental Quality Act, § 6.52, p. 298. 

There is piecemealing here because of a failure to analyze the 2030 Master Plan, 
submitted herewith as Exhibit E.  As Dr. Petra Pless explains: 

Figure 1 below shows a map of the six Subareas (or Districts) and the notes 
below the figure summarize their names size and ownership. 

(See Figure 1:  University Park Campus Specific Plan Subareas 1 
through 6, Map:  Master Planning Districts: Existing Conditions – 
University Park East Area 2) 

Figure 1 shows that the Project includes the University Park Academic Core (Subarea 1), 
the University Park East Area (Subarea 2), and the University Village/Cardinal/Century 
(Subarea 3) and excludes North of Jefferson (Subarea 4), North University Park East 
(Subarea 5), and North University Park West (Subarea 6) of the Master Plan located to the 
north and northeast of the Project boundaries. 

USC’s website summarizes the planned new development as follows: 

Subarea 1 (University Park Academic Core): 1.5 million square feet for 
academic uses (primarily teaching and research), additional undergraduate 
housing (approximately 200 new beds), and preservation of the campus’s 
historic gems. 

Subarea 2 (University Park East Area): 500,000 square feet of space for 
academic and administrative use. 
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Subarea 3 (University Village/Cardinal/Century): create a new mixed-use 
University Village encompassing 300,000 square feet for academic use as 
well as 100,000 to 200,000 square feet of retail space and 1.5 to 2.0 million 
square feet of housing for 5,000 students and 400 households. 

Subarea 4 (North of Jefferson): 100,000 square feet for academic use, 
150,000 square feet of retail space, university-owned housing for as many as 
1,000 students, private-sector opportunities, 200,000 square feet for possible 
use as executive education or conference space, and a boutique hotel of 700 
beds (with parking).47 

Yet, no information is available in either the Draft EIR or on USC’s website regarding the 
potential future development of Subareas 5 and 6. However, the University appears to 
contemplate a separate North University Park Specific Plan for Subarea 6, the North 
University Park West, as shown in Figure 2, which is copied from the University’s website.48 

(See Figure 2:  Map showing North University Park Specific Plan area 
(Subarea 6, red shading); CRA DISTRICT 9) 

The Draft EIR explains that Subareas 4, 5, and 6 “are not University-owned, and therefore 
were excluded from the Proposed Development Plan.  In addition, a small Master Plan 
parcel east of the I-110 Freeway, below 37th Street is also not included in the proposed 
Project as it is isolated from the remaining parts of the Project area.49  The exclusion of 
these areas from analysis and review is impermissible for a number of reasons: 

First, CEQA forbids “piecemeal” review of the significant environmental impacts of a 
project, defined as “the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably indirect physical change in the 
environment...”50  Clearly, the buildout of Subareas 4,5,6 and the small portion of Subarea 

                                            

47 See footnotes to University of Southern California, University Park Campus Master Plan, Master Planning 
Districts: "Master Plan Vision: Potential Development on University-Owned Property New Academic and 
Administrative Buildings" and" Master Plan Vision: Potential Development on University-Owned Property 
New Mixed-Use University Village;" available at http://www.usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/private/
images/draft/univ owned1.jpg and http://www.usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/private/images/draft/univ 
owned2.jpg 

48 See University of Southern California, University Park Campus Master Planning, Current Land Use 
Patterns and Regulatory Districts, Community Redevelopment Agency; http://www.usc.edu/community/
upcmasterplan/private/docsmaps/cra boundaries.jpg. 

49 Draft EIR, p. 11-2. 
50 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15378(a). 
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2 would also result in a direct physical change in the environment including additional 
emissions of criteria pollutants51, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases.52  Thus, 
the Draft EIR addresses only a portion of a larger project and, therefore, impermissibly 
piecemeals the Project for purposes of CEQA review. 

Second, contrary to the Draft EIR’s statement, some portions of Subareas 4, 5, and 6 are 
University-owned and University-affiliated.  (See Figure 1.) 

Third, the physical isolation of the small portion of Subarea 2 (the UPC Master parcel East 
of I-110 and below 37th Street, see Figure 1) is not a legitimate reason to exclude it from 
analysis.  (The larger portion of Subarea 2 that was analyzed in the Draft EIR is also 
physically separated from the rest of the campus by I-110.) 

Fourth, the fact that some of the parcels may be under different ownership is irrelevant.  
They will still have impacts that must be analyzed under CEQA. 

Fifth, even if the development of Subareas 4, 5, and 6 is not deemed part of a single 
piecemealed project, they are at the very least reasonably foreseeable separate projects 
that would have cumulative impacts.  These cumulative impacts were not analyzed in the 
Draft EIR.  Recognizing that several projects may together have a considerable impact, 
CEQA requires an agency to consider the “cumulative impacts” of a project along with 
other projects in the area.  (Pub. Resources Code §21083(b); CEQA Guidelines §15355(b)) 
If a project may have cumulative impacts, the agency must prepare an EIR, since “a project 
may have a significant effect on the environment if ‘[t]he possible effects of a project are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable.’“  (CBE v. CRA, supra, 103 Cal.App.4th 
at 98,114; Kings County Farm Bur. v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 721 
(“Kings Co.”)  It is vital that an agency assess ‘‘‘the environmental damage [that] often 
occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources ...’” (Bakersfield Citizens For Local 
Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1214 (“Bakersfield Citizens”)) 

                                            

51 Criteria pollutants include the six most common air pollutants in the U.S.: carbon monoxide ("CO"), lead 
("Pb"), nitrogen dioxide ("NO2'), ozone ("O”), particulate matter ("PM"), and sulfur dioxide ("SO2”).  
Congress has focused regulatory attention on these six pollutants because they endanger public health 
and the environment, are widespread throughout the U.S., and come from a variety of sources.  Criteria air 
pollutants are responsible for many adverse effects on human health, causing thousands of cases of 
premature mortality and tens of thousands of emergency room visits annually.  They also cause acid rain 
and can significantly harm ecosystems and the built environment. 

52 In order, Earth's most abundant greenhouse gases are: water vapor, carbon dioxide ("CO2”), atmospheric 
methane ("CH4")' nitrous oxide ("N2O"), upper tropospheric ozone, and chlorofluorocarbons ("CFCs"). 
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Thus, the Draft EIR should be revised to include all planned potential development in 
Subareas 4, 5, and 6. 

Response to Comment No. 25-9 

The Draft EIR appropriately and fully analyzed the totality of the project that is under 
consideration by the City of Los Angeles.  The USC University Park Campus Master Plan is 
an internal planning study prepared by the University with the goal of providing a 
framework for the physical development of the campus and the prosperity of its 
surrounding community in the coming years.  The Master Plan served as the basis for the 
University’s decision to proceed with the specific development contemplated to occur under 
the USC Development Plan, which is the “project” analyzed in the Draft EIR.  While the 
Master Plan includes Subareas 1 through 6, the only development now proposed and for 
which entitlements are being sought is that within Subareas 1 through 3.  Section 15378 of 
the Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (the “Guidelines”) defines a 
“project” to include “[a]n activity involving the issuance to a person of a lease, permit, 
license, certificate, or other entitlement for use by one or more public agencies.”  
[Guidelines §15378(a)(3)].  In this case, no lease, permit, license, certificate or other 
entitlement for use is being sought for any development located in Subareas 4 through 6 or 
the small parcel east of the 110 Freeway below 37th Street of the USC University Park 
Master Plan, and, accordingly, neither project-specific nor cumulative analysis of the 
possible effects of such speculative development is required.  Any development concepts 
identified in the Master Plan for those areas are speculative and are not anticipated to 
occur in the reasonably foreseeable future and, additionally, is not a reasonably 
foreseeable consequence of the USC Development Plan project.  Furthermore, the 
Guidelines identify a range of activities that are statutorily exempt from the provisions of 
CEQA.  Section 15262 of the Guidelines specifically exempts feasibility and planning 
studies from the requirements of CEQA unless the adoption of such plan will have a legally 
binding effect on later activities.  In this case, the University Park Campus Master Plan is 
an internal planning study subject to the approval of solely the Board of Trustees of the 
University.  The Master Plan is not required to be approved by the City of Los Angeles or 
any other public agency, and it has no legally binding effect on later activities.  Therefore, 
contrary to the commentor’s assertions, the Draft EIR does in fact analyze the whole of the 
reasonably foreseeable actions, and does not segment the analysis into smaller pieces 
since there is no additional development identified in the Master Plan that is anticipated to 
occur in the reasonably foreseeable future.  See also Response to Comment No. 25-87 
regarding the adequacy of the cumulative analysis included in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 25-10 

V.  THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INCOMPLETE AND THE DEIR LACKS 
ESSENTIAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT AND ITS SETTING 

A. The Project Description Is Not Complete 

“[A]n accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative 
and legally sufficient EIR.”  (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 
Cal. App.4th 645, 655 (2007) (“San Joaquin Raptor II) (quoting County of Inyo v. City of 
Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193 (1977)).  Furthermore, “[a]n accurate project 
description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects 
of a proposed activity.”  (Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District, 54 Cal.App.4th 
980, 990 (1997) (citation omitted).)  Thus, an inaccurate or incomplete project description 
renders the analysis of significant environmental impacts inherently unreliable.  While 
extensive detail is not necessary, CEQA mandates that an EIR describe a proposed project 
with sufficient detail and accuracy to permit informed decision making.  See CEQA 
Guidelines § 15124 (describing the requirements for an EIR).  As explained below, the 
DEIR fails to meet this basic standard. 

It also must be clear what kind of EIR is being prepared, especially on a phased project of 
this magnitude.  For example, special rules govern the City’s reliance on a “Program EIR.”  
The archetype of a first tier EIR for a phased development is a program FEIR.  Guidelines 
§ 15168.  A program EIR is to be used for “general criteria to govern the conduct of an 
ongoing program.”  Id. section (a)(3).  “A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with 
subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and 
comprehensively as possible. With a good and detailed analysis ... no further 
environmental documents would be required.”  Id. section (c)(5). 

Further, as a general matter, an EIR must be a single document that informs the public of 
the impacts of a project and feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce those 
impacts.  (Russian Hill Improvement Assoc. v. Bd. of Permit Appeals (1974) 44 Cal.App.3d 
158.)  The EIR should constitute a single document that is “meaningful and useful to 
decision-makers and to the public.”  Pub. Res. Code 13 §21003(b).  The EIR reader should 
not be required to “painstakingly ferret out the information” from multiple reports.  (Planning 
& Conservation League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892, 
911.)  The public should not be required to sift through multiple documents to detect a 
project’s environmental impacts.  (San Joaquin Raptor II, 149 Cal.App.4th at 659.)  This is 
particularly true with regard to the environmental setting for the Project.  Guidelines Section 
15063(d)(2). 
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The DEIR here violates these principles requiring complete project description and setting 
documentation in the DEIR.  First, it is not clear what kind of EIR is at issue.  It is unclear if 
this a “Program EIR” pursuant to Guidelines § 15168, a “Tiered” EIR, a Master EIR, or 
none of the above. 

Response to Comment No. 25-10 

Page I-1 of Section I., Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, clearly states that the 
document is a Project EIR, as defined by Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  
Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with the 
requirements of CEQA.  Specifically, in accordance with Section 15124 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the Project Description includes:  

(a) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project are shown on a 
detailed map, Figure II-1, Project Location and Boundaries.  The location of the project also 
appears on a regional map inset of Figure II-1, Project Location and Boundaries.  

(b) A clearly written statement of objectives sought by the proposed project begins 
on Page II-21 in Section D, Project Objectives, of the Project Description.  As noted in the 
Draft EIR, the statement of objectives includes the underlying purpose of the project. 

(c) A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public 
service facilities beginning in Section F, Description of the Proposed Project, on Page II-27 
of the Project Description. 

(d) A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR that includes a list of 
the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making and a list of permits 
and other approvals required to implement the project, and a list of related environmental 
review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, 
or policies in Section G, Required Approvals, on Page II-66 of the Project Description.   

Furthermore, the Draft EIR identifies all feasible mitigation measures in each section 
of the environmental impact analysis, and Section V of the Draft EIR contains a 
comprehensive analysis of alternatives to the proposed Project.  In addition, numerous 
additional mitigation measures and Project Design Features have been added in response 
to comments received on the Draft EIR, and are listed in detail in Section II, Corrections 
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 
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Comment No. 25-11 

In addition, critical descriptive information is mission [sic] from the DEIR.  As Dr. Petra 
Pless, D.Env., explains: “The Draft EIR’s project description is entirely inadequate to 
determine Project’s potential impacts on air quality and global climate change due to 
emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases that would result from construction 
and operation.” 

For example, Dr. Pless points out that the DEIR’s brief description of Project construction 
fails to include: 

 Map identifying location of buildings to be demolished; 

 Detailed construction phasing over the two decades of construction; 

 Number, type, and horsepower of construction equipment operating during each 
construction phase; 

 Number of construction workers in each phase; 

 Availability of construction workforce in the area; 

 Distance traveled by construction workers to construction site; 

 Availability of new and recycled construction materials in the area; 

 Distance from which construction materials would be brought on site; Availability 
of adequate landfill space for construction and demolition debris; 

 Percent of construction and demolition debris that would be recycled; and 

 Destination of soil export. 

Most of this information would normally be provided in a detailed construction schedule.  
Here, even though the DEIR refers to a construction schedule, it does not contain such a 
document. 

Response to Comment No. 25-11 

The Project Description of the Draft EIR is adequate and complete, and contains all 
necessary data to evaluate and determine the potential impacts of the proposed Project on 
air quality and global climate change.  Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR 
provides detailed information about the proposed Project, including the locations of existing 
buildings to be demolished and proposed new buildings.  In addition, Project information 
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specific to individual issue area analyses is appropriately located in the corresponding EIR 
sections or technical appendices of the Draft EIR.  For example, the construction phasing, 
number, type, and horsepower of construction equipment operating during each 
construction phase is provided in Appendix B of the Draft EIR in the URBEMIS output files.  
The URBEMIS output files also show emissions from construction worker trips and 
haul/vendor/delivery trips.  The pollutant emissions from construction workers and 
vendor/delivery trips were based on default assumptions provided internal to the URBEMIS 
model (trips per thousand square feet of development or equipment and applicable trip 
distances for the County).  As shown in the URBEMIS output files provided in Appendix B 
of the Draft EIR, no changes to default URBEMIS assumptions were made.  Therefore, no 
additional information was necessary to be provided in Appendix B regarding construction 
employees or vendor/delivery trips.  The commentor is referred to http://www.urbemis.com/ 
for a detailed discussion of the URBEMIS algorithms for calculation of construction 
vendor/delivery/worker trips and trip distances.  The URBEMIS model output files also 
provide daily haul information for soil transport.  It was conservatively assumed that all soil 
would be exported to Sunshine Canyon Landfill even though at least a portion of the soil 
would likely be transported to construction sites that would require soil import and at a 
much shorter distance.  Information regarding the availability of adequate landfill space for 
construction and demolition debris and percent of construction and demolition debris that 
would be recycled can be found in Section IV.L.3, Utilities—Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-12 

For the operational phase, Dr. Pless points out that the project description contains almost 
none of the information necessary to adequately evaluate the Project’s impacts.  The DEIR 
claims that the Project would be designed with a number of features that would “further the 
University’s progress in sustainability,” and minimize the Project’s potential harmful 
impacts.  Yet, the DEIR neither explicitly requires implementation of the proposed features 
nor does it provide adequate information to assess whether the Project design would 
adequately incorporate these features.  Missing information includes, for example: 

 Map identifying location of new buildings; 

 Architectural drawings; 

 Building floor plans; 

 Building material specifications; 

 Number of emergency generators on site; 

 Number of cooling towers on site; 
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 Estimates for number of delivery trucks; and 

 Landscaping plans including plant list, offset ratio for tree removal. 

Dr. Pless concludes that all this information is necessary to conduct project-level review; 
most is necessary to estimate criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions during the 
Project’s operational phase and evaluate the efficacy of proposed building standards.  
Absent this information, the reviewer has to accept the University’s claim to conform to the 
sustainability features laid out in the DEIR in blind faith. 

Response to Comment No. 25-12 

The Project Description contained in the Draft EIR provides detailed information 
about the proposed Project, including graphics identifying the locations of proposed 
buildings.  Precise architectural drawings, building floor and landscape plans and building 
material specifications are details of a project that are not required to be included as part of 
a Draft EIR.  Rather, the Project Description and Section IV.A, Aesthetics, include 
architectural renderings, elevations, height zones and a comprehensive set of Urban 
Design Guidelines and Streetscape Guidelines to be implemented as part of the proposed 
Project.  Both the Urban Design Guidelines and Streetscape Guidelines include provisions 
regarding landscaping.  In addition, the Project Description also includes a separate 
discussion of tree replacement. 

In addition, Project information specific to individual environmental topic areas is 
located in the corresponding EIR sections.  For example, Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR accounts for the general use of emergency generators and cooling towers 
(pollutant emissions associated with electricity usage), as well as estimates for delivery 
trucks based on the URBEMIS default fleet mix. 

Further, the Project Design Features to be implemented as part of the proposed 
Project and outlined in Section II, Project Description, would be added as conditions of 
approval.  

Comment No. 25-13 

Urban Planner Terrell Watt, AICP further explains: 

[I]nformation missing from the Project Description includes, but is not limited to the 
following: 

 The Specific Plan and all required components including but not limited to 
financing plan. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-267 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

 Specific retail and commercial uses (e.g. type of restaurants and retail 
establishments. This detailed information is critical to accurate trip generation 
assumptions, parking demand and determining whether or not uses will actually 
result in reducing trips/air quality and GHG emissions or merely become 
attractors for additional vehicle trips). 

 Detailed wording of required General Plan Amendments. 

 List of any Variances and justification for the Variances. 

 Urban Design Guidelines (would be developed according to the Project 
Description at page II-50). 

 Information concerning the Thermal Energy Storage System. If this is not 
described in the Project Description is [sic] must be considered in the cumulative 
projects impact analyses. 

 Detailed construction phasing plan including construction activities by phase, 
estimated types of equipment and staging, traffic routes and the like. This 
information is critical to disclosure and mitigation of construction related impacts. 

 Details concerning the Floor Area Transfers including but not limited to what the 
specific land use mix changes would be if there are floor area transfers to 
Subarea 3A. 

 The specific mix of faculty units. According to the DEIR these will range in size 
from studios to 4 bedroom homes; which could impact the total net new 
population generated by the Project. DEIR at page II-33. 

 Events schedule and visitors (e.g., to the Educational Academy as well as 
“gathering places including plazas, athletic courts and fields). 

 Total construction workers by major construction phase, type of worker by trade 
and where the construction workers reside/commute to and from. The US 
Census provides information on the Construction workforce including: area 
workforce characteristics by type of worker, worker residence locations, wages, 
status - full or part-time. It would not be surprising given the cost of housing in 
the Local Area that lower paid workers (Tier 1 or Blue Color Construction 
Workers) reside outside the area and thus have long commutes. Again, this 
information is readily available and critical to complete setting information. 

 Economic and Tax Revenue Reports. While a report prepared in 2006 by ERA 
appears to be foundational to Appendix J, it was located on the internet and not 
in the Project materials. It is not clear whether the ERA Report is the Economic 
Report referred to in Appendix J. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-13 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 25-10, Section II, Project Description, of 
the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR was prepared in compliance with the requirements of CEQA.  
In addition, Project information specific to individual environmental topic areas is located in 
the corresponding EIR sections.   

The primary components of the Specific Plan, including development standards, 
Urban Design Guidelines, and Streetscape Guidelines are described in detail in Section II., 
Project Description as well as in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, and IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft 
EIR.  A financing plan is not included as part of the Project Description as it is not relevant 
to the CEQA process, which focuses on the physical impacts of a project. 

Section II, Project Description, clearly identifies the commercial uses that would be 
included as part of the proposed Project.  As indicated therein, the commercial uses would 
include general shopping center uses, restaurants, a grocery store, a movie theater, and a 
fitness center.  The traffic analysis conservatively assumes that all of the restaurants would 
be high-turnover sit-down restaurants.  Additional details are not necessary nor required by 
CEQA to identify the environmental impacts from these uses. 

Table II-9 in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR presents a 
comprehensive list of the specific General Plan Amendments that would be required for the 
proposed Project.  The majority of the required General Plan Amendments would be Plan 
Amendments to show the Specific Plan designation.  The actual language of the proposed 
General Plan Amendments, including the Specific Plan, is not required since the analysis in 
the Draft EIR fully discloses the extent to which the Project complies with regulations that 
are currently applicable to the Project site, and contains a detailed description of the 
manner in which the Project would be regulated under the proposed Specific Plan.  As 
indicated therein, variances from the LAMC may be possible, but none are currently 
contemplated.  

As described in Response to Comment No. 27-4, the Thermal Energy Storage 
system referred to by the commentor was completed in 2005 and thus, is not part of the 
proposed Project or evaluated as a cumulative project in the Draft EIR.   

Information regarding construction of the Project is provided in Section II, Project 
Description, with more specific details appropriately provided in Sections IV.B, Air Quality, 
and IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, the floor area transfers are clearly described 
in Section II, Project Description, with an analysis of the environmental implications of the 
floor area transfers provided in each of the impact analysis sections of the Draft EIR.  
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Special entertainment events currently occur on the USC campus and are expected 
to continue to occur with or without Project implementation.  As discussed in Section IV.H, 
Noise, the central plaza and recreational areas would not be operating (occupied) during 
the late night hours, and hours of operation for the laboratory school and educational 
academy would occur during daytime business hours.  Use of the outdoor plaza within 
Subarea 3 for outdoor gatherings is addressed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR.  
Use of the rooftop athletic field is addressed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.  
Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR also addresses impacts associated with use of the 
rooftop athletic field.   

As discussed in Section IV.I.2, Housing, of the Draft EIR, based on conceptual 
planning documents, the 250 faculty units are anticipated to have an average of 1.67 beds 
per unit.  Finally, during the 60-day comment period, the Fiscal Impact Analysis was made 
available at the City Planning Department for review.  As indicated in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, this analysis has been added 
as Appendix W to the Draft EIR.  For the text of this added appendix, see the appendices 
to this Final EIR.  A Financing Statement is not required by CEQA or included as part of the 
EIR. 

Section II, Project Description, provides an overview of the anticipated construction 
process for the proposed Project, including phasing, construction hours, the construction 
haul route, the Construction Traffic Management Plan, and anticipated amounts of export 
and demolition.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-11 above regarding more 
specific construction details included in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-14 

Without this critical Project Description information, the DEIR cannot disclose or analyze 
the project-related and cumulative impacts.  For example, the lack of the Specific Plan 
results in only general land use information rather than details important to environmental 
review such as what type of retail use (big box auto oriented or small scale main street 
uses) and type of restaurant for example.  These different types of uses generate vastly 
different travel and parking needs. 

Response to Comment No. 25-14 

The Project Description of the Draft EIR is adequate and contains all necessary data 
to evaluate and determine the potential impacts of the proposed Project.  Please also refer 
to Response to Comment Nos. 25-10 through 25-13 above. 
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Comment No. 25-15 

In addition, the actual General Plan amendment language is essential to a determination of 
whether the project as Proposed will result in Plan inconsistencies.  A revised or SDEIR 
must be prepared when the Project Description is complete. 

Response to Comment No. 25-15 

As stated in Response to Comment No. 25-13, above, proposed amendments to the 
General Plan are included in Sections II, Project Description, and IV.G, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR.  The Project Description and the Draft EIR are in compliance with CEQA and 
preparation of a revised or Supplemental Draft EIR is not necessary or required. 

Comment No. 25-16 

B. The DEIR Omits Critical Project Setting Information 

CEQA requires that an initial study must contain “an identification of the environmental 
setting.”  Guidelines Section 15063(d)(2).  Here, however, the DEIR’s setting information 
omits essential information and presents the reader with an inaccurate description of the 
existing setting. As such the DEIR fails to meet CEQA’s requirements. 

Examples of omitted setting information include, but are not limited to: 

 Information (via surveys) concerning where existing faculty, staff, undergraduate 
and graduate students live (in particular those residing outside of the Local 
Area).  Contrary to the information provided in the DEIR and its appendices, 
numerous studies indicate that USC does not provide adequate housing for its 
students, staff or faculty.  (See University Park Housing Study by Enterprise 
Community Partners, 2007, for example). 

 Additional information concerning the housing in the area surrounding the 
University (how much of the substandard stock is not occupied/livable?  What 
are the rents and for-sale prices?  What are the current rental and owner 
profiles?  What is the current Jobs-Housing fit in the Local Area?  Region?). 

 Information concerning the available construction workforce in the area by trade.  

 Information concerning the types of goods and services students, staff and 
faculty currently have to drive or take transit to access (this could be based on 
surveys and is critical to defining a list of retail and other services for the Project 
that:  1) will not result in urban decay of existing services in the area; and 2) will 
result in reducing auto trips. 
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In addition, the DEIR falls well short of covering the geographic areas directly impacted by 
USC.  Several clear indicators point to a USC housing market that easily extends north to 
Washington Boulevard, west to Normandie, east to the 110 Freeway, and increasing, east 
to Grand Avenue and south to Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard.  The March 2008 
neighborhood residents observed entire buildings “flipping” in neighborhoods immediately 
south of Washington Boulevard, where advertising targeted to USC students is easily 
observed.  They report that recent walks with tenants near Richardson Park (on Budlong 
Ave, several blocks east of Vermont and several blocks north of Jefferson) reveal similar 
“flipping” of buildings throughout this neighborhood as well.  Also, the developer of a 
massive proposed residential project just east of the 110 freeway at 23rd Street has made 
clear that its target market is USC students. 

Without this information, the DEIR cannot disclose or adequately analyze project-related 
and cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 25-16 

Section III, Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR contains the information required 
by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125.  Environmental setting information specific to 
individual issue area analyses is located in the corresponding EIR sections.  Each 
environmental topic area also has a specific geographic study area from which impacts are 
evaluated.  With regard to population, housing and employment, all pertinent existing 
conditions information required to evaluate potential impacts associated with these 
environmental topic areas is provided within the environmental setting subsection of 
Sections IV.I.1, Employment; IV.I.2, Housing; and IV.I.3, Population, of the Draft EIR.  
Overall, the Draft EIR contains all necessary environmental setting data to provide a 
comprehensive analysis of the potential physical impacts of the proposed Project, including 
potential traffic impacts and impacts associated with urban decay. 

The boundaries of the local area used in the Draft EIR analysis of employment, 
housing and population impacts are consistent with the boundaries of the related projects 
used for the cumulative impact analysis.  These boundaries are also consistent with 
concentrations of off-campus residential location preferences expressed by USC students 
in a 2006 survey commissioned by the University.  As discussed in Section IV.2, Housing, 
based on the 2006 survey, approximately 70.2 percent of undergraduates and 20.3 percent 
of graduates who do not reside in USC-owned or affiliated housing reside in private market 
housing within the approximate boundaries of the local study area.   

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-272 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Comment No. 25-17 

VI.  THE DEIR FAILS TO ANALYZE AND MITIGATE ALL POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT 
IMPACTS 

An EIR must disclose all potentially significant adverse environmental impacts of a project.  
(Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(1); 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15126(a); Berkeley Jets, 91 
Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354.) CEQA requires that an EIR must not only identify the impacts, but 
must also provide “information about how adverse the impacts will be.”  (Santiago County 
Water Dist. v. County of Orange (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 818, 831)  The lead agency may 
deem a particular impact to be insignificant only if it produces rigorous analysis and 
concrete substantial evidence justifying the finding. (Kings County, 221 Cal.App.3d at 692.)  
The DEIR for this Project fails to do so. 

Response to Comment No. 25-17 

As described in the responses below, the Draft EIR provides a complete and 
thorough analysis of environmental impacts of the proposed Project and discloses all 
potentially significant environmental impacts.  Analysis of each environmental issue area is 
supported by substantial evidence to justify the findings of impacts associated with the 
proposed Project for each of the following environmental issues:  (1) aesthetics (including 
impacts associated with tree removal); (2) air quality; (3) cultural resources; (4) geology 
and soils; (5) hazards and hazardous materials; (6) surface water hydrology; (7) surface 
water quality; (8) land use; (9) noise; (10) employment; (11) housing; (12) population; 
(13) police protection; (14) fire protection; (15) schools; (16) parks and recreation; 
(17) libraries; (18) transportation and circulation; (19) parking; (20) water supply; 
(21) wastewater; (22) solid waste; and (23) energy. 

Comment No. 25-18 

A.  The DEIR Contains Insufficient Analysis of the Significant Impacts and Proposed 
Mitigation Concerning Housing and Housing Affordability 

The Neighborhood has experienced and continue to experience a staggering loss of 
affordable housing as a result of market rate development, rent increases, evictions and 
discrimination in the rental market.  In the absence of effective regulation under the 
University’s Plans, there is little to suggest this loss of affordable housing units will abate. 

Housing affordability is an undoubted impact that USC must consider.  For example: 

 The Housing Element of the City’s General Plan has as a Goal, “[a] City where 
housing production and preservation result in an adequate supply of ownership 
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and rental housing that is safe, healthy, sanitary and affordable to people of all 
income levels, races, ages, and suitable for their various needs.”  City of Los 
Angeles Housing Element 2006-2014, at 6-1. 

 One of the Policies of the Housing Element is to “[p]romote and facilitate equal 
opportunity practices in the sale and rental of housing.” Id. at 6-76.  

 The City’s Housing Element goes so far in this regard as to call for regulation 
covering the entire City that “requires new housing construction to include 
provisions for the preservation and/or construction of units that are made 
affordable to extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income households for 
at least thirty years.”  Id; 

 The LA City CEQA Thresholds Guide (hereinafter the “CEQA Guide”) § J.2.1.C 
(“Would the project result in the net loss of any existing housing units affordable 
to very low- or low-income households (as defined by federal and/or City 
standards), through demolition, conversion, or other means?”); 

 CEQA Guide § J.2.2.A states, “The total number of residential units to be 
demolished, converted to market rate, or removed through other means as a 
result of the proposed project, in terms of net loss of market-rate and affordable 
units; [t]he current and anticipated housing demand and supply of market rate 
and affordable housing units in the project area; [t]he land use and demographic 
characteristics of the project area and the appropriateness of housing in the area 
.... “); 

 The Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan § 1232 provides, “at least 
15 percent of all new and substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed 
within a project area under the jurisdiction of an agency by public or private 
entities or persons other than the agency shall be available at affordable housing 
cost to, and occupied by, persons and families of low or moderate income.” 

Among the recommended methods of determining such impacts, the LA City CEQA 
Thresholds Guide includes “field research,” “published reports,” and “market research 
studies, as appropriate.”  In this regard, we attach as Exhibit F the “University Park Housing 
Study,” commissioned by the University of Southern California and written in 2007 by 
Enterprise Community Partners, a nationally known affordable housing consultant. 

Response to Comment No. 25-18 

The Project would not have any adverse impact upon affordable housing located 
within the surrounding areas.  The Draft EIR analyzes the Project’s compliance with the 
City Housing Element and concludes that it complies with all relevant objectives (see Draft 
EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, at pages IV.I-41 to 42 and IV.I-60 and 63, and Appendix J, 
Employment Housing and Population Technical Report, at pages 78, and 99–100).  The 
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Draft EIR also analyzes the Project’s impacts on housing against all of the significance 
thresholds in the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, including those cited in the 
comment and concludes that no significant housing impacts would result from the Project 
(see Draft EIR, pages IV.I-63 through IV.I-67, and Appendix J, pages 104–105).  The cited 
affordable housing production provision from the Exposition/University Park 
Redevelopment Plan applies to the redevelopment project area as a whole, and not each 
individual project developed within the redevelopment project area.  The study in Exhibit F 
to the comment letter was considered in preparing the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-19 

1.  The Setting for Housing Availability and Affordable Housing in the Project Area 

Community organizations in the Neighborhood that have engaged in neighborhood tenant 
surveys report increasing incidences of overcrowding, ranging from moderate to severe 
(including ten, twelve, fourteen, or more people living in a one bedroom or studio 
apartment, sleeping in shifts on almost every available surface, including the bathtub).  This 
overcrowding, they report, correlates with the loss of affordable units associated with 
development of market rate projects, rent increases and housing discrimination. 

The “Enterprise Study found that the dramatic growth in the number of students attending 
the campus and wishing to live on-campus or close to campus, coupled with USC’s failure 
to provide housing for the vast majority of those students, is a major cause of the housing-
related problems in the Study area.  As the Enterprise Study puts it, “the majority of 
[housing] displacement has occurred because of market factors that stem in part from the 
fact that USC has not provided its own housing for students.”  (Enterprise Study at p. 6.)  
The result is a significant unmet demand for housing in the neighborhood. 

The Enterprise Study concluded: “Local residents around USC have an extremely difficult 
situation with regards to housing.  On the one hand, they are very poor in a manner that 
makes affording an average unit very difficult.  In addition, they live in an area where 
virtually all new housing being built is directed towards the needs and spending power of 
USC students.” 

It inexorably follows from the findings of the Enterprise Study and the more recent data that 
regulatory measures are required to correct for the significant and continuing loss of 
affordable housing.  The market has already caused the displacement of hundreds of 
households and the loss of hundreds of affordable units while producing little or no new 
affordable housing, a trend that shows little sign of abating.  The data shows that – despite 
a downturn in the regional market – the incentives in this submarket continue to be shaped 
principally by the hyper-intense demand and the unique ability of some USC students to 
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afford high rents.  The submarket is thus uniquely appropriate for regulatory measures, 
including substantial mixed-income requirements for new development, one-for-one 
replacement of affordable housing lost, and preservation of covenanted or otherwise 
restricted affordable housing.53 

Response to Comment No. 25-19 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  As noted in Response to Comment No. 25-18, the study in 
Exhibit F to the comment letter was considered in preparing the Draft EIR.  Regarding 
footnote No. 9 concerning the lack of “backward looking analysis” in the Draft EIR, 
historical data about general housing conditions in the Local Area are included in the Draft 
EIR’s discussion of the housing setting, but for the reasons noted elsewhere in the 
comment letter with respect to the applicable “baseline,” the Draft EIR analysis focuses on 
existing conditions as of 2009, the base year applicable to the Project.  While the regulatory 
measures suggested in the comment are policy-related matters which may be considered 
by the decision-makers, such measures relate in no way to the Project, and would only 
address market-driven changes that have occurred within the surrounding area over the 
past many years. 

Comment No. 25-20 

2.  The Project Will Have Unanalyzed Significant Impacts on Housing and Housing 
Affordability 

The conclusion reached in the DEIR concerning the Project’s beneficial impacts on housing 
is flawed.  As a result, the DEIR fails to identify any housing impacts as significant and fails 
to identify feasible mitigation measures.  In fact, as a result of underestimating demand for 
housing generated by all “known” project elements (e.g., net new undergraduate and 
graduate students, faculty, staff, employees and construction workers), the proposed 
Project is likely to result in demand for housing in excess of Local Area supply, as well as in 
an imbalance between “Jobs-Housing Fit” (i.e., housing affordable to the salaries of net 
new students, employees and staff in particular). 

                                            

53 Nowhere in the DEIR's examination of the existing housing stock is there any backward looking analysis 
that would allow the study to examine the trend of affordable housing loss.  Such analysis is important to 
provide support for the adoption of City policy that addresses the Council-designated issue of affordable 
housing in the Study Area.  A relevant Study on this issue is the January 2009 "Gentrification and 
Displacement Mapping and Analysis of the City of Los Angeles & the Figueroa Corridor Community" 
attached hereto as Exhibit K. 
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Substantial evidence in the record must support any foundational assumptions used for the 
impacts analyses in the EIR.  (See Citizens of Goleta Valley, 52 Cal.3d at 568 (EIR must 
contain facts and analysis, not just bare conclusions); Laurel I, 47 Cal.3d at 392-93 
(agency’s conclusions must be supported with substantial evidence).) 

The USC DEIR analysis fails this standard here on the issue of housing and housing 
affordability.  As Terrell Watt, AICP, concludes, “the Project will have potentially significant 
impacts on housing.” 

a.  The DEIR Uses Improper Baseline to Assess Housing Impacts 

AICP Watt concludes that the DEIR uses an improper CEQA “baseline” to gauge its 
analysis.  Every CEQA document must start from a “baseline” assumption.  The CEQA 
“baseline” is the set of environmental conditions against which to compare a project’s 
anticipated impacts. (CBE v. SCAQMD, 48 Cal.4th at 321.)  Section 15125(a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 C.C.R., § 15125(a)) states in pertinent part that a lead agency’s 
environmental review under CEQA: 

“ ... must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is 
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.  This environmental 
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a 
Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant.” 

(See, Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 
124-125 (“Save Our Peninsula”.)  As the courts have explained, “the impacts of the project 
must be measured against the ‘real conditions on the ground,’“ and not against hypothetical 
permitted levels.  (Save Our Peninsula, 87 Cal.App.4th 99,121-123.)  Using a skewed 
baseline “mislead(s) the public” and “draws a red herring across the path of public input.”  
(San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 656; 
Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno (2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711.) 

The plain language of CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) requires that the baseline be the actual 
emission level at the time environmental analysis is commenced, not a hypothetical 
permitted emission level in the future, nor emission levels from years past.  “[T]he impacts 
of the project must be measured against the ‘real conditions on the ground.’”  (Save Our 
Peninsula, 87 Cal.App.4th at 121-123; Environmental Planning and Information Council v. 
County of EI Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 358 (“EPIC”); City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229 (“City of Carmel”) 

Applying these principles, Ms. Watt explains:  
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Accommodation of a higher percent of the new demand for housing 
generated by the Project than the University now accommodates still leaves 
an unmet housing demand (both existing and increased by the Project) and 
impacts the community … 

In setting the baseline for the analysis of housing and other impacts (e.g., 
employment, growth inducement and jobs-housing balance) the DEIR fails to 
analyze the “real conditions on the ground,” and instead compares the Project 
to hypothetical future environmental conditions (e.g., projected housing, 
population and employment growth) that do not exist.  Again, these future 
conditions include projected housing, population and employment growth in 
the project area and region. This artificial baseline creates the illusion that the 
Project’s impacts on housing are not significant.  The DEIR’s method violates 
the plain language of CEQA. ... 

Response to Comment No. 25-20 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR analyses uses 2009 as the base year for its 
analysis of existing conditions, because that is the year in which the Notice of Preparation 
was published.  As discussed in Response to Comment No. 25-26, certain Project impacts 
are measured against regional growth projected over the 2009–2030 period, as required by 
the City’s significance thresholds and SCAG regional plan conformity requirements. 

Comment No. 25-21 

b. The DEIR Housing Analysis is Factually Flawed 

AICP Watt concludes that in addition to the flawed baseline, the DEIR's housing 
analysis is also factually flawed in a number of respects.  She states:  

Only a portion of the new population generated by the Project will actually be 
accommodated by the net increase in Project housing.  Of the 6,624 person 
increase in student, faculty and staff growth, only 4,656 will be 
accommodated by new Project housing.  The Project population not 
accommodated by the new Project housing, including a household allowance 
for members of faculty and staff, totals 4,432 additional persons.  Appendix J 
at page 11.  Even though this may represent a higher proportion of students 
being housed on site – 66% based on new population to new housing created 
– that still leaves a significant percent of students (particularly graduate 
students), faculty and staff commuting off-site for housing … 

A revised analysis must be completed in a revised DEIR that uses more 
realistic figures for new households generated by all population components 
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of the Project including students, staff (likely one bed per unit), faculty (likely 
one bed per unit), and employees (including some percent of long-term 
construction workforce who are likely to rent in the area for the duration of the 
Project).  Just for students, faculty and staff, use of reasonable and 
supportable household formation by the Project could result in a demand for 
500 to 1,000 or more new "units" than the DEIR suggests.  If net new 
employees and some percent of construction workers are included, the 
underestimation of housing demand created by the Project is even greater.  
This is a significant shortfall particularly in light of the condition of housing, 
overcrowding conditions and low construction starts for housing in the Local 
Area and surrounds.  Moreover this demand would more than overwhelm the 
units that might be freed up in the area … 

The DEIR fails altogether to analyze the "Housing Fit" – that is the cost of 
housing compared with the net new population's ability to pay for that housing 
whether new housing in the Project or in the Local Area and beyond. 
Students, some staff, retail, hotel and other service jobs and some 
construction jobs are likely to fall into lower income categories and therefore a 
Housing Fit analysis is critical to determining the actual shortfall in housing … 

Thus, in the absence of development of far greater numbers of on-campus 
affordable student housing under the Plan, there is little to suggest the loss of 
affordable housing units caused by the relative shortage of USC-provided 
student housing will abate.  Fortunately, the Enterprise Study strongly 
suggests that USC can feasibly construct far more student housing than the 
5,400 beds currently contemplated: in responding to Enterprise surveys, 69% 
of USC undergraduate students and 60% of graduate students say they 
would opt for USC-owned housing if rents were equal and 78% of 
undergraduates say they would opt for USC housing if it were guaranteed.  
(Enterprise Study at pages 9-10, 56.)  If we take the Project Description's 
projected 2030 student populations (18,500 undergraduates and 17,000 
graduate students), supplying USC-owned housing to 69% of undergrads 
(12,765) and 60% of grad students (10,500) would mean adding 16,622 beds 
to the 6,643 that USC currently provides. 

Ms. Watt concludes, "As a result of these omissions, flawed analysis and 
assumptions, the Project is likely to result in significant demand for housing over supply in 
the Local Area and immediately surrounding areas for the lowest paid employees and 
students, staff and faculty (service workers and segment of construction workers and 
segment of staff)."  A recirculated DEIR must be prepared to analyze and mitigate the 
Project's significant housing impacts. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-21 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Regarding Project-related housing supply and demand, this 
section of the comment restates data presented in the Draft EIR, including the fact that with 
the Project there will be students, faculty and staff residing off-campus. 

Regarding the section of the comment concerning the Project’s population 
assumptions, Section IV.I.3 presents a comprehensive analysis of the potential population 
growth as a result of the Project.  Furthermore, the analysis indicates that it would be 
unlikely that construction workers would relocate to the immediate area while working on 
the Project.  The Draft EIR’s conversion of student-occupied beds to rental units, as 
discussed in Draft EIR Section IV.N.2, Housing, the values in Appendix J Tables IV-2 
(undergraduate student beds), and IV-3 (graduate student beds) and IV-4 (conversion of 
beds to units) are for existing USC student housing.  The preliminary design of the new 
student housing in the Project anticipates a different unit configuration and therefore 
number of beds per unit.  The comment is speculative in nature and does not provide any 
technical foundation for its suggestion that different assumptions should have been used.  
Thus, no change to the Draft EIR analysis is required.   

The commentor suggests that an analysis be provided on the potential cost of 
housing with the Project and in the surrounding area, following implementation of the 
Project, however, this is not within the scope of or required by CEQA. 

While the “Enterprise Study” concluded, on the basis of a non-scientific survey, that 
there is implied demand for more USC-owned housing on campus than currently existed at 
the time of the survey does not mean it is feasible for USC to provide it, as suggested by 
the comment. 

The comments do not provide a technical basis warranting recirculation of the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment No. 25-22 

3.  Additional Feasible Mitigation Measures Exist to Minimize or Eliminate the 
Housing Impacts 

Because the DEIR erroneously concludes that the Project will have beneficial 
housing impacts, its [sic] fails to include any measures to mitigate the Project's housing 
impacts.  
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Mitigation measures should be capable of "avoiding the impact altogether," 
"minimizing impacts," "rectifying the impact," or "reducing the impact."  CEQA Guidelines § 
15370.  Importantly, mitigation measures must be "fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other measures" so "that feasible mitigation measures will 
actually be implemented as a condition of development."  (Federation of Hillside & Canyon 
Ass'ns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261.) 

While the DEIR contains an analysis of affordable housing and claims that the 
Project’s impact will be beneficial, the fundamental truth is that there is no commitment on 
the part of the Project to provide such affordable housing.  There are too many “coulds” 
and “woulds” in the DEIR housing section when it comes to enforceable measures for 
housing affordability.  (DEIR p. IV.1-66.)  Simply put, there is nothing enforceable for the 
project applicant USC when it comes to housing affordability. 

Response to Comment No. 25-22 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project does not remove or otherwise affect any 
existing affordable housing in the local area.  As discussed in response to Comment 
No. 24-2, it has also been estimated that the increase in assessed value of property for 
Project property that is not tax-exempt will contribute significant property tax increment to 
the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Angeles, including the mandatory 
set-aside fund for affordable housing in the relevant redevelopment project area adjacent to 
the USC campus.  Furthermore, according to USC, all new Project housing for students will 
be priced at levels affordable to students, and financial aid will still be available to qualifying 
students, which includes the cost of housing.  Although the comment suggests unspecified 
mitigation measures should be applied, the Draft EIR did not identify any significant 
impacts upon housing, and therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

Comment No. 25-23 

Also, community organizations in the Neighborhood have for some time been 
reporting increases in the number of cases of discrimination on the part of landlords in the 
provision of rental housing.  Most often, this discrimination has been based on family 
status, working against families and in favor of single individual renters and/or groups of 
unrelated adults.  While such discrimination is prohibited by state and federal law, in the 
absence of more specific regulations in the Plans, it is reasonable to expect that such 
discrimination will continue in connection with rental units made available in areas 
governed by the Plans.  This housing discrimination is inexorably related to the issue of 
access to affordable housing, since mere supply of affordable rental units will not address 
the issue if landlords discriminate in the leasing of those units. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-23 

As noted in the Draft EIR, USC currently complies with all applicable fair housing 
laws, and will continue to do so for new units in the Project.  USC has no control over the 
actions of private housing owners in the local area with respect to compliance with Fair 
Housing Laws.  However, the comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-24 

With regard to mitigation of these significant impacts, AICP Terrell Walt concludes 
that: 

The DEIR does not identify any mitigation measures because it finds that 
project-related and cumulative-impacts associated with housing to be 
beneficial and less than significant.  A revised DEIR must include feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce and/or eliminate significant housing, housing 
affordability and jobs/housing fit impacts.  These policy measures could 
include, among other things, inclusionary and replacement housing 
requirements, impact fees and other means of generating financing for 
affordable housing, a robust anti-discrimination regime, and a robust housing 
inspection program. Such mitigation measures should be included as part of 
CEQA in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

Benefits should be included in the Project Description and in the Project 
Development Agreement so that they can be relied on for enforceable 
mitigation.  In addition to jobs related measures (see list below), mitigation 
measures should consider all of the following: 

 A commitment to build additional very low income family housing in the "Local 
Area" for the workforce generated by the Project.  The number of units should be 
based on a revised analysis in the Nexus Study of actual Project-generated 
housing demand, but should be no less than 100% of the net new unmet 
demand (including staff/new employee and construction worker demand). 

 A commitment to build additional affordable on campus housing for students and 
staff.  The number of units should be based on a revised analysis in the Nexus 
Study of actual Project-generated housing demand. 

 A revolving loan fund at no interest toward the building of new affordable units in 
the Local Area and/or rehabilitation of existing units by community nonprofits 
working in collaboration with a "Coalition Advisory Committee" (see below).  The 
size of the loan fund must be sizable enough to substantially address the 
prospective and cumulative impact of past USC housing policy on rental housing 
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in the Local Area that serves or used to serve neighborhood residents, but has 
already or will over the course of the Specific Plan build out convert to privately-
held student housing.  As an example, a revolving loan fund of $20 million over 5 
years would allow for the creation or preservation of 200 units of affordable 
housing, with the fund providing an estimated $100,000 per unit in acquisition 
and/or construction funding for rehabilitation, new construction or preservation of 
existing subsidized properties at risk of converting to market. 

 An additional revolving loan fund at no interest should be established to 
rehabilitate Local Area housing with specific attention to levering other funding to 
increase the energy efficiency of these units (thereby saving residents on energy 
bills and reducing GHG and Air Quality emissions). 

 Creation of a "Coalition Advisory Committee" (and specialized technical sub-
committees on housing, energy efficiency and other issues).  Among the 
considerations of the Committee should be to support the local community land 
trust that would help to provide affordable housing in the Local Area, support 
local tenant rights organizations to combat housing discrimination, and establish 
a rental assistance program for low-income staff and workforce in retail/
commercial jobs. 

 Tenant's rights education covering all tenant's legal rights before and after a 
rental agreement has been entered into as well as during the rental period, and 
access to legal services for tenants confronting discriminatory practices, 
substandard housing conditions and/or eviction. 

 A general nondiscrimination policy in the entitlement documents to be distributed 
to all the University's tenants, as well as use of fair housing logos, and a 
monitoring and reporting scheme to combat housing discrimination. 

 Faculty incentives to improve the housing and environmental footprint of the 
University. 

 A revised DEIR can also provide a vehicle to mitigate for parking, traffic, energy 
and other impacts associated with the Project. 

Faced with far less demanding circumstances, Los Angeles and other California 
jurisdictions have used Specific Plans to help preserve and create affordable units.  In Los 
Angeles, the Central City West Specific Plan requires that project applicants replace 
demolished low income housing and designate 15% of units as low income.54  The Playa 

                                            

54 Central City West Specific Plan 37-42, available at: 
http://cityplanning.Iacity.org/complan/specplan/pdf/CCWEST.PDF. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-283 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Vista Specific Plans also require such a 15% affordability set aside.55  The City of 
Woodland's Spring Lake Specific Plan requires 20% of multi-family units to be affordable.56  
The City of Oxnard's Northeast Specific Plan requires 10% affordable housing and contains 
incentives for affordability.57  So too, San Francisco has incorporated mixed-income 
standards into certain area plans with 20-30% below market rate.58 

Response to Comment No. 25-24 

As the comment notes, the Draft EIR concluded that the Project would not cause 
any significant impacts on housing.  This conclusion was based on substantial evidence 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Thus, none of the mitigation measures mentioned in this 
comment are required.  However, the comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-25 

In addition, we respectfully urge the Department to consider and evaluate "Housing 
Access, Health Promotion and Small Business Protection" Plans.  These Plans would have 
several core elements.  First, to address housing affordability, these plans would contain 
measures to prevent or prohibit the loss of existing affordable units and to ensure that 
newly constructed residential projects contain substantial amounts of affordable housing.  
See Thresholds Guide § J.2.1.B.  ("Within the City of Los Angeles, the supply of and 
demand for housing, especially affordable housing, indicates that the existing stock should 
be preserved, maintained, and expanded in order to provide for the population"); Guide § 
J.2.2.B. (setting forth two "potential mitigation measures" related to housing:  "[e]xceed the 
statutory requirements for relocation assistance" and "[i]ncrease the number of housing 
units affordable to lower income households").  Second, the Plans would contain affirmative 
measures to reduce incidences of discrimination in the rental housing market.  Such 
measures could include requirements related to nondiscrimination in marketing and 
advertising of rental properties, inclusion of nondiscrimination provisions in lease terms and 

                                            

55 Playa Vista Area B Specific Plan 6, 10 available at: http://cityplanning.lacity.org/complan/specplan/pdf/
pvistaC.pdf; Playa Vista Area C Specific Plan 5, available at: http://cityplanning.lacity.org/complan/
specplan/pdf/pvistaB (effective in 1985 and amended in 1990). 

56 City of Woodland, Spring Lake Specific Plan http://www.ci.woodland.ca.us/UserFiles/File/
Public%20WorkslDevelopment/Spring%20Section3.pdf(3-2). 

57 Available at: http://developmentservices.cityofoxnard.org/Uploads/Planning/SpecificPlan Northeast-
Community.pdf 9-3. 

58 See San Francisco Planning Department, Eastern Neighborhoods Community Planning, http://
www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=25288 (last visited Oct. 10, 2008). 
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reporting or monitoring of rental practices. This component of the Plans is essential to 
ensure housing access, an important issue in the environmental analysis. 

Third, these Plans would address the significant health-services impacts discussed 
above by ensuring that zoning or land-use controls that provide for health services-related 
uses in the Neighborhood are not modified to permit other uses.  This simple step is vital to 
ensuring that health services remain available in the Neighborhood and that additional new 
facilities need not be constructed.  In addition, these Plans would put in place heightened 
procedures to ensure the protection of sensitive receptors from airborne pollution and other 
pollutants associated with demolition, rehabilitation or construction of structures in the 
Neighborhood.  Fourth, these Plans would contain measures that preserve community 
character and prevent urban decay by protecting small, locally-owned businesses from 
displacement.  The Department has already seen fit to adopt an Interim Control Ordinance 
in areas covered by the Plans regulating the establishment of fast-food chains.  There is 
room for further, more specific, regulation to protect those small local businesses that 
contribute to the health and economic vitality of the Neighborhood.  We believe that these 
"Housing Access, Health Promotion and Small Business Protection" Plans are both 
feasible and consistent with the objectives of the Plans as set forth in the City's General 
Plan Framework. 

Response to Comment No. 25-25 

As previously discussed in Response to Comment No. 15-4 and Response to 
Comment No. 25-22, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would not have any adverse 
impacts on affordable housing.  Therefore the recommended “Housing Access, Health 
Promotion and Small Business Protection Plans” described in the comment are not 
required to mitigate Project impacts.  However, this comment is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-26 

B.  The DEIR Underestimates Project-Related Employment Impacts and Fails to 
Adequately Disclose and Analyze Jobs-Housing Impacts 

As a result of the omissions and flawed assumptions underlying the DEIR's analysis 
of employment, the DEIR's analysis of employment growth and jobs-housing balance is 
incomplete and inadequate and the conclusion that there will be no significant impacts is 
unsupported by facts in the DEIR.  To the contrary, there are likely to be significant impacts 
associated with the Project in terms of jobs-housing balance, demand for housing and 
related impacts to traffic and vehicle miles traveled.  (See Bakersfield Citizens for Local 
Control v. City of Bakersfield, 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184 (2004) (holding EIR inadequate 
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where failed to consider projects' individual and cumulative potential to indirectly cause 
urban/suburban decay.) 

1. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Calculate the Jobs-Housing Balance 

The DEIR concludes that: "Neither the Project, nor the Project in combination with 
"related projects," would exceed SCAG's adopted employment forecast for the City of Los 
Angeles Subregion," (DEIR Appendix J p. 65), and "The Project, by adding 3,514 direct, 
indirect and induced jobs and 4,426 households (indirect and direct), would have a 
relatively neutral numerical impact on the Subregion's 2030 jobs-housing balance.  The 
Project is therefore consistent with SCAG's policy goal."  (DEIR p. IV.I- 62.) 

AICP Terrell Watt has determined that "These conclusions are based in part on the 
projected employment generated by the Project being within SCAG's adopted employment 
forecast."  (citing DEIR at p. IV.I-25)  As described above, comparison of the Project 
against future population projections relies on an improper baseline.  A revised DEIR must 
evaluate the physical and other environmental impacts of net new employment generated 
by the Project against existing conditions (e.g., existing supply of housing at rents/prices 
affordable to new employees). 

Ms. Watt concludes that, "the DEIR underestimates employment generated by the 
Project."  According to the DEIR (p. IV.I-15, Table IV.1-3), the Project will generate the 
following new employees: 

 Project will result in 4,894 construction jobs for buildings located in the Project 
site. 

 Hotel and lab school uses would generate a net increase in approximately 748 
jobs. 

 Faculty jobs would increase by 1,452 positions DEIR at page IV.I-15. 

 Estimates that annual spending by students would result in an additional 394 
direct jobs. 

 Project-related growth in faculty and staff, plus net new retail/commercial space, 
new hotel and lab and student spending total 2,594 incremental direct net new 
jobs from all Project sources. [what about spending by ... 

 Project also generates 404 indirect jobs and 516 induced jobs ... for overall 
project impact of 3,514 jobs. 

 Over 9,000 total full-time and part-time jobs. 
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AICP Watt concludes that, "the DEIR underestimates new jobs generated by the 
Project" for reasons including the following: 

 Total new direct and indirectly-induced jobs as a result of an appropriately 
applied multiplier effect. Ms. Watt concludes that the DEIR improperly applies the 
IMPLAN model, thereby underestimating new jobs created by the Project. 

 The DEIR underestimates jobs associated with the potential transfer of square 
footage allowed on site, which is likely to be commercial service related and 
therefore generate jobs at low wage scales. 

 A recirculated DEIR must analyze the actual imbalance of jobs and housing 
taking into consideration the salaries of new jobs with housing costs. 

 The omission of ALL indirectly induced jobs in the DEIR's analysis of 
employment and population growth and jobs-housing balance has a ripple effect 
throughout the DEIR. Specifically, to the extent the DEIR underestimated total 
new jobs and population generated as a result of the Project directly and 
indirectly, other impacts including, but not limited to traffic, GHG emissions, air 
quality, among others are also underestimated. 

As a result of the omissions and flawed assumptions underlying the DEIR's analysis 
of employment, the DEIR's analysis of employment growth and jobs-housing balance is 
incomplete and inadequate and the conclusion that there will be no significant impacts 
unsupported by facts in the DEIR. 

As Ms. Watt explains: 

[T]here are likely to be significant impacts associated with the Project in terms 
of jobs-housing balance, demand for housing and related impacts to traffic 
and vehicle miles travelled when the full impacts of all new jobs and job 
salaries/housing prices are considered. 

In addition to these flaws and omissions in the analysis, the DEIR fails to 
analyze and therefore to mitigate for the likely significant imbalance between 
the jobs (including lower paid staff jobs at the University as well as service 
jobs) and housing. There is no analysis whatsoever of the mismatch between 
the jobs created by the Project and the housing available within the Project 
area. It is likely due to a lack of housing in the area, the higher price of 
housing due to student, faculty and staff competition, and the low paying 
wages of the service jobs (and likely some staff jobs) being created by the 
Project that the "Jobs-Housing Fit" will exacerbate the jobs-housing 
imbalance. 
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2. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Mitigate Impacts Related to Jobs-Housing Balance 

AICP Terrell Watt concludes that a recirculated DEIR should analyze and implement 
the following measures to mitigate the jobs-housing balance impacts: 

1. Work with local neighborhood organizations with expertise in local hiring 
creation and implementation to create a Local Workforce Development 
Apprentice Employment Program that involves training and other strategies to 
maximize the number of local entry-level opportunities for area residents in 
both service and construction jobs that lead to middle-income careers and 
create new pathways for local residents into "green-related" careers. 

2. Work with local neighborhood organizations to establish a targeted 
hiring/Local First Source Policy to promote, facilitate, and implement the 
hiring of local disadvantaged workers in both service in service and 
construction jobs created by the project, with clear benchmarks and goals. 

3. Ensure good living wage jobs by all tenants at the development. 

4. Creation of a small business assistance program and funding for the creation 
of new and preservation of existing small businesses in the Local Area. 

5. Establishment of a scalable Transportation Demand Management Fee linked 
to the average vehicle miles traveled of the construction workforce.  

In addition, with regard to mitigation of this impact, we respectfully urge the 
Department to consider and evaluate "Housing Access, Health Promotion and Small 
Business Protection" Plans mentioned above.  These Plans would contain measures that 
preserve community character and prevent urban decay by protecting small, locally-owned 
businesses from displacement. 

Response to Comment No. 25-26 

Following lengthy citations of data from the Draft EIR’s analysis of Project-generated 
employment and measurement of jobs-housing balance, this comment raises several 
issues about the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of these subjects. 

The first issue concerns the Draft EIR’s analysis and conclusion that by adding 
3,514 direct, indirect and induced jobs and 4,426 households (indirect and direct), the 
Project would have a relatively neutral numerical impact on the Subregion’s 2030 jobs-
housing balance, and therefore the Project is consistent with this Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) policy goal.  (See Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, 
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at pages IV-1.61–IV-1.62 and Table IV.1-31, and in Draft EIR Appendix J, at pages 102–
103.).  The comment suggests that the Project’s jobs and households should have been 
compared to existing numbers of jobs and households rather than projected future 
numbers of jobs and households to determine whether impacts are “significant.”  Although 
the Draft EIR uses the 2009 base year for all analysis of existing conditions and analysis of 
most Project impacts, this approach is clearly not applicable for consistency with SCAG’s 
regional growth policies, which by definition can only occur in the future, as required by the 
thresholds of significance in the City’s CEQA Guidelines.59 

The second issue raises concern about the Draft EIR’s estimates of Project 
employment.  As explained in Draft EIR Section IV.I.1, Employment, and Appendix J, 
Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report, the professionally recognized 
IMPLAN input-output model was used to generate estimates of total employment (including 
direct, indirect and induced jobs) in the Los Angeles County economy resulting from Project 
construction and annual operation of the Project’s improvements once completed and 
occupied.  As also noted in the Draft EIR, further details about the IMPLAN-based 
employment analysis are provided in a separate technical report on the Project’s economic 
and fiscal impacts, including industry sector-specific data on jobs, compensation and 
economic output.60  Neither this comment, nor the referenced attachment to the comment 
letter, specifies in what way the IMPLAN model was misapplied so that it resulted in these 
supposedly erroneous estimates, as claimed by the writers.  The Draft EIR correctly 
estimates the Project’s future employment, and therefore, recirculation of the draft EIR is 
not necessary or required. 

The third issue concerns the relationship between the incomes of Project-related 
population household incomes and the cost of housing to meet that demand.  This is not a 
required analysis under CEQA.  Notwithstanding, all USC-provided housing for 
undergraduate students, graduate students and faculty will be priced at levels affordable to 
those users.  In addition, the University provides extensive financial aid assistance to 
students, including the cost of housing, and various programs to assist faculty members 
with the cost of housing.  Data on the household income and housing type preferences for 
USC staff are not available, and therefore it is not possible to assess household income-
housing cost relationships for the staff that will be added as a result of the Project.  It 

                                            

59  As stated in Draft EIR Section IV.I.1., Employment, the relevant City significance threshold is “Would the 
Project be incompatible with adopted local and regional employment growth policies, including jobs/
housing balance, as set forth in the City’s General Plan and other adopted plans and policies, and the 
Southern California Association of Government’s adopted regional plans and policies?” (emphasis added). 

60  HR&A Advisors, Inc., An Assessment of the Economic and Fiscal Impacts of the USC Development Plan, 
prepared for USC, May 2010. 
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should be noted, however, that the number of additional staff (1,284) is very small relative 
to the number of vacant housing units in the City of Los Angeles (e.g., 89,000 in the 2009 
base year applicable to the Project).  

As to the final issue regarding suggested additional mitigation measures, all 
environmental impacts, including employment, housing, population, and potentially 
significant impacts and applicable mitigation measures, are adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR, consistent with the requirements of CEQA and the City’s Guidelines for 
Implementing CEQA.  In addition, the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of urban decay 
associated with the development of new commercial uses within the Project Site.  The 
suggested measures in the comment are not required to mitigate significant environmental 
impacts.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-27 

C.  The Project Will Have Adverse Traffic And Circulation Impacts That Have Not 
Been Properly Disclosed, Analyzed And Mitigated 

What is glaringly absent from the DEIR is discussion of the fact that the Project's 
location as part of a "Neighborhood District," meaning that the residential streets and 
interior to the intersections are part of one of the oldest neighborhoods in the city of Los 
Angeles designed for carriage traffic, and—later—the occasional motor car.  The traffic 
caused by the Project is going to divert traffic through a vulnerable residential zone—with 
extraordinary potential impacts.  Certainly pedestrian life will be impacted, and safety 
threatened.  In fact, traffic impacts from the project are significant, unavoidable and 
underestimated. 

Response to Comment No. 25-27 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 17-5 regarding the design of the local 
streets and Response to Comment No. 8-16 regarding the NTMP. 

The Draft EIR analyzed the Project’s potential impacts upon neighborhood streets, 
as discussed on Pages IV.K-85 and IV.K-103 of the Draft EIR, and identified the impact as 
significant and unavoidable.  Regardless, few of the residential streets provide an attractive 
cut-through route for motorists between the Project sites and the major arterials and 
freeways.  Finally, Mitigation Measure K.1-5, revised in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, requires that a Neighborhood Traffic 
Management Plan be developed to implement traffic calming measures on the affected 
residential streets to discourage cut-through traffic. 
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Comment No. 25-28 

1. The Traffic Impact Analysis is Flawed 

CEQA requires analysis of traffic impacts related to a project.  (Kings County, 221 
Cal.App.3d at 692.)  CEQA requires analysis of both direct and indirect environmental 
impacts of a project.  Pub. Res. Code § 21065. For some projects, the vast majority of 
impacts come from indirect sources such as traffic or urban blight.  Bakersfield Citizens, 
124 Cal.App.4th 1184.  Moreover, an "inadequate cumulative analysis" prevents the public 
"from gaining a true perspective on the consequences of approving these projects.61  (San 
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 151 
Cal.App.3d 61, 80 (rejecting findings in statement of overriding considerations).) 

Here, the DEIR has numerous factual flaws when it comes to the traffic analysis.  
Traffic Engineer Tom Brohard, PE, concludes that the DEIR employs a "faulty methodology 
that understates net trip generation."  He concludes as follows: 

1) Faulty Methodology Understates Net Trip Generation – There are several 
errors in the methodology used in the Traffic Study and carried forward in the 
Draft EIR to determine the number of existing trips generated by University 
Village and to forecast trips for the proposed commercial uses as follows: 

a) Existing University Village Trips – In forecasting the number of additional 
vehicle trips that will occur with expansion of the University population, the 
Traffic Study went to considerable effort to establish trip rates appropriate to 
USC.  These localized USC trip rates were then applied to forecast additional 
trips as student enrollment, faculty, staff, and visitors increase over the next 
21 years.  To properly reflect the urbanized setting of USC, the Traffic Study 
did not use generic ITE trip generation rates for colleges and other 
assumptions to forecast trips associated with expansion of the University 
population. 

The bottom portion of Table 8 in Appendix D to the Traffic Study provides 
estimated trip generation for the non-university related trip generation in 
Subarea 3 (all of the existing uses to be removed when University Village is 
replaced by new development on the same site).  The trip generation forecast 

                                            

61 Mr. Brohard concludes that the DEIR traffic data and analysis is markedly different from that provided in 
the November 2009 DEIR for the Lorenzo Project, located in the Neighborhood at Flower Street between 
23rd Street and Adams Boulevard. 
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was developed using generic trip rates in Trip Generation, 7th Edition 
published by ITE plus various assumptions regarding trips among different 
land uses that do not leave University Village (internal capture credits) as well 
as trips that are already on the adjacent streets that divert into University 
Village (pass-by trip credits).  The Traffic Study approach of using generic ITE 
trip rates for the existing uses in University Village, together with the use of 
assumptions regarding internal capture and passby trip credits, contradicts 
the approach used in forecasting trips associated with expansion of the 
University population at the urbanized USC campus and is inconsistent with 
recommended ITE practice. 

It is always preferable to establish trip rates of land uses to be removed by 
conducting actual traffic counts at the access points to the existing 
development.  University Village has a limited number of driveways around 
the perimeter of the site, and it would be a simple process to count vehicles 
entering and exiting each driveway, add them up, and divide by the total 
square footage in use to establish trip rates for University Village.  This 
approach would have properly documented the number of trips per thousand 
square feet that will be removed with implementation of the Development 
Plan.  Actual trip rates are extremely important to validate as the trip forecasts 
in the Traffic Study utilized an incorrect land use for a significant portion of the 
restaurant use as discussed below. 

b) Restaurant Trip Rates for University Village – The Traffic Study incorrectly 
assumed that all of the existing restaurant uses in University Village should 
be considered as Land Use 932 in Trip Generation, 7th Edition, High-
Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant.  ITE describes this category as " ... sit-down, 
full-service eating establishments with turnover rates of approximately one 
hour or less.  The type of restaurant is usually moderately priced and 
frequently belongs to a restaurant chain.  Generally, these restaurants serve 
lunch and dinner; they may also be open for breakfast and are sometimes 
open 24 hours a day."  Average trip rates for Land Use 932 are 11.52 trips 
per thousand square feet in the AM peak hour and 10.92 trips per thousand 
square feet in the PM peak hour.  These trip rates were used in the Traffic 
Study to forecast all trips for the 20,576 square feet of existing restaurant 
uses in University Village. 

Review of aerial and ground-level photography available on Google Earth 
indicates there are 13 restaurants in University Village including Burger King, 
Wendy's, and Starbucks.  Peak hour ITE trip rates for fast food/specialty 
restaurants are much higher than for sit-down restaurants as follows: 
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 ITE Land Use 933, Fast Food without Drive Through (Burger King)—Trip 
Generation, 7th Edition shows average trip rates of 43.87 trips per thousand 
square feet in the AM peak hour (four times higher than High-Turnover Sit-
Down Restaurant) and 26.15 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour (nearly three times higher than High-Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant). 

 ITE Land Use 934, Fast Food with Drive Through (Wendy's)—Trip 
Generation, 7th Edition shows average trip rates of 53.11 trips per thousand 
square feet in the AM peak hour (five times higher than High Turnover Sit-
Down Restaurant) and 34.64 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour (more than three times higher than High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant). 

 ITE Land Use 936, Coffee/Donut without Drive Through (Starbucks)—Trip 
Generation, 8th Edition shows average trip rates of 117.23 trips per thousand 
square feet in the AM peak hour (ten times higher than High Turnover Sit-
Down Restaurant) and 40.75 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour (four times higher than High-Turnover Sit-down Restaurant). 

c) Restaurant Trip Rates for Proposed Project – The Traffic Study incorrectly 
assumed that all of the proposed restaurant uses in University Village should 
be considered as Land Use 932 in Trip Generation, 7th Edition, High-
Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant. Average trip rates for Land Use 932 are 
11.52 trips per thousand square feet in the AM peak hour and 10.92 trips per 
thousand square feet in the PM peak hour, and these trip rates were used in 
the Traffic Study to forecast all trips for the 45,000 square feet of restaurant 
uses in the Proposed Project. 

Certainly, a number of the existing fast food/specialty restaurants with their 
significantly higher peak hour trip rates will want to occupy space in the 
Proposed Project.  The amount of floor space proposed for restaurant use in 
the Development Plan is more than double the amount of restaurant floor 
space in University Village.  While additional trips are likely being made to 
and from the existing restaurant uses in University Village than forecast in the 
Traffic Study, there will be many more new trips for the Proposed Project after 
the restaurant floor area more than doubles. 

In sum, faulty methodology used in the Traffic Study and relied upon by the Draft EIR does 
not properly account for the net number of new vehicle trips for the restaurant uses that will 
be generated by the Proposed Project.  There is at least a "fair argument" that the 
additional AM and PM peak hour trips for the Proposed Project will have an adverse impact 
on peak hour traffic flow at the intersections in the study area.  Measures recommended in 
the Traffic Study may not mitigate traffic conditions in the AM and PM peak hours.  The 
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faulty methodology used in the Traffic Study and relied upon by the Draft EIR must be 
corrected to properly disclose, analyze, and mitigate significant traffic impacts caused by 
the additional AM and PM peak hour trips generated by more than doubling restaurant 
space in the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment No. 25-28 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study and Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis 
undertaken in connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR.  With regard to the comments 
raised by Tom Brohard, refer to Response to Comment Nos. 28-8 through 28-9.  

Comment No. 25-29 

In addition to the faulty analyses in the Traffic Study, there is also at least a "fair argument" 
that the additional daily trips generated by the Proposed Project may result in significant 
impacts in other sections of the Draft EIR such as air quality.  The proper number of net 
new trips must be determined and used in the other analyses in the Draft EIR to properly 
disclose, analyze, and mitigate all of the significant impacts caused by the Proposed 
Project.62 

Response to Comment No. 25-29 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study.  The same methodology used for the development of peak hour 
trip generation was used to develop the average daily trip generation for the Project.  This 
methodology has been reviewed and approved by LADOT and is considered an accurate 
estimation of the potential traffic generated by the Project.  Therefore, it is also the correct 
estimation of trips for use in other environmental analyses such as air quality and noise.   

Although the Project does not propose the inclusion of drive-through restaurants or 
businesses, the comment’s suggestion to eliminate drive-through restaurants or 
businesses from the proposed Project is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration.  Section IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR contains an 
extensive discussion of pedestrian safety during both construction and operational phases, 
                                            

62 Given drive-through restaurants' adverse impacts on circulation and safety, we request that the 
Department study the alternative of eliminating them entirely from this plan due to adverse impacts. At 
least one city -- Claremont, California -- has banned drive-through restaurants/businesses (i.e. banks) in 
the downtown area designed as a walkable neighborhood. At the very least, the DEIR should analyze the 
Project's impacts on pedestrian safety. 
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and includes as Project Design Features measures intended to enhance pedestrian safety, 
including a Construction Period Pedestrian Routing Plan and pedestrian access 
improvements (see Pages IV.K-47 to IV.K-51 of the Draft EIR). 

Comment No. 25-30 

2.  Additional Mitigation Concerning Traffic and Circulation is 
Feasible. 

In this circumstance, the DEIR fails to include all feasible mitigation for the traffic and 
circulation impacts of the project.  CEQA's central mandate is that "public agencies should 
not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects 
of such projects."  (Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344, 1354 (2001) (quoting Pub. Res. 
Code § 21002).0 

Tom Brohard, PE, explains: 

 Mitigation Analyses for Significant Traffic Impacts Are Defective – 
Based on the analyses in the Traffic Study and carried forward in 
the Draft EIR beginning on Page IV.K-97, eight intersections are 
forecast to be significantly impacted by traffic to and from the 
Proposed Project.  Of these eight intersections, only two are 
proposed to be mitigated, leaving traffic impacts as "significant 
and unavoidable" at the other six intersections.  According to the 
Draft EIR, potential mitigation measures were considered at these 
six intersections but "were rejected due to secondary impacts 
and/or infeasibility."  My review indicates the proposed mitigation 
at one of the two intersections is faulty.  Further, other feasible 
measures at the other six intersections identified as "significant 
and unavoidable" have not been considered.  Errors and defects 
in the mitigation analyses at seven of the eight intersections 
include: 

 Jefferson Boulevard/Vermont Avenue (Mitigation Measure K.1-3) 
– To provide a third southbound lane on Vermont Avenue through 
Jefferson Boulevard, this Mitigation Measure proposes to restrict 
parking on the west side of Vermont Avenue during the PM peak 
hours from 36th Street to Exposition Boulevard. The limits of 
these parking restrictions will continue to allow parking in the PM 
peak hour on the west side of Vermont Avenue from Jefferson 
Boulevard to 36th Street, precluding striping of the third 
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southbound lane on Vermont Avenue through Jefferson 
Boulevard. 

 Vermont Avenue/Washington Boulevard – Potential mitigation 
studied involved prohibiting parking in the PM peak hours along 
the south side of Washington Boulevard from Normandie Avenue 
to Hoover Street to utilize the third eastbound striped lane during 
the PM peak hour.  The extent of these PM parking prohibitions 
for nearly a mile is excessive since the third eastbound lane is 
only needed in the PM peak hour in the immediate vicinity of 
Vermont Avenue.  Shorter transitions to and from the additional 
lane as utilized in Mitigation Measure K.1-2 at Adams Boulevard 
and Hoover Street must be studied, resulting in lesser PM peak 
hour parking restrictions and greatly reducing secondary impacts.  
Finally, no data is presented in the Traffic Study to conclude that 
there is a "lack of available surplus parking". 

 Vermont Avenue/Adams Boulevard – Potential mitigation studied 
involved widening the south side of Adams Boulevard just west of 
Vermont Avenue by 5 feet (leaving a substandard 10' wide 
sidewalk) to add an eastbound right turn lane.  The analysis fails 
to consider widening by only 3', leaving a 12' wide standard 
sidewalk, together with shifting the striping on Adams Boulevard 
to the north where there appears to be sufficient roadway width.  
Furthermore, no data is presented in the Traffic Study to conclude 
that the two bus stops cannot be relocated or accommodated at 
this intersection. 

 Vermont Avenue/Martin Luther King Boulevard – Potential 
mitigation studied involved widening Vermont Avenue to add a 
southbound right turn lane, a measure deemed infeasible as 
additional right of way (ROW) is needed.  In this case, sufficient 
ROW could possibly be obtained from the east side of Vermont 
Avenue from a parking lot at the Memorial Coliseum where USC 
is the primary tenant.  Other feasible measures to mitigate the 
significant project traffic impacts at this intersection must also be 
studied. 

 Hoover Street/Jefferson Boulevard – Potential mitigation studied 
involved installing a second eastbound left turn lane on Jefferson 
Boulevard.  While the Traffic Study indicates this would conflict 
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with the proposed Jefferson Boulevard narrowing to provide two 
through lanes in each direction, only localized improvement is 
needed to implement the second eastbound left turn lane.  The 
Traffic Study also states a second left turn lane would also 
"create pedestrian/bicycle safety issues", an unfounded and 
unsupported conclusion since pedestrians and bicyclists cross all 
intersection legs as well as diagonally during an exclusive, 
separate traffic signal phase. 

 Figueroa Street/Adams Boulevard – Potential mitigation studied 
involved widening Adams Boulevard to add an eastbound right 
turn lane, a measure deemed infeasible as additional right of way 
(ROW) is needed adjacent to the AAA building that is "near the 
public ROW."  It appears that the AAA has a sufficient setback to 
allow an eastbound right turn lane to be constructed.  Other 
feasible measures to mitigate the significant project traffic impacts 
at this intersection must also be studied. 

 Main Street/Jefferson Boulevard – The Traffic Study indicates the 
existing intersection configuration does not allow for any physical 
improvement within the roadway width available and structures 
on all four corners of this intersection reduce the "potential ROW 
acquisition for roadway improvements."  From photos on Google 
Earth, it appears that additional lanes could be striped at this 
intersection within the existing roadway by dividing the wide curb 
lanes on Main Street or converting the eastbound and westbound 
right turn lanes to through lanes on Jefferson Boulevard.  While 
parking prohibitions would be necessary, ROW acquisition is not 
needed to restripe the existing roadway. 

Response to Comment No. 25-30 

The comment suggests that one of the proposed intersection mitigation measures is 
faulty and claims to identify six additional feasible mitigation measures at remaining 
significantly impacted intersections. 

Mitigation Measure K.1-3  

Mitigation Measure K.1-3 erroneously indicates that street parking would be 
restricted during the P.M. peak period between 36th Street and Exposition Boulevard.  The 
peak period restriction of street parking would actually extend from 30th Street to 
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Exposition Boulevard, thus encompassing the intersection of Vermont Avenue and 
Jefferson Boulevard.  Please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, 
of this Final EIR for revised Mitigation Measure K.1-3.  With this correction to Mitigation 
Measure K.1-3, the measure adequately mitigates the P.M. peak hour impact. 

Vermont Avenue/Washington Boulevard 

Peak period street parking prohibitions to gain an extra travel lane during the busiest 
hours are common throughout Los Angeles.  The City’s traffic expert, LADOT, requires that 
to effectively provide additional capacity to an intersection or street segment, the curb lane 
must be readily identifiable and functional to drivers as an additional travel lane.  Short 
sections of parking prohibitions satisfy neither of these conditions, as drivers must merge 
back into the full-time travel lanes too quickly to receive any benefit from the short stretch 
of curb lane.  Additionally, lanes which end without warning (where parking prohibitions 
cease) pose safety and operational hazards to drivers.  Such situations often lead to 
sudden lane changes by drivers in the curb lane, often without fully surveying the adjacent 
lane for conflicting vehicles.  In heavy traffic, sudden lane reductions cause “choke points” 
of high congestion, delaying traffic more than it would be delayed if no parking prohibitions 
were provided at all. 

As to the lack of available surplus parking, the section of Washington Boulevard in 
question is a primarily commercial district with very little off-street parking.  Additionally, it is 
approximately one mile between Normandie Avenue and Hoover Street, a distance too 
great to serve with one or two centrally located parking lots.  Even if sufficient public off-
street parking were available, the local businesses would experience significant hardship in 
the event the approximately 75 on-street parking spaces and four loading spaces adjacent 
to their individual properties were to be removed.  Furthermore, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) has determined that the identified mitigation 
measure is not acceptable due to the loss of parking.  Accordingly, the conclusions of the 
Draft EIR remain unchanged, and as indicated on page IV.K-99, the traffic impact at this 
intersection would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Vermont Avenue/Adams Boulevard 

As discussed on page IV.K-99, the proposed mitigation measure would require the 
acquisition of 5 feet of sidewalk to widen Adams Boulevard to the south.  This sidewalk 
acquisition only provides half of the needed roadway for an exclusive eastbound right-turn 
lane.  The other 5 feet would come from shifting the existing lanes north through restriping.  
As the Draft EIR points out, the secondary effects of this acquisition and shift would result 
in a sub-standard 10-foot sidewalk, the loss of 15 on-street parking spaces, and would 
either require relocation of two existing bus stops or would require buses to block traffic 
when making a stop.   
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The comment suggests widening the road by 3 feet into the sidewalk, and shifting 
the remaining lanes north by 7 feet instead of 5 feet, which would allow for the standard 
12-foot sidewalk width.  However, it would further exacerbate on-street parking loss, as the 
tapers required to shift lanes the additional 2 feet would extend the affected area by at least 
60 feet.  The bus stop conflicts would also remain, and potential sites for relocation would 
be even further from their original locations.  Furthermore, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) has determined that the identified mitigation 
measure is not acceptable due to the loss of parking and reduced sidewalk width.  The 
suggested mitigation would also be rejected by LADOT for the loss of on-street parking and 
relocation of the bus stops.  Accordingly, the conclusions of the Draft EIR remain 
unchanged, and as indicated on page IV.K-99, the traffic impact at the intersection of 
Vermont Avenue and Adams Boulevard would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Vermont Avenue/ Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard 

The comment suggests acquiring additional right-of-way (ROW) from the Los 
Angeles Memorial Coliseum parking lot on the east side of Vermont Avenue in order to 
implement a southbound right-turn lane at the intersection.  The University does not own 
nor control the land or parking around it.  More importantly, even if ROW from the parking 
lot were available, the addition of a southbound right turn lane at the existing western curb 
of Vermont Street would require the remaining lanes to shift east a minimum of 10 feet.  
This shift would require that the lanes south of Martin Luther King Boulevard also shift to 
maintain alignment (within certain allowable offsets, generally 3 lateral feet or less).  In 
order to effect this shift, additional ROW would be required along the eastern edge of 
Vermont Boulevard south of Martin Luther King Boulevard.  Given the existing drive-
through restaurant, retail center, and many utilities along this street, ROW acquisition is not 
feasible.  Therefore, the impact at the intersection of Vermont Avenue and Martin Luther 
King Jr. Boulevard remains significant and unavoidable. 

Hoover Street/ Jefferson Boulevard 

On page IV.K-99, the Draft EIR acknowledges that it would be technically feasible to 
implement dual eastbound left-turn lanes at the intersection, with a number of physical 
changes to the planned configuration of the road.  However, the change would be counter 
to the purpose of the narrowing of Jefferson Boulevard that will occur under the Project, as 
stated at the bottom of page IV.K-99 and continuing on page IV.K-100. 

Although the improvement would benefit traffic flow, it would create pedestrian/
bicycle safety issues since the intersection is a major access point for students walking or 
biking in/out of Campus, which would continue and most likely increase as a part of this 
Project.  Since the mitigation would conflict with the Project objective of narrowing 
Jefferson Boulevard to enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, no mitigation is 
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recommended at this intersection, and the impact at this intersection would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

The pedestrian and bicycle safety issues referenced are due to the narrowing of bike 
lanes and sidewalks in the affected area that would be required to support the dual left turn 
lanes.  Primarily, however, the addition of a second eastbound left-turn lane would be in 
direct conflict with the purpose of the roadway narrowing, which is to improve pedestrian 
and bicycle safety and in so doing, de-emphasize vehicular traffic while maintaining 
existing vehicular capacity.  Therefore, the impact at the intersection of Hoover Street and 
Jefferson Boulevard remains significant and unavoidable. 

Figueroa Street/Adams Boulevard 

The comment suggests that the AAA building at the southwest corner of Figueroa 
Street and Adams Boulevard “appears” to be set back far enough from Adams Boulevard 
to allow the implementation of an exclusive right turn lane in the eastbound direction.  Maps 
of this intersection were obtained from LADOT and show that the public ROW at this corner 
extends to the back of the 10-foot-wide sidewalk.  Beyond this 10 feet is private property.  
While an exclusive right turn lane in the eastbound direction would mitigate the significant 
impact found at this intersection, the lane could not be accommodated within the existing 
ROW.  The University does not own nor control the private land adjacent to this location 
land and cannot compel this area to be dedicated.  Therefore, the impact at the intersection 
of Vermont Avenue & Adams Boulevard would remain significant and unavoidable, as no 
other mitigation measures are available.  

Main Street/Jefferson Boulevard 

The comment suggests that additional lanes or reconfigured lanes could be striped 
within the existing roadway at the intersection of Main Street and Jefferson Boulevard to 
increase capacity.  It suggests either converting the existing eastbound and westbound 
exclusive right turn lanes into shared through/right turn lanes or striping exclusive right-turn 
lanes out of the northbound and southbound shared through/right turn lanes. 

There are several reasons why the eastbound and westbound right turn lanes 
cannot be converted to through lanes.  First of all, a second westbound through lane would 
not affect the intersection’s V/C ratio as the through travel movement is not critical (i.e. the 
westbound through volume does not contribute to the critical volume used in the V/C 
calculation).  Secondly, from Grand Avenue to Main Street, Jefferson Boulevard provides 
two eastbound travel lanes and one westbound travel lane with a two-way left turn median 
and street parking on both sides of the street.  The second eastbound travel lane ends at 
Main Street as an exclusive right turn lane.  East of Main Street, Jefferson Boulevard 
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narrows slightly, preventing the continuation of the configuration to the west.  The only way 
to accommodate two eastbound through lanes to the east of Main Street would be to 
eliminate heavily-used street parking serving the commercial developments along Jefferson 
Boulevard.  A second eastbound through lane would necessitate the removal of 
approximately 33 parking spaces from the south side of Jefferson Boulevard with no 
feasible locations to add comparable off-street parking. 

An exclusive southbound right turn lane in addition to the existing two southbound 
through lanes and one left turn lane would serve to reduce the V/C ratio during the P.M. 
peak hour from 0.961 to 0.922 in the Future with Project with TDM Measures condition.  
This would mitigate the significant traffic impact at this location.  To stripe an exclusive turn 
lane out of the existing shared southbound through/right turn lane would require the 
removal of 3 parking spaces from in front of a small market on the northwest corner of Main 
Street and Jefferson Boulevard.  Also, as the existing shared lane is only 19 feet wide, it 
would require LADOT’s approval of substandard width lanes.  Therefore, while this change 
would reduce the traffic impact to less than significant status, it would have secondary 
impacts to on-street parking and potential safety impacts related to the resultant narrow 
substandard lanes.  If LADOT staff determines that this mitigation measure is feasible, it 
would eliminate the significant impact at Main Street and Jefferson Boulevard.  If accepted 
by LADOT, the University would implement this improvement as a part of the Project. 

Comment No. 25-31 

In addition to the defective mitigation analyses at seven of the eight significantly 
impacted intersections, Mr. Brohard concludes that, "the Draft EIR and the Traffic Study 
improperly defer mitigation and fail to explore alternatives to significant traffic impacts on 
Neighborhood Streets and at Access Points" as follows:  

 Neighborhood Streets – The Draft EIR states there will be 
significant project traffic impacts to 30th Street between Vermont 
Avenue and Orchard Avenue immediately north of USC.  While 
the Draft EIR indicates areas surrounding USC are unique, it is 
my understanding that these neighborhoods are within historic 
overlay zones.  As such, the residential streets in these 
neighborhoods were not originally designed to carry today's traffic 
volumes.  Mitigation Measure K.1-5 proposes to develop a 
Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan (NTMP) to address this 
impact after it occurs. 

The California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA, requires 
mitigation measures to offset significant impacts resulting from a 
proposed project.  These mitigation measures must be specific 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-301 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

and their implementation must be timely to offset the significant 
impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

This Mitigation Measure incorrectly and improperly defers 
mitigation of the traffic impacts that the Proposed Project will 
create in the adjacent historic neighborhood.  While Mitigation 
Measure K.1-5 requires a NTMP, specific actions to address 
traffic issues have not been thoroughly analyzed or detailed in a 
definitive NTMP, and such a plan has not been adopted by the 
City.  Rather than this reactive approach to an identified 
significant traffic impact, other measures must be explored to 
divert traffic away from 30th Street.  These measures should 
include modifications to and relocations of the Proposed Project 
access points to direct traffic away from the historic 
neighborhood. 

The Draft EIR approach to mitigation of neighborhood traffic 
impacts caused by the Proposed Project is exactly backwards.  
The development of a detailed plan to mitigate the impacts 
caused by the Proposed Project must be conducted as part of the 
Draft EIR, not after project approval.  Specific mitigation 
measures subject to public review and comment must be 
developed now, not later. 

Response to Comment No. 25-31 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 17-5 and 25-27 regarding the original 
design and use of the residential streets in the neighborhood. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 8-16 regarding the NTMP. 

See Response to Comment No. 25-32 below for potential measures to divert traffic 
away from the neighborhood to the north of Subarea 3. 

Comment No. 25-32 

 Access Points—The Draft EIR states the three Proposed Project 
access points closest to Vermont Avenue/Jefferson Boulevard 
and Exposition Boulevard/Figueroa Street will fail to meet the 
City's performance standards, and concludes the access impacts 
are "significant and unavoidable".  The Traffic Study fails to 
evaluate relocation or reconfiguration of these three access 
points which could also divert traffic to and from the Proposed 
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Project away from 30th Street and reduce or eliminate significant 
traffic impacts to the adjacent historic neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 25-32 

The comment restates the Draft EIR analysis indicating that three Project access 
points closest to the intersections of Vermont Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard and 
Figueroa Street and Exposition Boulevard will fail to meet the City’s performance 
standards. 

The City’s CEQA guidelines regarding access states that a project would have a 
significant access impact if the intersection nearest the primary site access is projected to 
operate at LOS E or F during either peak hour under future with project conditions.  The 
three access points in question are identified as significantly impacted due to their proximity 
to the two fore-mentioned intersections, which operate at either LOS E or F during one of 
the peak hours. 

However, the three locations in question do not provide primary access to the 
Project, and were included in the analysis in order to be conservative.  Gate 8 is a right-in, 
right-out only driveway providing access to a parking lot that is only available for permit-
holders (i.e. no visitor parking).  Parking Structure 1 has two driveways fronting low-volume 
streets in 37th Street and Flower Street south of Exposition Boulevard, and is also primarily 
a permit-holder parking structure.  The driveway on Orchard Avenue between 30th Place 
and Jefferson Boulevard provides secondary access to Subarea 3.   

Furthermore, none of these three access points could be relocated in such a way 
that they no longer would be considered significant impacts under the City’s criteria, as all 
would still be nearest to the intersections causing the impact.  Gate 8 is already as far east 
(as far from the intersection of Vermont Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard) as it can be.  The 
entrance to Parking Structure 1 is built into the structure and is an integral component of 
the internal circulation of vehicles. 

The access point on Orchard Avenue to Subarea 3 is shown on the site plan as far 
away from the intersection of Vermont Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard as it can be.  The 
Orchard Avenue driveway could result in Project traffic utilizing 30th Street to the north as 
drivers seek the most direct route to and from the site.  The site plans shown in the Draft 
EIR are preliminary in nature and are intended to give the reader a general sense of 
relative size and layout of the various Project features.  The specific design of this access 
point will be further evaluated with input from the community when the eventual detailed 
site planning is done.  Should it be agreed to by the community, the University has offered 
to erect a physical barrier on Orchard Avenue north of the access point each evening after 
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10 P.M. to prevent traffic from entering or leaving this part of Subarea 3 via the residential 
neighborhood to the north.  This improvement would reduce nighttime noise for the 
residents of that neighborhood.  Further, traffic calming and mitigation measures would be 
implemented pursuant to Mitigation Measure K.1-5, the Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Plan.  In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure K.1-5 has been revised in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, to include the addition of the 
physical barrier on Orchard Avenue.  

Comment No. 25-33 

Also, we request that the Department consider AB 1358, the California Complete Streets 
Act.  The law requires a city or county – when they next update the circulation element of 
the General Plan – to identify how they will accommodate the circulation of all users.  The 
circulation element addresses flow of traffic through a local transportation system and 
utilizes better planning to ease congestion.  Such accommodations may include sidewalks, 
bike lanes, crosswalks, wide shoulders, medians, bus pullouts, and audible pedestrian 
signals, among others.  Adding travel lanes to streets to avoid congestion is typically not 
looked upon favorably by advocates of complete streets.  Instead, complete street 
methodology seeks a "road diet" to remove travel lanes on multi-lane streets so that streets 
have more space for buses, bike lanes, and sidewalk space. 

Response to Comment No. 25-33 

Assembly Bill 1358, the California Complete Streets Act, requires jurisdictions to 
identify how they will accommodate all modes of travel (vehicular, transit, pedestrian and 
bicycle) upon update of its circulation element of its general plan.  The provisions of 
AB 1358, which apply to any substantive revision of the City’s circulation element 
undertaken after January 1, 2011, and not to an individual development project, will be 
addressed during the City’s next update of its circulation element. 

Regardless, the Draft EIR has gone to great lengths to analyze and improve 
conditions for bicycles and pedestrians.  One of the proposed Project objectives is to 
promote pedestrian and bicycle safety and minimize opportunities for pedestrian and 
vehicular conflict.  Thus, as described below, several improvements have been proposed to 
address this objective.   

The Project proposes to eliminate on-street parking along a portion of Jefferson 
Boulevard between Orchard Avenue and Hoover Street in favor of an on-street bicycle lane 
and wider sidewalks.  The resulting improvement would provide the same vehicular traffic 
capacity as existing conditions with a five-lane cross-section on Jefferson Boulevard (two 
travel lanes in each direction with a raised median/center left-turn lane and bicycle lanes on 
both sides).  This would be accomplished by allocating part of the removed parking space 
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to bicycle lanes and part to sidewalks, narrowing the curb-to-curb width of Jefferson 
Boulevard.  Bicycle traffic would benefit from the on-street travel lane, and pedestrians 
would benefit both from the wider sidewalks and the reduced crossing distance at major 
intersections with Hoover Street and McClintock Avenue.  This improvement would not 
decrease vehicular traffic capacity along Jefferson Boulevard. 

Another potential improvement is the conversion of McClintock Avenue between 
30th Street and Jefferson Boulevard to a bicycle- and pedestrian-only street.  This potential 
roadway change would result in closure of the north leg of the intersection of McClintock 
Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard to vehicular traffic. 

As part of the internal development of Subarea 1, the core Campus, modifications 
would be made to the pedestrian and bicycle system with measures to minimize vehicular 
movement and improve pedestrian and bicycle accommodations within the Campus.  
These improvements would link to improvements off Campus, such as the bike lanes on 
Jefferson Boulevard. 

Primary pedestrian and bicycle access to Subarea 3 would be provided from the 
following major access points: 

 Intersection of McClintock Avenue and Jefferson Boulevard: This access point 
would serve as a major entry point for bicycles and pedestrians traveling to/from 
the campus (Subarea 1).  

 Northwest corner of Jefferson Boulevard and Hoover Street: The northwest 
corner of the intersection of Jefferson Boulevard and Hoover Street is also 
proposed to serve as a major access for bicycles and pedestrians to Subarea 3.  

 Entrance located along northbound Orchard Avenue between Jefferson 
Boulevard and 30th Place. 

 Entrance located along Hoover Street, south of 32nd Street. 

 Entrances located along westbound Jefferson Boulevard between McClintock 
Avenue and Hoover Street. 

 Pedestrians would also be able to access Subarea 3 from other minor entrances 
that would be located along the perimeter of the development. 

In an effort to address some of the key pedestrian-vehicle conflict areas, USC has 
recently (September 2009) funded the design and installation of a pedestrian signal at the 
intersection of Hoover Street and 28th Street.  USC is also working with LADOT in 
implementing various near-term pedestrian safety features along Jefferson Boulevard and 
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Hoover Street.  These features include improvements at the intersections of Hoover Street 
and McClintock Avenue along Jefferson Boulevard, which are heavily used pedestrian 
access points.  These enhancements focus on pedestrian and vehicle visibility, increased 
intersection illumination and better driver awareness throughout the length of the roadway 
corridor. 

Comment No. 25-34 

CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be studied before concluding that the 
traffic impacts are "significant and unavoidable."  The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR have 
failed to evaluate mitigation measures that are clearly feasible, would reduce or eliminate 
significant traffic impacts, and would result in few if any secondary impacts as discussed 
above. 

Response to Comment No. 25-34 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25-30 to 25-33 for a discussion of the 
mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-35 

D.  The DEIR's Deferral Of Parking Mitigation Measures Violates CEQA And Fails To 
Address Fundamental Impacts In The Neighborhood 

Page IV.K-132 of the DEIR admits that University-generated parking already impacts local 
streets in the area.  Community residents already complain about the extreme parking 
problems caused by the impact of students in the neighborhood. 

Yet, as Mr. Brohard explains, instead of analyzing and proposing specific mitigation for the 
Project's parking impacts now, the DEIR instead allows USC in Mitigation Measure K.2-1 to 
"develop and implement an annual monitoring process that establishes the University 
population for each year and the corresponding calculation of parking demand using the 
rates within the Parking Study prepared for the Proposed Project.  The Applicant would be 
responsible for constructing and/or securing sufficient parking to satisfy the calculated 
demand prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy permits for new Project uses."  
Moreover, parking for the commercial uses in Subarea 3A would be provided in a manner 
contrary to Code that allow "reduction in the parking requirements may be allowed based 
on a finding that adequate parking will be provided."  (DEIR p. II-47.)  This reduction can be 
up to 20%.  (Id.)  Also, the parking plans do not meet the 1.25 spaces per unit requirement 
in the applicable Redevelopment Plan.  (DEIR p. IV.G-97.)  
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This deferral of parking analysis and mitigation violates CEQA.  CEQA disallows deferring 
the formulation of mitigation measures to post-approval studies.  (CBE v. Richmond, 184 
Cal. App. 4th at 92, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B); Sundstrom v. County of 
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296,308-309.)  An agency may only defer the 
formulation of mitigation measures when it possesses '''meaningful information' reasonably 
justifying an expectation of compliance."  (Sundstrom at 308; see also Sacramento Old City 
Association v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028-29 
(mitigation measures may be deferred only "for kinds of impacts for which mitigation is 
known to be feasible").)  A lead agency is precluded from making the required CEQA 
findings unless the record shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of impacts 
have been resolved; an agency may not rely on mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy 
or feasibility (Kings County, 221 Cal.App.3d at 727 (finding groundwater purchase 
agreement inadequate mitigation because there was no evidence that replacement water 
was available).)  This approach helps "insure the integrity of the process of decision-
making by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the 
rug." (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 
Cal.3d 929, 935.) 

Tom Brohard, PE, explains: 

Page IV.K-132 of the Draft EIR admits that University-generated parking already 
impacts local streets in the area.  The Draft EIR indicates "The neighborhood north 
of the Campus has a high demand of on-street parking during day and night.  The 
majority of demand during the day is attributable to neighborhood students, 
residents, non-resident commuter students, and visitors who park in the 
neighborhood to avoid the University's parking fees.  High parking demand at night 
is attributable to the number of student residents ... The Applicant intends to support 
the City in developing a preferential parking district in the subject neighborhood 
(north of campus bound by Adams Boulevard on the north, 30th Street on the south, 
Vermont Avenue on the west, and Hoover Street on the east) which takes into 
account the unique conditions of this neighborhood." ...  

Parking Mitigation Measures Must Address Fundamental Issues – As admitted in the 
Draft EIR, nearby neighborhoods, particularly to the north, are already significantly 
impacted by parking generated by USC.  While the Draft EIR indicates these 
neighborhoods are unique, it is my understanding that the neighborhoods 
surrounding USC are within historic overlay zones.  As such, the residential streets 
in these neighborhoods were not originally designed to carry today's traffic volumes 
and there are few, if any, options to provide additional off-street parking. 

According to the Draft EIR, the demand for parking in nearby neighborhoods is 
largely created by those who want to avoid paying the University's parking fees.  
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Parking management strategies such as adjusting the prices for parking at USC 
must be developed to address this fundamental parking issue and to encourage 
USC parking to shift to campus and out of the neighborhoods. 

1)  Nexus Study Must Be Completed As Part of the Draft EIR—In their October 
15, 2009 letter to the City Council, the Department of City Planning provided 
a status report on the USC Specific Plan and Nexus Study.  On Page 2, the 
letter indicated "Concurrently, the Planning Department is working on a 
Nexus Study for the larger community area surrounding USC which is 
bordered by Washington Boulevard to the north, Grand Avenue to the east, 
Normandie Avenue to the west, and Vernon Avenue to the south.  Per 
Council Motion, the Nexus Study is analyzing affordable housing, green 
space, parking, carsharing opportunities and infrastructure needs as it relates 
to the impacts of the proposed new development in the specific plan area." 

The Nexus Study will encompass a significantly larger area surrounding the 
area that has been evaluated in the USC Development Plan Draft EIR.  The 
Nexus Study has not yet been completed or released to the public for review 
and comment Analyses, findings, and mitigation measures proposed in the 
USC Development Plan Draft EIR regarding parking and the other issues 
being covered by the on-going Nexus Study must be correlated with and 
included in the USC Development Plan Draft EIR before it is considered. 

In summary, further study must be undertaken to properly identify the traffic 
and parking impacts of the proposed USC Development Plan.  Faulty 
methodology used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the 
number of net new trips that will occur from the proposed restaurant uses, 
mitigation measure analyses are defective, and the results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 
Draft EIR for the proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. The Draft EIR improperly 
defers mitigation of the parking impacts of the Proposed Project until after 
project approval.  The development of a detailed plan to mitigate parking 
impacts must be conducted as part of the EIR, not after project approval.  
Parking mitigation measures must address fundamental issues caused by 
USC parking pricing practices that directly result in parking impacts to the 
adjacent neighborhoods.  Analyses, findings, and mitigation measures 
proposed in the USC Development Plan Draft EIR regarding parking and the 
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other issues being covered by the on-going Nexus Study must be correlated 
before the USC Development Plan Draft EIR is considered.63 

By deferring the development of specific mitigation measures, USC has effectively 
precluded public input into the development of those measures. CEQA prohibits this 
approach.  As explained by the Sundstrom court:  

"An EIR [is] subject to review by the public and interested agencies.  This 
requirement of "public and agency review" has been called "the strongest assurance 
of the adequacy of the EIR."  The final EIR must respond with specificity to the 
"significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process." ...  
Here, the hydrological studies envisioned by the use permit would be exempt from 
this process of public and governmental scrutiny." (Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d at 
308.) 

More recently, the court in CBE v. Richmond explained: 

"Formulation of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time."  
(Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1)(B).) An EIR is inadequate if "[t]he success or failure of 
mitigation efforts ... may largely depend upon management plans that have not yet 
been formulated, and have not been subject to analysis and review within the EIR."  
(San Joaquin Raptor, supra, 149 Cal.App.4th at p. 670.)  "A study conducted after 
approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on decision making.  
Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to the sort of 
post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly condemned in 
decisions construing CEQA. [Citations.]"  (CBE v. Richmond, 184 Cal.App.4th at 
92-93.) 

In sum, the final EIR must respond with specificity to the "significant environmental points 
raised in the review and consultation process" concerning parking impacts.  (Sundstrom, 
202 Cal.App.3d at 308.) 

Response to Comment No. 25-35 

The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure K.2-1 violates CEQA provisions 
because it defers the formation of mitigation measures to post-approval studies.  To the 
contrary, Mitigation Measure K.2-1 requires the applicant to develop and implement an 

                                            

63 The uncertainty about the true parking plans is further evidenced by DEIR p. IV.B-48 which admits that 
"[e]arthwork could be less than that indicated if the Project provides less or no subterranean parking." 
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annual monitoring process establishing the University population for each year and 
calculating the parking demand using the rates described in the Draft EIR.  The calculated 
number of parking spaces must then be provided (either constructed or secured) for 
University use before a certificate of occupancy could be issued for any new building.  This 
would ensure that the parking is available prior to or concurrent with the new uses requiring 
such parking.  The annual monitoring is an enforcement mechanism to ensure compliance 
with the parking requirements of the Specific Plan, and does not constitute deferred 
mitigation. 

The nature of the proposed Project is to provide an entitled development framework 
upon which the next twenty years of University growth will be based.  Parking facilities 
would be developed within Subarea 1 in the areas indicated as potential future 
development sites, or within any other location within the boundaries of Subarea 1, 
inasmuch as accessory parking facilities serving University uses are a permitted use of 
land that can be developed in any location within Subarea 1.  Additional parking facilities 
may also be located anywhere within the boundaries of Subarea 2.  Parking for Subarea 3 
would be provided generally as indicated on Figure II-10 of Section II, Project Description, 
of the Draft EIR.  Parking would be required to be provided in accordance with the rates 
identified in Section IV.K.2 of the Draft EIR, which are based upon the anticipated parking 
demand for each of the various proposed uses.  As discussed on Pages IV.G-94 to IV.G-98 
of the Draft EIR, to the extent that the proposed parking rates deviate from the parking 
ratios set forth in the Redevelopment Plan, an approval will be sought from CRA/LA. 

Mitigation Measure K.2-1 prescribes the process for calculating the new University 
parking requirement with each additional Project component built.  Failure to provide 
parking in compliance with the Specific Plan requirements would result in a certificate of 
occupancy being withheld for that building, until such time as the required parking is 
provided.  Therefore, this mitigation measure ensures that parking will continually be 
provided in accordance with the requirements of the Specific Plan. 

This monitoring program is consistent with other annual monitoring programs 
required by LADOT as part of the mitigation program for TDM, parking, and construction 
parking monitoring at other major projects in the City of Los Angeles. 

The comment further suggests that the Project should be responsible for mitigating 
existing parking conditions in the residential neighborhoods north of Jefferson Boulevard.  
See Response to Comment Nos. 14-14 and 18-3 for a discussion of existing parking 
conditions. 
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For a response to the comment regarding commuter students parking on residential 
streets north of Campus and using the tram system to get to Campus, please refer to 
Topical Response No. 10. 

Any strategy for reducing parking on residential streets must not be in conflict with 
other stated Project objectives.  Page IV.K-95 describes Mitigation Measure K.1-1, the 
expansion of the University’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program.  The 
TDM program focuses on reducing the number of people travelling to and from the Project 
in single-occupancy vehicles.  It seeks to increase the use of public transit, carpool and 
vehicle sharing, shuttle services, and biking.  Through the reduction of single-occupancy 
vehicles as the primary mode of transportation, the TDM program will play a large role in 
reducing the number of vehicles parked on residential streets.  National experience has 
shown that the abundance of inexpensive parking makes it very difficult to implement an 
effective transportation demand management program.  Parking price reductions tend to 
encourage the use of single-occupancy vehicles and thus are the wrong approach to 
developing an effective TDM program and the wrong approach to reducing parking in 
residential neighborhoods.   

The goal of the comment is to reduce non-resident parking in the neighborhoods 
adjacent to campus. The University has proposed to help the neighbors and the City 
implement a preferential parking district which would help to keep non-resident vehicles 
from parking on the residential streets in the subject neighborhood.  This is the best way to 
reduce neighborhood spillover parking, not parking pricing reductions.  For more 
information on the preferential parking district, please see Topical Response No 8. __. 

Refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 25-36 

E. The DEIR'S Air Quality Analysis and Mitigation is Deficient 

Environmental scientist, Dr. Petra Pless, D.Env., concludes that the DEIR's air quality 
analysis is deficient in numerous respects.  It underestimates both construction and 
operations air quality emissions, and fails to impose adequate mitigation. I n many 
instances, even where it admits that air quality impacts will be significant, it fails to impose 
feasible mitigation measures, instead simply declaring the impacts to be significant and 
unavoidable.  This is clearly inadequate under CEQA.  If an impact is significant, the 
agency must impose all feasible mitigation measures, and may only declare the impacts to 
be unavoidable if it remains significant after imposition of all feasible mitigation measures.  
The DEIR appears to misunderstand this and other basic requirements of the law. 
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This issue is critical because the ambient air quality in the South Coast Air Basin is dire.  In 
Los Angeles County, 7% of the population or 650,000 residents experience asthma 
symptoms and an additional 9% or 931,000 residents experience asthma-like symptoms.  
In the City of Los Angeles' urban schools about 14% of all students have asthma and 28% 
of young patients at St. John's Downtown Los Angeles Clinic (located near Adams and 
Figueroa) are reported to have asthma. 

[SEE Figure 3: Asthma Cases Reported at St. John's Well Child and Family Center] 

Albert Lowe and Gilda Haas, eds., The Shame of the City: Slum Housing and 
the Critical Threat to the Health of LA Children and Families, Los Angeles: 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy, April 2007, attached as Exhibit J 
hereto. 

Response to Comment No. 25-36 

This comment summarizes a specific comment provided in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern 
California Plan, dated July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment 
Nos. 27-48 and 27-49 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy of the air quality 
analysis and mitigation.  No changes to the results of the air quality analysis or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-37 

1.  The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Construction Emissions Is Severely Deficient 
and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate Significant Impacts on Air Quality 

a.  The DEIR Calculates Construction Emissions Over a Five-Year Period, but 
Construction Will Continue for 20 Years 

Dr. Pless explains that Project construction will occur over a period of twenty years.  Dr. 
Pless concludes that "two decades of demolition and construction activities ... would 
adversely impact the already severely compromised local and regional air quality due to 
emissions of fugitive dust and vehicle and equipment exhaust."  Yet, the Draft EIR's 
analysis of construction emissions is based on the years 2011 through 2015 only, as if 
Project construction would be completed in a span of five years.  The Draft EIR must be 
revised to provide emission estimates for all phases of the Project's buildout based on a 
detailed construction phasing plan. 

Dr. Pless has determined that the DEIR's URBEMIS model runs are inaccurate.  Table 1 to 
Dr. Pless's comment letter summarizes the maximum regional unmitigated daily 
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construction emissions as presented by the Draft EIR in Table IV.B-3 for Subareas 1, 2, 
and 3 and based on the URBEMIS modeling results for the years 2011 through 2015.  The 
maximum for each pollutant is shaded. 

[SEE Table 1:  Table 1:  Maximum unmitigated regional daily construction 
emissions as presented by Draft EIR Table IV.B-3 for Subareas and based on 
Draft EIR Appendix B-1, URBEMIS modeling runs for years 2011–2015] 

Table 1 shows that as a result of the above misleading presentation and inconsistency with 
the URBEMIS modeling results, the Draft EIR substantially underestimates maximum 
unmitigated regional daily construction emissions.  Specifically, the Draft EIR determines 
maximum daily emissions for volatile organic compounds ("VOC"), nitrogen oxides ("NOX"), 
carbon monoxide ("CO"), and particulate matter smaller than or equal to 10 micrometers 
("PM10") and 2.5 micrometers ("PM2.5") at 200, 456, 354, 45, and 24 pounds, respectively; 
based on the URBEMIS modeling results, maximum emissions of these pollutants are 237, 
639, 431, 69, and 35 pounds, respectively (see shaded cells in Table 1). Thus, the Draft 
EIR underestimated maximum daily emissions of these pollutants by 37, 183, 77, 24, and 
11 pounds, respectively.  In other words, the Draft EIR underestimated maximum daily 
emissions for these pollutants by 19%, 40%, 22%, 53%, and 46%, respectively. This is a 
significant deficiency in the DEIR since the documents must not only identify significant 
impacts, but must also inform the public how significant those impacts will be. 

Dr. Pless explains that the DEIR's emission estimates fail to take into account emissions 
resulting from export of soil.  The URBEMIS emission estimates provided in the Draft EIR's 
Appendix B fail to account for soil that would be exported from the site.  It is anticipated that 
up to approximately 233,100 cubic yards and 88,800 cubic yards of export would be 
required for construction in Subarea 1 and Subarea 2, respectively.  Subarea 3 would 
potentially require export of approximately 580,000 cubic yards of soil.  To put this into 
perspective, the total amount of approximately 901,900 cubic yards of soil that would 
potentially be exported from the Project site would cover a football field with more than 500 
feet of soil.  Fugitive dust emissions from handling the soil and exhaust emissions from the 
haul trucks would considerably increase the emissions estimates provided by the Draft EIR.  
The Draft EIR must be revised to include emissions resulting from soil export based on a 
detailed construction phasing plan. 

Response to Comment No. 25-37 

This comment summarizes specific comments provided in the Pless Environmental’s 
Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern California Plan, dated 
July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment No. 27-12 through 
Response to Comment No. 27-16 and Response to Comment No. 27-21 for a detailed 
response regarding the adequacy of the construction air quality impact analysis.  No 
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changes to the results of the air quality impact analysis or significance conclusions in the 
Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-38 

b.  The DEIR Ignores Significant Health Impacts at 32nd Street Elementary School 

Dr. Pless explains that as a result of the DEIR's underestimation of construction emissions, 
that will extend over a 20-year period, the DEIR also fails to acknowledge significant air 
quality impacts on 32nd Street Elementary School.  The Draft EIR, Table IV.B-3, estimates 
maximum daily localized emissions of PM2.5 at 11.0 Ib/day for Subarea 3. T he Draft EIR 
modeled the resulting maximum daily concentrations of PM2.5 in ambient air at the 32nd 
Street Elementary School at 10.0 micrograms per cubic meter (“µg/m3”), just 0.4 µg/m3 shy 
of the SCAQMD localized significance threshold of 10.4 µg/m3. 

Dr. Pless concludes that as demonstrated for regional emissions in Table 1 above, the 
Draft EIR underestimates maximum daily emissions by 46%; localized emissions are 
similarly underestimated.  Thus, maximum localized emissions are approximately 16.1 
Ib/day64 with resulting maximum ambient concentrations of PM2.5 at the 32nd Street 
Elementary School of approximately 14.6 µg/m3, by far exceeding the SCAQMD's localized 
significance threshold for PM2.5 of 10.4 µg/m3  Thus, the Draft EIR fails to identify 
significant impacts on air quality due to emissions of PM2.5 and, consequently, fails to 
require adequate mitigation. 

The Draft EIR must be revised to correctly quantify maximum daily emissions from 
construction, correctly model pollutant concentrations in ambient air.  In light of the 
undisputed dire health consequences including excess deaths resulting from increased 
elevations of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants in construction equipment 
exhaust, the City should require the Applicant to implement all feasible mitigation measures 
to reduce these emissions. 

Response to Comment No. 25-38 

This comment summarizes a specific comment provided in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern 
California Plan, dated July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 27-20 for a detailed response regarding potential localized air quality impacts at the 

                                            

64 (11.0 Ib/day) x (1.46) = 16.06Ib/day. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-314 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

32nd Street Elementary School.  The calculation of potential construction emissions 
provided in the Letter Report were erroneous and did not include incorporation of SCAQMD 
required control measures (e.g., watering twice daily) or compare emissions to combined 
emissions presented in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR.  No changes to the results of the 
localized air quality impact analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would 
occur as a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-39 

c. The DEIR Ignores Diesel Exhaust from Construction Equipment 

Dr. Pless explains that most heavy-duty construction equipment is diesel powered, Diesel 
exhaust is a complex mixture of gaseous and solid materials.  The visible emissions in 
diesel exhaust are known as diesel particulate matter ("DPM"), which includes carbon 
particles or "soot."  Diesel exhaust also contains a variety of harmful gases and over 40 
other known cancer-causing substances and is estimated to contribute to more than 75% 
of the added cancer risk from air toxics in the United States.  Diesel exhaust also has the 
potential to cause serious adverse health effects including pulmonary and cardiovascular 
diseases.65, 66 

Lagging emission standards and very old equipment in the fleet have made construction 
equipment one of the largest sources of toxic diesel particulate matter (soot) pollution in 
California, An estimated 70% of California's construction equipment is currently not covered 
by federal and state regulations because it is too old.67  Clouds of soot emitted with the 
exhaust from construction equipment can travel downwind for miles, then drift into heavily 
populated areas. A recent analysis found that air pollution from construction equipment is 
already taking a staggering toll on the health and economic well-being of Californians, For 
the South Coast Air Basin, 2005 estimates for health and economic damage from 
construction equipment emissions included more than 700 premature deaths, about 650 
hospitalizations for respiratory and cardiovascular disease, almost 27,000 incidences of 
asthma attacks, acute bronchitis, and other lower respiratory symptoms, about 125,000 
days of lost work, about 175,000 school absences, and almost one million restricted activity 
                                            

65 California Air Resources Board, Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust; 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/diesel-health.htm. accessed January 22, 2010. 

66 Environmental Defense Fund, Cleaner Diesel Handbook, Bring Cleaner Fuel and Diesel Retrofits into Your 
Neighborhood, April 2005, p. iv; http://www.environmentaldefense.org/documents/4941 
cleanerdieselhandbook.pdf, accessed January 22, 2010. 

67 Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging up Trouble, The Health Risk of Construction Pollution in California, 
November 2006; http://www.ucsusa,org/assets/documents/clean_vehicles/diggingup-trouble.pdf, 
accessed January 22, 2010; pp. 12 and 13. 
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days. This loss of life and productivity cost South Coast Air Basin residents an estimated 
$5,9 billion.68 These estimates are conservative because they do not include emissions 
from a large number of smaller construction projects (residential and commercial and 
projects smaller than one acre in size and because multi-story buildings were treated as 
one-story buildings). 

The entire Central Los Angeles including the Project site is located in the highest risk area 
for construction equipment emissions, as shown in Figure 4 to Dr. Pless' comments, 
reproduced below. 

[Figure 4: Construction Pollution Health Risk in the South Coast Air 
Basin From Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging up Trouble, The Health 
Risk of Construction Pollution in California, November 2006; http://www. 
ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean vehicles/digging-up-troubIe.pdf] 

The Project would be built out over a period of two decades69, concurrently with many other 
construction projects in the region.  During this time, heavy-duty diesel powered 
construction equipment would emit considerable amounts of diesel particulate matter, 
which would travel into nearby residential areas, increase ambient concentrations of this 
pollutant, and result in potentially adverse health impacts.  Sensitive receptors that may be 
adversely affected include schools, residences, the hotel, and medical buildings in the 
vicinity of the Project site.  Dr. Pless concludes that "the Project's construction emission 
would exacerbate the already existing severe health impacts on the City's residents caused 
by construction equipment."  A recirculated DEIR is required to analyze and mitigate this 
impact. 

Response to Comment No. 25-39 

This comment summarizes specific comments provided in the Pless Environmental’s 
Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern California Plan, dated 
July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment No. 27-22 and Response 
to Comment No. 27-23 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy of the analysis of 
diesel exhaust from construction equipment.  A qualitative analysis of diesel exhaust was 
provided in Section IV.B of the Draft EIR and was considered the appropriate level of 
analysis.  Nevertheless, a detailed health risk assessment has been provided for proposed 
construction activities and is included as part of Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 

                                            

68 Ibid, p. 12. 
69 See Draft EIR, Appendix S, URSEMIS modeling for construction emissions. 
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Correction and Addition.  Please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR.   

The results of the additional analysis confirms that the proposed Project has the 
potential to result in an offsite cancer risk at the maximum exposed individual of 4.8 in a 
million, which is well below the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million, and 
therefore would not result in a significant impact.  No changes to the results of the 
construction health risk analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as 
a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-40 

d.  The Project Will Have Cumulatively Significant Construction Impacts 

The Draft EIR concludes that Project construction would not result in significant emissions 
of toxic air contaminants including diesel exhaust emissions and would therefore not be 
cumulatively significant.  The Draft EIR fails to discuss any other Projects that would be 
built out in the same time span and fails to analyze whether the Project's contribution to the 
existing adverse air quality in conjunction with these other Projects would be cumulatively 
significant. 

Dr. Pless concludes that the Project would have cumulatively significant construction 
emissions.  The Project would be built out over a period of two decades, concurrently with 
many other construction projects in the region, e.g., the nearby Lorenzo project and the 
mixed use student housing and commercial project on the privately-owned gas station 
property in Subarea 1B.70 Dr. Pless concludes that: 

During this time, heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment would 
emit substantial amounts of diesel particulate matter, which would travel into 
nearby residential areas, increase ambient concentrations of this pollutant, 
and result in potentially adverse health impacts.  Sensitive receptors that may 
be adversely affected include schools, residences, senior homes, etc. in the 
vicinity of the Project site.  The Project's substantial construction emissions 
would further exacerbate the existing severe health impacts on the City's 
residents caused by unhealthy levels of toxic air contaminants in the air.  As 
discussed above, Project construction emissions of PM2.5, [sic] which is 
mostly diesel particulate matter, would exceed the SCAQMD's localized 

                                            

70 See Draft EIR, p. 11-9. 
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significance threshold.  It can therefore be assumed that toxic air contaminant 
emissions would be cumulatively, if not individually, significant. 

Thus, the Draft EIR must be revised to include a human health risk assessment for Project 
construction activities.  (See, Bakersfield Citizens, supra (DEIR must analyze health 
impacts related to air pollution from proposed project).) 

Response to Comment No. 25-40 

This comment summarizes specific comments provided in the Pless Environmental’s 
Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern California Plan, dated 
July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment No. 27-24 and Response 
to Comment No. 27-25 for a detailed response regarding cumulative significant 
construction impacts.  No changes to the results of the air quality analysis or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-41 

2.  The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Operational Emissions is Severely Deficient 
and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate Significant Impacts on Air Quality 

Dr. Pless concludes that the DEIR's analysis of the Project's operational emissions is 
deficient and fails to implement many feasible mitigation measures.  Dr. Pless identifies 
deficiencies including the following: 

 The DEIR Fails To Provide Estimates for Operational Emissions in Interim Years 
Including Simultaneous Construction and Operation of the Project. This analysis 
misinforms the public and understates the Project's emissions since Project 
operation and construction will occur simultaneously for decades. 

 The DEIR provides only emissions for year 2030. The DEIR must calculate year-
by-year Project emissions since the year 2030 is not representative of all Project 
emissions. 

 The DEIR fails to analyze increased localized emissions from gas stations due to 
additional students and faculty increasing emissions from University-owned and 
privately owned gas stations. 

 The DEIR fails to analyze increased emissions from USC boiler plants. The 
Project will increase demand for natural gas at USC's three boiler plants located 
in Grace Ford, Olin Hall and Powell Hall, which are used for the heating of 
spaces and water, laboratory uses, and cooking) and the thermal energy storage 
system and any upgrades that have been or would be undertaken as a result of 
the Project. 
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 As discussed by Tom Brohard, PE, the DEIR significantly undercounts the traffic 
that will be generated by the Project. This, in turn, results in a significant 
underestimation of Project emissions since a large portion of Project pollution is 
generated by vehicles serving the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 25-41 

This comment summarizes specific comments provided in the Pless Environmental’s 
Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern California Plan, dated 
July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment No. 27-26 through 
Response to Comment No. 27-29 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy of the 
project operational emissions analysis.  No changes to the results of the air quality impact 
analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this 
comment. 

Comment No. 25-42 

3.  The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Project's Health Impacts Related to its Proximity to 
Interstate Highway I-110 

The DEIR fails to analyze health impacts that result from the placement of workers and 
residents in close proximity to Interstate 110 (I-110).  (DEIR p. I-42)  The DEIR contains no 
human health risk assessment or health analysis of this impact.  The DEIR dismisses 
impacts as "typical of urban environments."  (DEIR p. IV.B.80)  However, this does not 
render the impact insignificant.  Since the impact is ignored, feasible mitigation is also 
ignored, such as air filtration, building placement, other measures. 

The I-110 freeway passes directly through the middle of the proposed Project.  The Project 
proposes to place residential and commercial units within close proximity to I-110.  The 
California Air Resources Board ("CARB') Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (p.4) advises 
that residential development not be placed within 500 feet of major road.  In April 2005, 
CARB released the final version of the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook:  A Community 
Health Perspective, which is intended to encourage local land use agencies to consider the 
risks from air pollution prior to making decisions that approve the siting of new sensitive 
receptors near sources of air pollution.  CARB recommends that where residential uses are 
proposed within 500 feet of a freeway, that a human health risk assessment be conducted. 

Diesel exhaust has been identified by the California Air Resources Board as a toxic air 
contaminant and is identified by the State as a known human carcinogen.  Studies have 
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demonstrated that children living near major roadways are exposed to high levels of diesel 
exhaust and have poorer lung function than children living in cleaner areas.71 

Diesel exhaust has been officially recognized by the State of California as a chemical that 
causes cancer in humans since October 1990.72  On August 27,1998, after extensive 
scientific review and public hearing, the California Air Resources Board ("CARB") formally 
identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a toxic air contaminant 
("TAC").  Diesel exhaust is a serious public health concern.  It has been linked to a range of 
serious health problems including an increase in respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, 
and premature death.  Fine diesel particles are deposited deep in the lungs and can result 
in increased respiratory symptoms and disease; decreased lung function, particularly in 
children and individuals with asthma; alterations in lung tissue and respiratory tract defense 
mechanisms; and premature death.  (CARB 6/98.73) 

Furthermore, the DEIR fails entirely to analyze non-cancer health risks such as asthma.  It 
is well documented that children living within 500 feet of a major roadway experience 
significantly elevated levels of asthma.  (R. McConnel, et al., Traffic, Susceptibility, and 
Childhood Asthma VOLUME 114, NUMBER 5, May 2006, Environmental Health 
Perspectives)  According to the Report "The Shame of the City:  Slum Housing and the 
Critical Threat to the Health of LA Children and Families" attached hereto as Exhibit J, 
about 14% of all Los Angeles' urban schools students have asthma and 28% of young 
patients at St. John's Downtown Los Angeles Clinic (located near Adams and Figueroa) are 
reported to have asthma. 

The court held in Bakersfield Citizens, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1220: 

Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a) requires an EIR to discuss, inter 
alia, "health and safety problems caused by the physical changes" that the 
proposed project will precipitate.  Both of the EIR's concluded that the 
projects would have significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on air 
quality. It is well known that air pollution adversely affects human respiratory 
health.  (See, e.g., Bustillo, Smog Harms Children's Lungs for Life, Study 

                                            

71 Pekkanen, et aI., Effects of ultrafine and fine particles in urban air on peak expiratory flow among children 
with asthmatic symptoms. Environ. Res (1997) 74(1):24-33. 

72 California Environmental Protection Agency, Chemicals Known to the State to Cause Cancer or 
Reproductive Toxicity (Exhibit 5 to Fox Comments). 

73 California Air Resources Board (CARB), Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed 
Identification of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Staff Report, June 1998. 
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Finds, LA Times (Sept. 9, 2004).)  Emergency rooms crowded with wheezing 
sufferers are sad but common sights in the San Joaquin Valley and 
elsewhere.  Air quality indexes are published daily in local newspapers, 
schools monitor air quality and restrict outdoor play when it is especially poor 
and the public is warned to limit their activities on days when air quality is 
particularly bad.  Yet, neither EIR acknowledges the health consequences 
that necessarily result from the identified adverse air quality impacts.  Buried 
in the description of some of the various substances that make up the soup 
known as "air pollution" are brief references to respiratory illnesses.  
However, there is no acknowledgement or analysis of the well-known 
connection between reduction in air quality and increases in specific 
respiratory conditions and illnesses.  After reading the EIR's, the public would 
have no idea of the health consequences that result when more pollutants are 
added to a nonattainment basin.  On remand, the health impacts resulting 
from the adverse air quality impacts must be identified and analyzed in the 
new EIRs. 

Response to Comment No. 25-42 

Potential health risk impacts for the proposed Project were conducted and included 
in the Draft EIR consistent with CARB and SCAQMD recommended guidance.  As 
discussed on page IV.B-10, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, CARB published the Air Quality 
and Land Use Handbook as a general guide for considering health effects associated with 
siting sensitive receptors proximate to sources of TAC emissions or TAC emissions in 
close proximity to existing sensitive receptors.  The goal of the guidance document is to 
protect sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly, acutely ill, and chronically ill 
persons, from exposure to TAC emissions.  In the case of freeways, CARB recommends to 
avoid siting sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway.  The SCAQMD has also 
adopted land use planning guidelines in the Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality 
Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (May 2005), which considers impacts to 
sensitive receptors from facilities that emit TAC emissions.  SCAQMD’s siting distance 
recommendations are the same as those provided by CARB (e.g., a 500-foot siting 
distance) for sensitive land uses proposed in proximity of freeways and high-traffic roads.   

Potential TAC impacts were evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis 
followed by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling), as necessary.  The 
screening-level analysis consisted of reviewing the proposed Project’s site plan and project 
description to identify any new or modified TAC emissions sources for consistency with 
CARB and SCAQMD recommended siting distances.  If the qualitative evaluation did not 
rule out significant impacts a more detailed analysis would have been conducted.   
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As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, on-site sensitive 
populations could potentially be impacted by existing off-site sources of TACs.  Potential 
sources of TAC’s were identified using the Facility Information Database (FIND) search, 
which is a resource for discovering SCAQMD permitted sources in the vicinity of the 
Project.  In addition, site reconnaissance was conducted to identify potential non-permitted 
air toxic emitting sources (e.g., freeways, diesel truck idling at warehouse distribution 
facilities).  As shown in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, 14 sources were located within one 
quarter of a mile from proposed sensitive land uses (i.e., student and faculty housing) in 
Subarea 1 and five sources within one quarter of a mile from Subarea 3.  Off-site air toxic 
emitting sources identified primarily included Harbor Freeway (I-110), diesel emergency 
generators, automotive repair facilities, gasoline stations, and a dry cleaner.  These types 
of facilities are typical within an urban environment and no major permitted sources of air 
toxic emissions were identified.  Although a portion of Subarea 1 was identified in the Draft 
EIR as being located within 500 feet of the I-110 Freeway, no student and faculty housing 
is proposed within this area.  In addition, all identified TAC emitting sources were identified 
further away from the proposed Project’s sensitive uses (student and faculty housing) than 
CARB’s recommendations.  As such, the proposed Project did not warrant the need for a 
health risk assessment for on-site receptors and potential air toxic impacts were concluded 
to be less than significant.  Given that no student and faculty housing would be located 
within 500 feet of the freeway, non-cancer health risk impacts were also screened out from 
requiring a detailed analysis.   

Regarding potential public health impacts, the Draft EIR presented existing pollutant 
levels measured at the most representative monitoring station within the Air Basin (Table 
IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR).  The monitoring station most representative of the Project site is 
the North Main Street Station, located at 1630 North Main Street in the City of Los Angeles, 
approximately four miles northeast of the Project site.  Criteria pollutants monitored at this 
station include PM10, PM2.5, O3, CO, NO2, Lead, and Sulfate.  The SCAQMD selected this 
monitoring station to represent elevated pollutant levels expected within Central Los 
Angeles.  The station is in close proximity to major freeways, rail road tracks, rail yards, 
warehouse distribution facilities, and industrial and commercial facilities.  Many of the same 
types of sources near the monitoring station are indicative of air pollutant emission sources 
near the Project site (e.g., I-110 Freeway).  As shown in Table IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR, 
pollutant levels from 2006 to 2008 have exceeded the State and federal standards for O3 
and PM2.5 and the State standard for PM10.   

In response to this comment a more detailed discussion of potential health effects 
from air pollution and ambient air quality studies conducted for the Los Angeles area have 
been included in Section IV.B, Air Quality.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to 
the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.   
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The proposed Project would not result in any new substantial on-site stationary 
sources of pollutant emissions.  In addition, the proposed Project would not include any 
types of facilities (e.g., warehouse distribution) that would substantially increase the 
percentage of heavy-duty trucks in the vehicular fleet mix in the nearby communities.  
Thus, the primary pollutant of concern to the surrounding neighborhood resulting from 
vehicle trips associated with operation of the proposed project site is CO.  The SCAQMD 
recommends an evaluation of potential localized impacts when a project causes the level of 
service (LOS) at a study street intersection to worsen from C to D, or if a project increases 
the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at any street intersection rated D or worse by two 
percent or more.  The potential health risk from CO is discussed on page IV.B-4 of Section 
IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Potential impacts along Interstate 110 were considered 
in the analysis.  However, the proposed Project would only result in 59 A.M. trips and 84 
P.M. trips of the 22,888 peak A.M. trips and 22,238 P.M. trips, respectively, along this 
segment.  This would result in a 0.26 to 0.38 percent increase in traffic along this freeway 
segment and would not require further analysis.  Instead, the analysis evaluated nine 
representative intersections that met the SCAQMD analysis criteria including background 
CO concentrations from the nearby SCAQMD monitoring station and found impacts to be 
less than significant. 

This comment does not change the results of the analyses or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-43 

Similarly, in the DEIR fails as an informational document because it fails to analyze health 
impacts due to the proximity to I-110.  A supplemental DEIR is necessary to analyze these 
impacts and propose feasible mitigation measures. 

There are many feasible mitigation measures available to reduce the Project's potentially 
significant health impact.  These impacts can be mitigated by locating people outside of the 
hazard zone, where impacts are significant, by including a buffer or setback from I-110.  
These impacts can also be mitigated by designing buildings to maintain indoor air 
concentrations below levels of concern.  Limiting indoor concentrations of diesel exhaust 
could be accomplished by minimizing outdoor air infiltration, limiting building ventilation 
rates to the minimum required for comfortable habitation, and using air cleaning devices.  
Windows could be designed to remain permanently closed, and all doors could be 
designed to automatically close.  The Project could also incorporate box and bag filters, 
high-efficiency particulate air ("HEPA") filters, and ultra-low particulate air ("ULPA") filters.  
Such measures must be analyzed in a supplemental DEIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-43 

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 25-42, the Draft EIR assessed 
potential air quality impacts related to I-110 Freeway based on consistency with CARB’s 
and SCAQMD’s siting distance recommendation for freeways (i.e., a 500-foot siting 
distance for sensitive land uses proposed in proximity of freeways and high-traffic roads).  
Although a portion of Subarea 1 was identified in the Draft EIR as being located within 
500 feet of the I-110 Freeway, no student and faculty housing is proposed within this area.  
As such, the proposed Project did not warrant the need for a health risk assessment for on-
site receptors and potential air toxic impacts were concluded to be less than significant.  
Please note that, the commentor states that impacts can be mitigated by locating people 
outside of the hazard zone, where impacts are significant, by including a buffer or setback 
from I-110.  This is precisely what the proposed Project includes as a Project Design 
Feature (i.e., no new student and faculty housing within 500 feet of the I-110 Freeway).  
Therefore, a supplemental Draft EIR and mitigation measures are not warranted. 

Comment No. 25-44 

4.  The DEIR's Air Quality Mitigation Measures Are Inadequate 

a.  Many Mitigation Measures are Not Binding or Enforceable 

The Draft EIR proposes the following mitigation measures to reduce exhaust emissions 
from construction equipment: 

Mitigation Measure B-8: To the extent possible, petroleum powered 
construction activity shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than 
temporary diesel power generators and/or gasoline power generators. 

Mitigation Measure B-10: All areas where construction vehicles are parked, 
staged, or operating shall be visibly posted with signs stating "No idling in 
excess of 5 minutes or shut off engines". 

Mitigation Measure B-11: Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction 
equipment manufactured after 1996 (with federally mandated "clean" diesel 
engines) shall be used when feasible. 
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Mitigation Measure B-12: Catalytic converters shall be installed on all heavy 
machinery working on-site, if feasible.74 

These mitigation measures are inadequate since they are not binding or enforceable.  As 
discussed above, mitigation measures must be "fully enforceable through permit 
conditions, agreements, or other measures" so "that feasible mitigation measures will 
actually be implemented as a condition of development" (Federation of Hillside & Canyon 
Ass'ns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261).  These measures plainly 
fails to pass this test. 

Response to Comment No. 25-44 

This comment summarizes a specific comment provided in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern 
California Plan, dated July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 27-34 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy and enforceability of proposed 
mitigation measures.  No changes to the results of the air quality impact analysis or 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-45 

b.  Feasible Mitigation Measures Exist But Have Not Been Analyzed in the DEIR 

Dr. Pless points out that effective measures for off-road diesel mitigation have been 
developed by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District ("SMAQMD").  
For example: 

 SMAQMD's Category 1 measures would require that the heavy-duty (> 50 
horsepower) self-propelled off-road vehicles to be used in the construction 
project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a 
project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate 
reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average at time of 
construction. 

 SMAQMD Category 2 mitigation requires that, the project shall ensure that 
emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used on the project site do 
not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour.  

                                            

74 Draft EIR, pp. IV.B-76-IV.B-77, emphasis added. 
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These are feasible mitigation measures that should be analyzed and imposed on the USC 
Project.  

Dr. Pless points out a long list of feasible air quality mitigation measures that are ignored by 
the DEIR, but that should be analyzed for implementation for the USC Project: 

 Purchase and install filtration systems for the impacted community, including the 
32nd Street Elementary School, the proposed K-8 school, the Jessie L. Terry 
Manor senior housing, etc., and provide ongoing maintenance. 

 Schedule monthly routine testing of emergency generators on different days. If 
the emergency generators are owned by private enterprises leasing space from 
USC, specify the day on which the generators may be tested in the lease. 

 Requires the use of alternative fuel construction equipment, such as natural gas, 
electric, emulsified diesel, biodiesel, or other clean fuels. 

 Require the use of Diesel Particulate Filters and/or Diesel Oxidation Catalysts on 
construction equipment. 

 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 

 Consolidate truck deliveries when possible. 

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment 
on and off site. 

 Suspend use of all construction equipment operations during second stage smog 
alerts. 

 Establish a staging zone for trucks that are waiting to load or unload material at 
the work zone in a location where diesel emissions from the trucks will have 
minimum impact on abutters and the general public. 

 Locate construction equipment away from sensitive receptors such as fresh air 
intakes to buildings, air conditioners and operable windows. 

 Require all diesel trucks used by construction contractor(s) at the site, or for on-
road hauling of construction material, to be post-1996 models. 

 Purchase or create local offsets for the duration of the construction period. 

 Employ a construction site manager to verify that engines are properly 
maintained and keep a maintenance log. 
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 Diesel portable generators less than 50 horsepower shall not be allowed at the 
construction site. 

 Prohibit the use of conventional cut-back asphalt for paving and restrict the 
maximum VOC content of asphalt emulsion. 

 Use low-ROG paints and other low-VOC construction materials. 

 For backfilling during earthmoving operations, water backfill material or apply 
dust palliative to maintain material moisture or to form crust when not actively 
handling; cover or enclose backfill material when not actively handling; mix 
backfill soil with water prior to moving; dedicate water truck or large hose to 
backfilling equipment and apply water as needed; water to form crust on soil 
immediately following backfilling; and empty loader bucket slowly; minimize drop 
height from loader bucket. (CCHD) 75 

 During clearing and grubbing, prewet surface soils where equipment will be 
operated; for areas without continuing construction, maintain live perennial 
vegetation and desert pavement; stabilize surface soil with dust palliative unless 
immediate construction is to continue; and use water or dust palliative to form 
crust on soil immediately following clearing/grubbing. (CCHD) 

 While clearing forms, use single stage pours where allowed; use water spray to 
clear forms; use sweeping and water spray to clear forms; use industrial shop 
vacuum to clear forms; and avoid use of high pressure air to blow soil and debris 
from the form. (CCHD) 

 During cut and fill activities, prewater with sprinklers or wobblers to allow time for 
penetration; prewater with water trucks or water pulls to allow time for 
penetration; dig a test hole to depth of cut to determine if soils are moist at depth 
and continue to prewater if not moist to depth of cut; use water truck/pull to water 
soils to depth of cut prior to subsequent cuts; and apply water or dust palliative to 
form crust on soil following fill and compaction. (CCHD) 

 For large tracts of disturbed land, prevent access by fencing, ditches, vegetation, 
berms, or other barriers; install perimeter wind barriers 3 to 5 feet high with low 
porosity; plant perimeter vegetation early; and for long-term stabilization, stabilize 

                                            

75 The following acronyms are used in this listing of mitigation measures: ADEQ = Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality; BCAQMD = Butte County Air Quality Management District; CCHD = Clark County 
(Nevada) Health Department; MBUAPCD = Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District; SBCAPCD 
= Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District; SJVUAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District; SLOCAPCD = San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. 
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disturbed soil with dust palliative or vegetation or pave or apply surface rock. 
(CCHD) 

 In staging areas, limit size of area; apply water to surface soils where support 
equipment and vehicles are operated; limit vehicle speeds to 15 mph; and limit 
ingress and egress points. (CCHD) 

 For stockpiles, maintain at optimum moisture content; remove material from 
downwind side; avoid steep sides or faces; and stabilize material following 
stockpile-related activity. (CCHD) 

 To prevent trackout, pave construction roadways as early as possible; install 
gravel pads; install wheel shakers or wheel washers, and limit site access. 
(CCHD, SLOCAPCD) 

 When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, effectively 
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, or at least six inches of freeboard space 
from the top of the container shall be maintained. (BAAQMD, SJVUAPCD, 
ADEQ) (Maintain at least 12 inches of freeboard. (SLOCAPCD) 

 All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt 
from adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours when operations are 
occurring. (BAAQMD) (The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited 
except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible 
dust emissions.) (Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.). (SJVUAPCD) 

 Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the 
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of 
fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressant. (SJVUAPCD, ADEQ) 

 During initial grading, earth moving, or site preparation, projects 5 acres or 
greater may be required to construct a paved (or dust palliative treated) apron, at 
least 100 ft in length, onto the project site from the adjacent site if applicable. 
(BCAQMD) 

 Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact 
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action 
within 24 hrs. (BCAQMD, MBUAPCD, CCHD) 

 Prior to final occupancy, the applicant demonstrates that all ground surfaces are 
covered or treated sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust emissions. (BCAQMD) 

 Gravel pads must be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud on 
to public roads. (SBCAPCD) 
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 The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust 
control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent 
transport of dust offsite. (SBCAPCD, SLOCAPCD) 

 Prior to land use clearance, the applicant shall include, as a note on a separate 
informational sheet to be recorded with map, these dust control requirements. All 
requirements shall be shown on grading and building plans. (SBCAPCD, 
SLOCAPCD) 

 All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., to be paved should be completed as 
soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as possible 
after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. (SLOCAPCD) 

 Limit fugitive dust sources to 20 percent opacity. (ADEQ) Require a dust control 
plan for earthmoving operations. (ADEQ) 

 Design buildings to employ passive energy efficiency. Site buildings to take 
advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce 
energy use.76, 77 

 Project buildings shall include energy-efficient technologies or measures that 
exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards or comply with Energy Star home 
energy standards. 

 Increase walls and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements.78, 79 

 Install double-paned windows.  

 Install built-in energy-efficient appliances. 

 Reduce the urban heat island effect by using “cool” roofs with the highest 
commercially available solar reflectance and thermal emittance. 

 Reduce standard paving and use lighter-colored pavements when feasible.80 

                                            

76 Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District, Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental 
Documents, September 1997. 

77 Butte County Air Quality Management District, Indirect Source Review Guidelines, March 1997. 
78 San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, August 1997. 33 South Coast 

Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993. 
79 South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993. 
80 See http://eetd.lbl.gov/Heatlsland/ and www.epa.gov/heatisld/images/extra/leveI3pavingproducts.html. 
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 Shade HVAC equipment from direct sunlight. 

 Use ozone-destruction catalyst on air condition systems. 

 Install the most efficient commercially available heating and heating and cooling 
systems; use solar heating, automatic covers, and the most efficient pumps and 
motors for pools and spas. 

 Use centralized water-heating systems.81 

 Install efficient lighting and lighting control systems. Use daylight as an integral 
part of lighting systems in buildings. 

 Develop and follow a "green streets guide" that requires light emitting diodes 
("LEOs") for traffic, street and other outdoor lighting, minimal amount of concrete 
and asphalt, permeable pavement, and incorporating shade trees where 
feasible.82 

 Limit the hours of operation of outdoor lighting. 

 Use energy-efficient low sodium parking lot and street lights. 

 Provide information on energy management services for large energy users. 

 Provide education on energy efficiency. 

 Install LED Lighting 

 Use Light-colored Reflective Roof Products. 

 Landscape with drought-resistant species, and use groundcovers rather than 
pavement to reduce heat reflection; 

 Plant low-VOC emitting shade trees, e.g., in parking lots to reduce evaporative 
emissions from parked vehicles (see below); 

 Use CARB-certified or electric landscaping equipment in project and tenant 
operations; and 

                                            

81 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan, Appendix 
G-94, Guidelines for the Preparation of Air Quality Impact Analyses, October 1989. 

82 See Irvine Sustainable Travelways "Green Street" Guidelines; 
www.ci.irvine.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=8934; and Cool Houston Plan: 
www.harc.edu/Projects/CooIHouston. 
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 Introduce electric lawn and garden equipment exchange program. 

 Plant Shade Trees with Low Ozone-Forming Potential. 

 Install rooftop photovoltaic systems. 

 All retail and commercial buildings shall be LEED Silver initially, and LEED Gold 
beginning in 2012. 

 All residential buildings shall be Green Point Rated (under the "Build It Green" 
system) with a minimum of 90 points (or use an equivalent rating system for 
homes). 

 Preferred parking for electric and hybrid vehicles. 

 A 100% white concrete parking lot, which reflects heat and reduces the heat 
island effect; 

 The green roof and an infiltration ditch provide an opportunity for 100% of the 
stormwater to infiltrate on-site; 

 Porous pavement to allow stormwater infiltration; 

 Recycling of over 80% of the construction and demolition waste; 

 Installation of dual-flush toilets and ultra-low flush urinals, reducing water use by 
over 40%; 

 Installation of a high-albedo white thermoplastic polyolefin roof membrane; 

 Installation of high-efficiency HVAC with hot-gas reheat; 

 Installation of formaldehyde-free insulation; 

 Use of recycled-content gypsum board. 

Response to Comment No. 25-45 

This comment summarizes specific comments provided in the Pless Environmental’s 
Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern California Plan, dated 
July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment No. 27-39 through 
Response to Comment No. 27-47 for a detailed response regarding the feasibility of 
recommended mitigation measures.  No changes to the results of the air quality impact 
analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this 
comment. 
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Comment No. 25-46 

F. The DEIR Fails To Come To Properly Analyze Land Use Inconsistency 

The Project as proposed requires General Plan amendments, variances from the existing 
Code, FAR transfers, parking reductions and other significant departures from adopted 
plans and policies in order to be built.  In addition, regulatory documents that must be 
consistent with the General Plan, including but not limited to a Specific Plan and 
Development Agreement, are not yet completed. 

This lengthy list of necessary departures from adopted plans and policies call into question 
whether the merits or benefits of the Project as proposed support these departures and 
amendments.  Because critical documents are not yet available for review, it is difficult to 
fully evaluate Project consistency with adopted Plans and policies.  From the little we do 
know about the Project, even with the amendments and departures from adopted Plans, 
policies and regulations requested, the Project appears to be inconsistent with adopted 
policy in key respects including the existing General Plan Framework and Elements, the 
South Los Angeles Community Plan and the University/Exposition Park Redevelopment 
Plan. 

First, FAR transfers up to 4:14:1 are allowed (DEIR p. IV.G-97) within the three subareas. 
"Flexibility" in FAR is allowed for transfers between academic/University uses and student 
housing between Subarea 1 and Subarea 3A.  With these permitted transfers, Subarea 1 
could include up to 2,041,000 square feet of floor area, and Subarea 3 could include up to 
3,634,000 square feet of floor area.  This is well above the 1:5:1 or less, or even 3:1 ratio 
allowed by currently zoning.  (DEIR pp. IV.G-9, 91, 95, 97-8.)  This means increased 
density, even if the DEIR doesn't admit it.  Better, more specific and transparent discussion 
of the FAR transfers is required. 

Response to Comment No. 25-46 

The proposed Project’s consistency with the provisions of the Planning and Zoning 
Code and General Plan is discussed in Sections IV.G, Land Use, and IV.A, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft EIR.  These sections present a detailed analysis of the relevant provisions of the 
Planning and Zoning Code and General Plan including, without limitation, the General Plan 
Framework and Elements, the South Los Angeles Community Plan, and the University/
Exposition Park Redevelopment Plan, and the extent to which the proposed Project, 
including all permitted transfers, complies with these provisions.  In addition, Section II, 
Project Description, and Sections IV.A and IV.G present a detailed discussion of the 
Project design features that would be reflected in the proposed Specific Plan.  The 
proposed Project is not seeking any variances from the Planning and Zoning Code, 
although certain components of the Project would deviate from the requirements that are 
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currently applicable within various areas of the Project, as described in the consistency 
analysis contained in Sections IV.A and IV.G.  The Specific Plan would provide for the 
systematic development of the Project in accordance with the Project Description and 
Project design features described in detail in the Draft EIR.  The actual Specific Plan 
document is not required since the analysis in the Draft EIR fully discloses the extent to 
which the Project complies with regulations that are currently applicable to the Project site, 
and contains a detailed description of the manner in which the Project would be regulated 
under the proposed Specific Plan.  It should be noted that a Specific Plan cannot be 
adopted without first preparation of an environmental compliance document under CEQA.  
Table IV.G-5 of the Draft EIR clearly shows that the proposed Project would result in 
increased density over the levels currently permitted under the Planning and Zoning Code 
and the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan.  The total density following 
implementation of all elements of the proposed Project would be well within the density 
limits of the overall Project area, although density limits for certain individual parcels would 
be exceeded. 

Comment No. 25-47 

Next, the proposed Project would modify the "Neighborhood District" designation within the 
eastern portion of Subarea 3 to a "Community or Regional Center Designation," which 
would reflect the proposed uses and FAR proposed by the Project.  (DEIR p. IV.G.-51.)  
This is because the proposed Project would be developed at a density that would be 
greater than that typically set forth for the Neighborhood District designation.  (Id. p. 57.) 

Response to Comment No. 25-47 

This comment restates the analysis presented in the Draft EIR.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
Refer also to Response to Comment No. 25-46 regarding the proposed Project’s 
consistency with the provisions of the Planning and Zoning Code and General Plan, as 
discussed in Sections IV.G, Land Use, and IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.  No further 
response is necessary. 

Comment No. 25-48 

Also, parking for the commercial uses in Subarea 3A would be provided in a manner 
contrary to Code that allow "reduction in the parking requirements may be allowed based 
on a finding that adequate parking will be provided."  (DEIR p. 11-47.)  This reduction can 
be up to 20%.  (ld.)  The parking plans do not meet the 1.25 spaces per unit requirement.  
(DEIR p. IV.G-97.) 
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Response to Comment No. 25-48 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7, Development of Parking Ratios regarding 
the substitution of a demand-based parking requirement in place of a code-based parking 
requirement.  See also Response to Comment No. 8-4 for a discussion of the parking 
requirements under the Redevelopment Plan. 

Comment No. 25-49 

With regard to all these variances from the generally applicable laws and Codes, State law 
requires "vertical" consistency, meaning that zoning ordinances and other land use 
decisions also must be consistent with the General Plan.  (See Government Code § 
65860(a)(2) [land uses authorized by zoning ordinance must be "compatible with the 
objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in the [general] plan."]; see 
also Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cal.App.3d 1176, 
1184.) 

A zoning ordinance that conflicts with the general plan or impedes achievement of its 
policies is invalid and cannot be given effect.  State law requires that all subordinate land 
use decisions, including conditional use permits, be consistent with the general plan.  A 
project cannot be found consistent with a general plan if it conflicts with a general plan 
policy that is "fundamental, mandatory, and clear," regardless of whether it is consistent 
with other general plan policies.  (See Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange 
(2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777,782-83; Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural EI Dorado County 
v. Board of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341-42 ("FUTURE").)  Moreover, 
even in the absence of such a direct conflict, an ordinance or development project may not 
be approved if it interferes with or frustrates the general plan's policies and objectives.  
(Napa Citizens for Honest Gov't v. County of Napa, 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 378-79 (2001).)  

Here, the proposed Project is inconsistent with literally dozens of existing General Plan 
Framework and Elements, the South Los Angeles Community Plan and the 
University/Exposition Park Redevelopment Plan. 

As Terrell Watt, AICP, explains:   

The myriad of plans and policies in place from which to evaluate Project 
consistency includes, but is not limited to: 

 City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element 

 South Los Angeles Community Plan 
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 Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

The Project consistency "analysis" contained in the DEIR and in Appendix J provides 
conclusory statements of consistency that are in most cases unsupported by evidence in 
the record.  Lack of detail concerning the proposed Project's retail uses as well as the 
Specific Plan and Nexus Study render the conclusions contained in the DEIR and Appendix 
J premature.  While the DEIR Land Use, Housing and Employment sections contain 
consistency tables, they are largely devoid of analysis and evidence to support the 
conclusions of Project-Plan/Policy consistency.  The Table below provides numerous 
examples of plan provisions where Project consistency has not been proven: 

Response to Comment No. 25-49 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-46 above regarding the proposed 
Project’s consistency with the provisions of the Planning and Zoning Code and General 
Plan, as discussed in Sections IV.G, Land Use, and IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.  The 
proposed Project is not seeking any variances from the generally applicable laws and 
codes.  The proposed Project involves a Specific Plan, among other actions, to entitle the 
development described in the Draft EIR.  The comment identifies that zoning ordinances 
must be consistent with the General Plan.  A specific plan is a land use ordinance that 
provides regulatory controls for the systematic implementation of the General Plan.  
Section II, Project Description, and Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR provide a 
detailed explanation of the proposed Project’s consistency with the General Plan and 
identifies changes that would be necessary in order to ensure that the Project and the 
related entitlements would be consistent with the General Plan.  The General Plan is not a 
static document, rather, it may change in response to development patterns or other 
conditions as warranted and as determined by the local agency.  In the case of the Project, 
approval by the City Council of the various amendments to the General Plan as identified in 
the Draft EIR would be required in order to maintain internal consistency between the 
General Plan and the Specific Plan.  The Draft EIR provides adequate detail regarding the 
proposed Project, including retail uses, for purposes of the required environmental topics.  
It should also be noted that the “Nexus Study” referenced by the commentor is not required 
by CEQA and is not intended to include any Project details or environmental analyses not 
contained in the Draft EIR.  Further, as noted below in Response to Comment Nos. 25-50 
through 25-67, the Draft EIR adequately analyzed all of the applicable objectives, goals 
and policies, and provided sufficient detail and analyses to support the consistency findings 
for the proposed Project. 
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Comment No. 25-50 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Objective 3.2:  To provide for the special distribution 
of development that promotes an improved quality of 
life by facilitating a reduction of vehicle trips, vehicle 
miles traveled, and air pollution.  

Table IV.G-1, DEIR at page IV.G-53, provides general 
information about the type, location and mix of project 
uses which do hold the promise of consistency with 
the Policy.  Unfortunately, the Project as proposed 
fails to include sufficient detail concerning uses and 
falls short of providing adequate and affordable 
housing to new demand for housing such that is [sic] 
may result in business as usual or even an increase in 
trips, VMT and air pollution.  As outlined in the letter 
from Tom Brohard, additional information and further 
study is needed to provide the evidence required or 
this consistency finding.  See Letter from Tom 
Brohard submitted under separate cover. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-50 

The underlying intent of the Framework objective cited in this comment is to promote 
infill development that encourages alternative forms of transportation in an effort to avoid 
the environmental effects typically associated with urban sprawl, mainly long commuting 
times and resulting increases in VMT and air pollution.  As discussed in the Draft EIR’s 
policy analysis, the proposed Project would provide a variety of uses in a location that is 
within walking distance of a major activity and employment hub (i.e., the USC University 
Park Campus) as well as public transit facilities such as the future Metro Mid City/
Exposition Boulevard Light Rail Transit Line.  Table II-6 in Section II, Project Description, of 
the Draft EIR provides a detailed breakdown of proposed land uses by type of use, 
maximum allowable size, and location.  As shown, the Project would provide residential, 
commercial/retail, recreation, and academic uses to serve University students, faculty, and 
employees, and community members, thereby reducing the likelihood that people already 
living, working, or attending school in the vicinity would drive longer distances for these 
needs.  The proposed Project would also include new pedestrian/bicycle improvements to 
emphasize and promote pedestrian and bicycle access and use.  Furthermore, the Draft 
EIR provides an analysis of locational implications of the Project’s change in housing 
demand in Section IV.I.2, Housing.  Based on this analysis, the Draft EIR concluded that 
with the Project’s added supply of housing on the USC Campus, plus the addition of 
privately developed student housing, fewer rental units in the future in the Local Area 
(outside of the Project area) would be occupied by USC populations, and that there would 
be a reduction in the percentage of USC-related housing demand that would be met 
outside in the Local Area.  This means that more dwelling units in the Local Area would be 
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available to non-USC households and less long-distance commuting between home and 
USC would take place with the Project.  Thus, the proposed Project is consistent with the 
underlying intent of this objective, and sufficient evidence was presented in the Draft EIR to 
support this finding. 

The Framework objective cited in this comment does not address the provision of 
affordable housing.  With regard to the comments raised by Tom Brohard, refer to the 
Response to Comment Nos. 28-5 through 28-22..   

Comment No. 25-51 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Policy 3.2.4:  Provide for the siting and design of 
new development that maintains the prevailing scale 
and character of the City's stable residential 
neighborhoods and enhance the character of 
commercial and industrial districts.  See also Policy 
3.4.1 at page IV.G-56. 

Table IV.G-1, DEIR at page IV.G-55, declares 
consistency with this policy but fails to provide 
evidence that the Project could enhance the area. 
Contrary to the DEIR's assertion, the Project has the 
potential to usurp the market for existing businesses 
resulting in blighting, have visual impacts associated 
with removal of historic buildings and put significant 
additional pressure on the existing housing market 
(with results ranging from increased overcrowding 
conditions to gentrification which could destabilize 
existing neighborhoods).  Unfortunately, without a 
more detailed analysis in a revised DEIR, the full 
impacts of the Project, and therefore consistency with 
this Policy, cannot be evaluated. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-51 

The Draft EIR presents a comprehensive analysis of the proposed Project’s urban 
decay impacts in Subsection 3.d.3 of Section IV.G, Land Use.  As discussed in Topical 
Response No. 3, the analysis concluded that the proposed Project’s retail/commercial uses 
could be supported by anticipated future growth in market demand; therefore, no adverse 
economic competition that could lead to urban decay is anticipated to result from the 
proposed Project. 

The Draft EIR presents a comprehensive analysis of the proposed Project’s visual 
impacts associated with the removal of historic buildings in Subsection 3.d.1 of Section 
IV.A, Aesthetics.  As indicated therein, as historic resources are generally considered to be 
valued aesthetic features, to the extent that these resources are visible from off-site public 
vantages, the loss of such resources would also constitute a significant aesthetic impact.  
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However, this impact would not be of sufficient magnitude to adversely affect the character 
of surrounding neighborhoods to the extent that inconsistency with this policy would result.  
In addition, the Applicant has agreed to retain 3 of the 5 individually eligible historic 
buildings previously proposed to be removed and to include them as part of the proposed 
Project AMMA.  In addition, the remaining two buildings (REG and FAC) previously 
proposed to be removed would be offered for relocation.  Thus, despite removal of up to 
two individually eligible historic buildings, the Project would preserve and enhance the 
existing historic character of the area.  Also refer to Topical Response No. 5, Adaptive 
Mitigation Management Approach. 

Refer to Topical Response No. 2 regarding the increase in housing that is expected 
to be available to the community as a result of implementation of the proposed Project. 

With regard to the portion of the comment addressing potential gentrification 
impacts, the Project is proposed on a site that is owned by the University and already 
developed with a mix of University- and community-serving uses that is very similar to the 
mix of uses proposed by the Project (e.g., student housing, movie theater, grocery store, 
and retail and dining uses).  Therefore, the Project would be anticipated to serve a 
customer and resident population that is largely similar to the existing population.  
Therefore, the proposed Project would not be anticipated to result in gentrification to the 
extent that such an effect could result in measureable adverse impacts to the environment.   

With regard to enhancing the character of commercial and industrial districts, as 
noted in the policy analysis referenced by this comment (Draft EIR p. IV.G-55), within 
Subarea 3, the proposed Project would develop a mix of residential and commercial uses 
that would be integrated and designed to create an attractive, pedestrian-friendly 
community through the use of landscaped pedestrian walkways and pedestrian scale 
buildings.  Additionally, new Project buildings in Subarea 2 would replace some existing 
obsolete buildings with new modern buildings that would enhance the aesthetics of the 
area.  As such, the Project would enhance the character of commercial and industrial 
districts. 

For these reasons, the analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with General 
Plan Framework Policy 3.2.4 is accurate and sufficient under CEQA. 
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Comment No. 25-52 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Policy 7.2.5:  Promote and encourage the 
development of retail facilities appropriate to serve 
the shopping needs of the local population when 
planning new residential neighborhoods or major 
residential developments. 

Table 111-8 Appendix J at page 59, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy. Yet, the lack of 
details concerning specific retail uses renders this 
conclusion premature. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-52 

The discussion referenced in this comment on page 59 of Appendix J, Employment, 
Housing and Population Impacts Assessment, of the Draft EIR states that the proposed 
Project’s retail uses would include “a grocery store, general retail, a cinema, and 
restaurants.”  The proposed commercial and retail uses are also described in Section II, 
Project Description, of the Draft EIR.  To the extent the comment implies that specific 
retailers should be identified, this information is not available at this stage of the project 
entitlement process and is beyond the scope of CEQA.  Also refer to Response to 
Comment No. 25-13.  As noted in the policy analysis referenced by this comment, the retail 
and commercial uses planned for the Project's Subarea 3, including a grocery store, 
general retail, a cinema, and restaurants will serve the local population as well as a broader 
market area surrounding the University Park campus. Further analysis is included in the 
Urban Decay Technical Report (Appendix K to the Draft EIR). 

Comment No. 25-53 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Policy 7.3.2:  Retain existing neighborhood 
commercial activities within walking distance of 
residential areas. See also Policy 7.6.3. 

Table 111-8, Appendix J at page 59, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy.  However, in the 
absence of additional detail concerning the specific 
project uses (retail and services) there is insufficient 
evidence that the proposed Project will not result in 
usurping existing neighborhood businesses and 
services. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-53 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-52.  The Draft EIR presents a 
comprehensive analysis of the proposed Project’s urban decay impacts in Subsection 3.d.3 
of Section IV.G, Land Use.  The analysis concluded that the proposed Project’s 
retail/commercial uses could be supported by anticipated future growth in market demand; 
therefore, no adverse economic competition would result which could lead to urban decay. 

Comment No. 25-54 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Objective 4.1:  Plan the capacity for and develop 
incentives to encourage production of an adequate 
supply of housing units of various types within each 
City Subregion to meet the projected housing needs 
by income level of the future population to the year 
2010. 

Table IV-21, Appendix J at page 99, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy because it would 
provide housing that would help meet the needs of 
USC students and faculty who must now compete for 
space in the Local Area or other more distant 
locations. This would provide space in existing units to 
meet other housing needs."  

As described in detail in the Housing section of this 
letter, the Project as proposed fails to provide for the 
housing demand it generates and it fails to include 
any analysis of housing need/unmet need by income 
level.  As a result, the Project will likely have a 
significant adverse impact on housing due to 
generation of an unmet demand for housing and 
particularly housing affordable to the net new 
students, staff and workforce (including construction 
workers). 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-54 

The General Plan Framework policy cited in the comment does not require that each 
individual project provide housing supply to meet the demand it generates, but rather that 
each individual project contribute to the City’s overall need for an adequate supply of 
housing of various types and prices within each City Subregion.  As the comment notes, 
the Draft EIR concludes that the Project is consistent with this policy.  The Project’s 
housing impacts are comprehensively analyzed in the Draft EIR and determined to be less 
than significant.  Also, refer to Topical Response No. 2. 
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Comment No. 25-55 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Goal 3D:  Pedestrian-oriented districts that provide 
local identity, commercial activity, and support Los 
Angeles' neighborhoods. 

Policy 3.8.1:  Accommodate the development of 
neighborhood-serving uses in areas designated as 
“Neighborhood District". 

See Also Policy 3.8.2 and 3.8.3. 

Table IV.G-1 provides general reasons for Project 
consistency with this Goal, but reading carefully 
includes the fact that the Project seeks to change the 
Neighborhood District land use designation for a 
portion of Subarea 3 with a designation of Regional or 
Community Center.  This change in designation could 
significantly change the land uses allowed resulting in 
even greater potential for impacts on existing uses, 
auto-centricity (if regional service rather than local 
serving uses are allowed) and the like. To the extent 
the Project calls for a change in this designation is 
[sic] cannot be consistent with the designation or 
applicable goals and policies.  

The revised DEIR must include additional detail 
concerning the type and scale of uses contemplated 
that require a change in designation and analyze the 
impacts of those use changes. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-55 

Contrary to the comment, the discussion in the Draft EIR states that the proposed 
Project is only partially consistent with General Plan Framework Policy 3.8.1 due to the 
requested General Plan Amendment described in the comment.  As stated on page 
IV.G-57 of the Draft EIR: “The Neighborhood District designation is applicable to the 
eastern portion of Subarea 3.  While this designation would be changed to Community or 
Regional Center under the proposed Project, the proposed Project’s mix of neighborhood-
serving retail/commercial uses would be consistent with the range of land uses permitted 
within this land use category.  However, the proposed Project would be developed at a 
density that would be greater than that typically set forth for the Neighborhood District 
designation.  Therefore, the proposed Project would partially be consistent with this policy; 
however, upon redesignation, the proposed project would be consistent with the goals and 
policies applicable to the Community or Regional Center designations.”  Table II-6 in 
Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR provides a detailed breakdown of proposed 
land uses by type of use, maximum allowable size, and location.  This breakdown includes 
those uses proposed for Subarea 3 which would require the General Plan Amendment to 
Community or Regional Center designations.  The potential environmental effects of 
developing these uses are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  Despite the Project’s partial 
inconsistency with General Plan Framework Policy 3.8.1, it remains consistent with the 
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overarching goal of creating pedestrian-oriented districts that provide local identity, 
commercial activity, and support Los Angeles’ neighborhoods. (Goal 3D). 

Comment No. 25-56 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision  Comment  

Policy 4.1:  Seek to eliminate or minimize the 
intrusion of traffic generated by new regional or 
local development into residential 
neighborhoods... 

Table IV.G-1 finds the Project inconsistent with 
this Policy. This finding suggests that the Project 
is inconsistent with other policies calling for 
preservation of existing quality, safety and 
character of the neighborhoods.  In addition, a 
project cannot be approved where a fundamental 
policy inconsistency such as this remains. 

The inconsistency further suggests that the scale 
and auto oriented nature of some of the new uses 
should be reconsidered. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-56 

A finding of inconsistency in the policy analysis for General Plan Framework Policy 
4.1 is stated on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR because the Project would significantly 
impact one neighborhood street segment.  However, no other neighborhood street 
segments from among the many neighborhood streets surrounding the Project would be 
significantly impacted.  Notwithstanding the Project’s inconsistency with this policy, the 
proposed Project would result in a number of other effects that would improve the safety 
and character of the neighborhood and the quality of life for persons living and working in 
the vicinity.  For example, the proposed Project would expand the land use diversity within 
the area and serve the living, shopping, academic, recreation, and leisure needs of existing 
and future students, faculty, staff, and area residents.  Furthermore, the University would 
integrate its existing comprehensive security program into new development.  The DPS 
would continue to provide security and policing services to the Campus.  Security features 
similar to those currently provided on the Campus including intrusion alarms, omni-lock 
systems, closed circuit televisions, Lo Jack software for laptops, electronic security devices 
and intrusion detection systems, CPTED features, and blue-light emergency phones would 
be provided.  In addition, the proposed Project would improve the existing pedestrian 
environment by introducing high quality, pedestrian-scaled buildings, varied architectural, 
and mixed-use development with street frontage improvements.  Thus, contrary to the 
comment, the proposed Project’s inconsistency with Policy 4.1 does not mean that it is 
inconsistent with other policies aimed towards preserving and/or enhancing the quality, 
safety, and character of the neighborhood.   
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Additionally, the comment’s assertion that the proposed Project cannot be approved 
due to its inconsistency with Policy 4.1 is incorrect.  The policies and objectives provided in 
the General Plan are meant to guide and influence future development in the City.  A 
project need not be consistent with each and every policy and objective in the General Plan 
in order to be approved; rather, decision-makers have the authority to consider both the 
benefits and consequences of a project in deciding whether to grant the requested 
approvals.  The policy consistency analysis is a key component that informs this 
decisionmaking process.  As shown in Table IV.G-1 in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project 
would be consistent with the vast majority of the remaining applicable policies and 
objectives of the General Plan Framework Element. 

Comment No. 25-57 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Policy 2.1-3:  Commercial areas should be 
consolidated and deepened to stimulate existing 
businesses, create opportunities for new 
development and off-street parking, expand the 
variety of goods and services, and improve shopping 
convenience as well as offer local employment. 

Table 111-9, Appendix J at page 60, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy.  However, in the 
absence of additional detail concerning the specific 
project uses there is insufficient evidence that the 
proposed Project will result in net new services and 
employment, when all potential impacts to existing 
services and employment are considered.  The Urban 
Decay Study is a good start, but additional information 
must be provided in the Nexus Study to support a 
finding of consistency. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-57 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-52, Topical Response No. 1, Nexus 
Study, and Topical Response No. 3 regarding the Urban Decay analysis prepared for the 
Project.  Section IV.I.1, Employment, provides an analysis of the proposed Project’s 
employment impacts.  As discussed therein, Project-related growth in faculty and staff, plus 
net new retail/commercial space, new hotel and new lab school jobs, and jobs resulting 
from incremental increases in student spending, totals 2,594 incremental direct net new 
jobs from all Project sources.  The Draft EIR’s analysis of the proposed Project’s impacts 
with respect to economic and employment impacts is sufficient under CEQA and provides 
enough information to support a finding of consistency with General Plan Framework 
Policy 2.1-3. 
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Comment No. 25-58 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Policy 1-5.2:  Ensure that new housing opportunities 
minimize displacement of the residents.  

There is no evidence to support the DEIR's 
conclusion that the Project is consistent with this 
Policy. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-58 

The Project would not involve the removal of housing or displacement of any 
persons in the local area.  As stated in Draft EIR Section IV.I.2 (Housing), Table IV.I-29 
(page IV.I-64) and Appendix J (Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report), 
Table IV-23, page 101, the Project is consistent with the cited South Los Angeles 
Community Plan policy because, while it will remove about 300 existing on-campus student 
housing units, the Project also includes construction of up to 5,400 new student beds and 
250 new units for faculty and would thus result in a net increase in housing. 

Comment No. 25-59 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Objective 1-4:  To preserve and enhance 
neighborhoods with a distinctive and significant 
historical character.  See also Policy 1-4.1; 1-4.2 and 
1-4.3. 

Table IV.G-2 finds the Project consistent because of 
the AMMA.  However, the completion of the AMMA 
has been deferred and therefore fails to provide 
evidence that Project related impacts have been 
minimized to the full extent feasible. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-59 

As discussed in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final 
EIR, the AMMA has been prepared and has been added as Appendix C-3 to the Draft EIR.  
For the full text of this added appendix, see the appendices to this Final EIR.  
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Comment No. 25-60 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Objective 1-5:  To promote and ensure the provision 
of adequate housing for all persons regardless of 
income, age, or ethnic background See also Policy 
1-5.1. 

Table IV.G-2 finds the Project consistent because it 
will provide for new student housing.  As described in 
detail in this letter, the Project is likely to result in 
significant shortfalls of housing affordable to the new 
populations (student, faculty, staff, workforce) 
generated by the Project 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-60 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (see Section IV.I.2., Housing, at pages IV.1-42 
through IV.I-43), among the Community Plan policies applicable to the Project that are 
intended to help implement Objective 1-5 are:  1.5.1 Promote greater individual choice in 
type, quality, price, and location of housing; and 1.5.2 Ensure that new housing 
opportunities minimize displacement of the residents.  As also discussed in the Draft EIR 
(see Section IV.I.2., Housing, Table IV.I-29 (page IV.I-64) and Appendix J., Employment, 
Housing and Population Technical Report, Table IV-23, page 101), the Project is consistent 
with these two policies, and therefore it is consistent with the underlying Objective 1-5.  
Contrary to the commentor’s unsupported assertion, the Project would not result in a 
shortfall of affordable housing. 

Comment No. 25-61 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Policy 11-2.1: No increase in density and 
intensity shall be effectuated by zone change, 
variance, conditional use, parcel map or 
subdivision unless it is determined that the 
transportation system can accommodate the 
increased traffic generated by the project 

Table IV-G.2 finds that the Project would be 
inconsistent with this Policy in large part because 
it would result in significant impacts at up to 
seven intersections. 

A Project – Policy inconsistency such as this one 
precludes approval of the Project zone changes 
and variances.  If a general plan amendment is 
designed to reconcile the Project with this policy, 
the precedent setting implications of that GPA 
must be disclosed and analyzed (e.g., additional 
growth inducement; traffic impacts; etc.) 
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Response to Comment No. 25-61 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-56.  In addition, it is important to note 
that the intersections that will operate at LOS E or F under future conditions with the 
Project would operate under these same conditions under future conditions without the 
Project.  The environmental effects associated with the proposed Project and all requested 
discretionary actions associated with the proposed Project, including the General Plan 
Amendments, are analyzed and adequately disclosed throughout the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-62 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

Provision Comment 

Policy:  To encourage the cooperation and 
participation of residents, property owners, business 
persons, public agencies and community 
organizations in the revitalization of the area. 

Table 111-10, Appendix J at page 61, states that the 
Project is consistent with this Policy because it 
"provides an opportunity for cooperation." 

The addition of mitigation measures suggested in 
Attachment 1 hereto would help support a finding of 
consistency.  Without establishing a vehicle for 
cooperation in the Local Area, there is insufficient 
evidence to support the conclusion reached in the 
DEIR and Appendix J.  

 

Response to Comment No. 25-62 

The Project is consistent with this Policy inasmuch as the Project would replace 
outdated and underutilized buildings with new development, and involve construction of 
other new facilities, all of which would revitalize the Project area.  As no significant impact 
would occur, mitigation is not required under CEQA.  Nonetheless, the Applicant has and 
will continue to participate and lead numerous programs that reflect the cooperation and 
participation of the surrounding community and are of benefit to the community.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment No. 15-6.  In addition, the retail/commercial and hotel uses 
would be occupied and operated by third party businesses and serve the surrounding 
community, thus encouraging the cooperation and participation of businesses, property 
owners and residents in the area.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-346 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Comment No. 25-63 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

Provision Comment 

Policy:  To eliminate the spread of blight and 
deterioration and to conserve, rehabilitate, and 
redevelop the Expanded Project Area in accordance 
with the Plan. 

Table 111-10, Appendix J at page 61, states that the 
Project is consistent with this Policy because the 
Project adds new development consistent with the 
general objectives of the Redevelopment Plan.  There 
is no evidence supporting the conclusion that the 
Project will eliminate rather than contribute to the 
spread of blight in the Project Area.  The Urban Decay 
Study is silent on the impact of the housing 
component of the Project. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-63 

The comment suggests that there is no evidence supporting the conclusion in Draft 
EIR Appendix J., Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report, Table III-10, that 
the Project will eliminate rather than contribute to the spread of blight in the applicable 
redevelopment project area.  The basis for this conclusion is found in Section II, Project 
Description, and Section IV.G, Land Use, Table IV.G-6, which notes that the proposed 
Project would allow for the University-related development of academic/University uses, 
student and faculty housing, retail/commercial uses, a hotel, and potentially a laboratory 
school/community educational academy in the Project area.  Such uses would revitalize 
and improve the Project area.  Furthermore, the retail/commercial and hotel uses would be 
occupied and operated by third party businesses and serve the surrounding community, 
thus encouraging the cooperation and participation of businesses, property owners and 
residents in the area.  In addition, the portion of Subarea 1B located south of Exposition 
Boulevard is located in Expanded Redevelopment Project Area 3.  Implementation of the 
proposed Project would provide for orderly development and future growth that would 
stimulate activity and improve the community.  Thus, the proposed Project would eliminate 
and prevent the spread of blight and deterioration upon properties within the Project.  See 
also Topical Response No. 2 regarding potential urban decay impacts upon the local area 
housing stock. 
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Comment No. 25-64 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

Provision Comment 

To encourage a thriving commercial environment 
which will contribute to neighborhood improvement. 

Table 111-10, Appendix J at page 61, states that the 
Project is consistent with this Policy because the 
Project would generate incremental demand for 
commercial goods and services.  Additional 
information and analysis concerning the specific type 
of retail commercial uses and their potential impact on 
existing uses is needed to support this conclusion. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-64 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-52.  At this time, the specific tenants 
that will occupy the new commercial structures is not known.  However, such commercials 
are expected to support the local community. 

Comment No. 25-65 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

Provision Provision 

To alleviate overcrowded, substandard housing 
conditions and to promote the development of a 
sufficient number of housing units or low and 
moderate income households. 

Table IV-24, Appendix J at page 102, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy.  However, as the 
Urban Decay Study acknowledges, there was no 
analysis of how or whether the development of new 
residential uses for students and faculty would impact 
existing housing in the area.  The DEIR's analysis of 
those impacts is also insufficient.  Contrary to the 
conclusion reached in the DEIR and Appendix J, the 
proposed Project fails to provide adequate housing to 
meet the demand created (see also the housing 
section of this letter) and may result in impacting the 
existing housing supply either by exacerbating 
overcrowding in some units or by creating blight for 
those areas with very substandard housing. 

 

Response to Comment No. 25-65 

Refer to Topical Response No. 2 regarding potential urban decay impacts upon the 
local area housing stock.  Also refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25-2, 25-18, and 
26-17.  As discussed therein, the Draft EIR concludes, on the basis of rigorous analysis, 
that there will not be any adverse impacts on housing. 
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Comment No. 25-66 

The DEIR contains evidence that the Project is inconsistent with a number of adopted 
policies.  See examples in bold in above table and Section IV.G of the DEIR.  Since the 
Project Description fails to describe the language of the necessary General Plan 
Amendments, the precedent setting and other impacts of these cannot be known.  Unless 
and until the Project is brought into consistency with all applicable Plans and policies, it 
cannot be approved.  The DEIR analyzes an alternative that is consistent with existing 
plans.  The analysis of a project consistent alternative is inadequate for the following 
reasons:  Mitigation measures listed in this letter including those related to housing, 
employment and jobs-housing fit impacts should be considered as they are likely to help 
achieve consistency with a number of the critical policies including but not limited to those 
that require adequate and affordable housing, reduced trips, VMT and air pollution, 
preservations and enhancement of existing neighborhoods and the like. 

Response to Comment No. 25-66 

With regard to the referenced examples above in bold, refer to Response to 
Comment Nos. 25-56 and 25-61.  Table II-9, Potential General Plan Amendments for the 
Proposed Project, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR lists each of the 
requested General Plan Amendments and includes sufficient information to inform the Draft 
EIR analysis.  See also Response to Comment No. 25-13.  With regard to the comment’s 
assertion that the proposed Project must be consistent with all applicable plans and 
policies in order to be approved, see Response to Comment No. 25-56.  With regard to the 
suggested mitigation measures for housing, employment, and jobs-housing balance, refer 
to Response to Comment Nos. 25-17 through 25-26. 

Comment No. 25-67 

In sum, many relevant goals, policies and objectives from the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan, South Los Angeles Community Plan and Exposition/University Park Redevelopment 
Plan go unanalyzed and/or must be better analyzed for consistency in the DEIR including: 

Goals, Policies and Objectives Concerning Housing: 

General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.5:  "Allow amendments to the community plans and 
coastal plans to further refine General Plan Framework Element land use boundaries and 
categories to reflect local conditions, parcel characteristics, existing land uses, and public 
input.  These changes shall be allowed provided (a) that the basic differentiation and 
relationships among land use districts are maintained, (b) there is no reduction in overall 
housing capacity, and (c) additional environmental review is conducted in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act should the impacts of the changes exceed the 
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levels of significance defined and modify the conclusions of the Framework Element's 
Environmental Impact Report." 

General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.8:  "Consider the formulation of plans that facilitate the 
local community's identification of precise uses, densities, and design characteristics for 
development and public streetscape for neighborhood areas smaller than the community 
plans, provided that the Framework Element's differentiation and relationships among land 
use districts are generally maintained, there is no significant change in the population and 
employment capacity of the neighborhood, and there is no significant reduction in overall 
housing capacity." 

General Plan Framework Policies 4.1.4-7:  "Reduce overcrowded housing conditions by 
providing incentives to encourage development of family-size units"; "Monitor the growth of 
housing developments and the forecast of housing needs to achieve a distribution of 
housing resources to all portions of the City and all income segments of the City's 
residents"; "Create incentives and give priorities in permit processing for low- and very-low 
income housing developments throughout the City"; "Establish incentives for the 
development of housing units appropriate for families with children and larger families." 

General Plan Framework Policy 7.9:  "Ensure that the available range of housing 
opportunities is sufficient, in terms of location, concentration, type, size, price/rent range, 
access to local services and access to transportation, to accommodate future population 
growth and to enable a reasonable portion of the City's work force to both live and work in 
the City." 

General Plan Housing Element Goals 1-3:  "A City where housing production and 
preservation result in an adequate supply of ownership and rental housing that is safe, 
healthy, sanitary and affordable to people of all income levels, races, ages, and suitable for 
their various needs."; "A City in which housing helps to create safe, livable and sustainable 
neighborhoods."; "A City where there are housing opportunities for all without 
discrimination." 

General Plan Housing Element Objectives 1.1, 1.2, 2.4, 3.2:  "Plan the capacity and 
develop incentives for the production of an adequate supply of rental and ownership 
housing for households of all income levels and needs"; "Promote livable neighborhoods 
with a mix of housing types, quality design and a scale and character that respects unique 
residential neighborhoods in the City."; "Promote fair housing practices and accessibility 
among residents, community stakeholders and those involved in the production, 
preservation and operation of housing."  
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General Plan Housing Element Policies 1.1.2, 1.1.5, 1.1.7, 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.6, 1.2.8, 1.4.2, 
2.4.3, 2.4.4, 3.1.1, 3.2.2:  "Promote affordable rental housing for all income groups that 
need assistance."; "Develop financial resources for new construction of affordable 
housing."; "Strengthen the capacity of the development community to develop affordable 
housing."; "Encourage and incentivize the preservation of affordable housing to ensure that 
demolitions and conversions do not result in the net loss of the City's stock of decent, safe, 
healthy, sanitary, or affordable housing."; "Rehabilitate and/or replace substandard housing 
with housing that is decent, safe, healthy, sanitary and affordable and of appropriate size to 
meet the City's current and future household needs."; "Provide incentives that extend 
affordability to existing market rate housing units."; Strengthen the capacity of the 
development community to preserve and manage affordable housing."; Promote the 
development of new affordable housing units citywide and within each Community Plan 
area."; "Promote preservation of neighborhood character in balance with facilitating new 
development."; "Promote residential development that meets the needs of current residents 
as well as new residents."; "Promote and facilitate equal opportunity practices in the sale 
and rental of housing."; Provide outreach and education for the broader community of 
residents, residential property owners and operators regarding fair housing practices and 
requirements." 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Objective 1-5:  "To promote and ensure the provision 
of adequate housing for all persons regardless of income, age, or ethnic background." 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 1-1.2, 1-5.1-2:  "Protect existing single-family 
and low density residential neighborhoods from encroachment by higher density residential 
and other incompatible uses"; "Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price, and 
location of housing."; "Ensure that new housing opportunities minimizes displacement of 
the residents." 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan Goal §§ 1231, 1232:  "[W]henever dwelling 
units housing persons and families of low are moderate income are destroyed or removed 
... [t]o the greatest extent feasible, the Agency shall replace such dwelling units prior to or 
contemporaneous with such demolition or removal."; "[A]t least 15 percent of all new and 
substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed within a project area under the 
jurisdiction of an agency by public or private entities or persons other than the agency shall 
be available at affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and families of low or 
moderate income." 

Goals, Policies and Objectives Concerning Employment: 

General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.8:  "Consider the formulation of plans that facilitate the 
local community's identification of precise uses, densities, and design characteristics for 
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development and public streetscape for neighborhood areas smaller than the community 
plans, provided that the Framework Element's differentiation and relationships among land 
use districts are generally maintained, there is no significant change in the population and 
employment capacity of the neighborhood, and there is no significant reduction in overall 
housing capacity." 

General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.2.4:  "Promote and facilitate a jobs/housing 
balance at a citywide level." 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policy 2-1.4:  "Ensure the viability of existing 
neighborhood stores (i.e., mom-and-pop) which support the needs of local residents and 
are compatible with the neighborhood."  

Goals, Policies and Objectives Concerning Traffic and Parking: 

General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.2:  "Allow for the provision of sufficient public 
infrastructure and services to support the projected needs of the City's population and 
businesses within the patterns of use established in the community plans as guided by the 
Framework Citywide Long-Range Land Use Diagram." 

General Plan Framework Policy 5.5.2:  "Install 'slow residential streets' where requested by 
residents and feasible within the established street hierarchy. Techniques include speed 
bumps, diagonal parking, widened sidewalks and narrowed streets." 

General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.2.2; "Develop design standards that promote 
sustainable development in public and private open space and street rights-of-way." 

General Plan Transportation Element Objectives 2:  "Mitigate the impacts of traffic growth, 
reduce congestion, and improve air quality by implementing a comprehensive program of 
multimodal strategies that encompass physical and operational improvements as well as 
demand management." 

General Plan Transportation Element Policies 2.14-17,3.8,4.1-5:  "Promote the increase of 
bus service along high-demand routes and corridors in order to reduce bus overcrowding."; 
"Promote the provision of additional express and local bus service in corridors to be served 
by the funded rail system, so as to increase transit ridership and prepare for future rail 
service."; "Promote the expansion of express and local bus service in priority corridors not 
served by the funded rail system, so as to reduce congestion along congested corridors."; 
"Initiate shuttle bus programs to serve transit stations and work with the private sector and 
LACMTA to secure adequate funding."; “Promote the provision of shuttles and other 
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services that increase access to and within regional centers and major economic activity 
areas to encourage growth there and to mitigate the traffic impacts of that growth."; "Seek 
to eliminate or minimize the intrusion of traffic generated by new regional or local 
development into residential neighborhoods while preserving an adequate collector street 
system."; Incorporate traffic management measures to control traffic speeds and volumes 
on local and collector streets within low density residential neighborhoods to assure safe 
and orderly traffic flow. Traffic management measures for such local streets may include 
partial closures and/or traffic diverters,"; "Seek to provide access patterns and circulation 
improvements that preserve the existing character of neighborhood retail areas,"; "Identify 
pedestrian priority street segments (through amendments to the Community Plans) in 
which pedestrian circulation takes precedence over vehicle circulation, and implement 
guidelines to develop, protect, and foster the pedestrian-oriented nature of these areas."; 
"Consider traffic impacts on pedestrian-priority street segments and find mitigation 
measures which do not restrict pedestrian circulation in these areas." 

General Plan Air Quality Element Goal 2;  "Less reliance on single occupant vehicles with 
fewer commute and non-work trips." 

General Plan Air Quality Element Objectives 2.1, 2.2, 3.2, 4.2:  "[R]educe work trips as a 
step towards attaining trip reduction objectives necessary to achieve regional air goals,"; 
"[I]ncrease vehicle occupancy for non-work trips by creating disincentives for single 
passenger vehicles, and incentives for high occupancy vehicles"; "[R]educe vehicular traffic 
during peak periods,"; "[R]educe vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled associated with 
land use patterns." 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 1-3.2,1-6.1,11-1.1,11-2.1,11-2.3:  "Consider 
factors such as neighborhood character and identity, compatibility of land uses, impact on 
livability, impacts on services and public facilities, and impacts on traffic levels when 
changes in residential densities are proposed."; "Limit development according to the 
adequacy of the existing and assured street circulation system within the Plan Area and 
surrounding areas."; "Maintain an LOS for streets and highways not to exceed LOS "D" for 
Secondary arterials, Collector streets and Local streets; not to exceed LOS "E" for Major 
Highways, and not to exceed LOS "E" in the Community's major business districts."; "No 
increase in density and intensity shall be effectuated by zone change, variance, conditional 
use, parcel map or subdivision unless it is determined that the transportation system can 
accommodate the increased traffic generated by the project."; "Require that driveway 
access points onto major and secondary highways, arterials, and collector streets be 
limited in number and be located to ensure the smooth and safe flow of vehicles and 
bicycles." 
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Goals, Policies and Objectives Concerning Public Health: 

General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.1.2:  "Establish development standards that 
enhance health outcomes." 

General Plan Air Quality Element Goal 1:  "Good air quality and mobility in an environment 
of continued population growth and healthy economic structure." 

General Plan Air Quality Element Objective 4.3:  "[E]nsure that land use plans separate 
major sources of air pollution from sensitive receptors such as schools, hospitals, and 
parks." 

As a result, this lengthy list of necessary departures from adopted plans and policies call 
into question whether the merits or benefits of the Project as proposed support these 
departures and amendments. 

Response to Comment No. 25-67 

Many of the policies, goals, and objectives listed in this comment are addressed in 
the Draft EIR and substantial evidence is provided to support each consistency 
determination, as described in the responses to the previous comments that are 
summarized in this comment.  These policies, goals, and objectives include:  General Plan 
Framework Policy 3.1.8 (Draft EIR, p. IV.G-53); General Plan Framework Objective 7.9 
(Draft EIR, p. IV.G-67); General Plan Transportation Element Policy 4.1 (Draft EIR, p. 
IV.G-67); General Plan Air Quality Element Goal 2 (Draft EIR, p. IV.B-71); General Plan Air 
Quality Element Objectives 2.1 (Draft EIR, p. IV.B-71) and 4.2 (Draft EIR, p. IV.B-71); 
General Plan Housing Element Objective 1.1 (Draft EIR, p. IV.I-63); South Los Angeles 
Community Plan Objective 1-5 (Draft EIR, p. IV.G-71); and South Los Angeles Community 
Plan Policies 1.1-2 (Draft EIR, pp. IV.G-69 and IV.I-64), 1-3.2 (Draft EIR, p. IV.G-70), 1-5.1 
(Draft EIR, pp. IV.G-71 and IV.I-64), 1-5.2 (Draft EIR, pp. IV.G-72 and IV.I-64), 1-6.1 (Draft 
EIR. p. IV.G-72), 2-1.4 (Draft EIR. p. IV.G-73), 11-1.1 (Draft EIR. p. IV.G-82), 11-2.1 (Draft 
EIR. p. IV.G-82), and 11-2.3 (Draft EIR. p. IV.G-83).  Therefore, no further response is 
required regarding the aforementioned policies, goals, and objectives.   

General Plan Framework Policies 4.1.4 through 4.1.7; General Plan Housing 
Element Objectives 1.2 and 3.2; General Plan Housing Element Policies 1.1.5, 1.1.7, 1.2.6, 
1.2.8, 3.1.1, and 3.2.2; and General Plan Transportation Element Policies 2.14 through 
2.17 are intended to guide City policymaking decisions and are not applicable to individual 
development projects.  Therefore, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
these policies is not practicable and is not required.  



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-354 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.2 has been added to Table IV.G-1 on page IV.G-52 of 
the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 3.1.2 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 3.1.2., the following text 
has been added: 

“This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather than 
individual development projects.  Nonetheless, as analyzed in Sections IV.L.1 through 
IV.L.4, Utilities, of this Draft EIR, the proposed Project would be served by existing water, 
sewer, and storm drain infrastructure.  Based on design characteristics and Project Design 
Features, existing public utility infrastructure would have adequate capacity to serve the 
Project.  With regard to transportation infrastructure, as analyzed in Section IV,K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, 41 of the 54 analyzed intersections are projected to operate 
at an acceptable LOS D or better during both peak periods with implementation of the 
proposed Project, while 13 intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or F during one 
or both peak hours.  However, it should be noted that these same 13 intersections would 
operate at LOS E or F if the proposed Project were not implemented (i.e., under the Future 
Without Project baseline condition).  In addition, Project impacts at one studied 
neighborhood street segment would be significant.  The proposed Project would implement 
physical improvements to the local street infrastructure as mitigation; however, Project 
traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable after mitigation.  The analysis in 
Section IV.K.1 also concluded that the proposed Project would be adequately served by 
the regional (freeway) transportation system and the public transit system.  Thus, the 
proposed Project would be partially consistent with this policy.”   

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Framework Policy 3.1.5 has been added to Table IV.G-1 on page IV.G-52 of 
the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 3.1.5 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 3.1.5., the following text 
has been added: 

 “The proposed Project would require various General Plan amendments and the 
adoption of a Specific Plan.  All of the proposed Project’s proposed uses would be similar 
to and compatible with the existing uses that currently occur on the Project site and 
surrounding area. Specifically, within Subarea 1, the proposed Project would provide new 
academic/University uses that would be consistent with and support the existing University 
Park Campus. Additionally, new development within Subarea 2 would expand the existing 
ancillary University uses (e.g., administration/support) in the Subarea.  These uses also 
would not conflict with the existing surrounding light industrial uses in the area.  With regard 
to Subarea 3, the proposed mix of academic/University uses, commercial uses, hotel, 
student/faculty housing, and laboratory school/community educational academy would not 
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result in land use conflicts with surrounding uses.  Specifically, Subarea 3 is already 
developed with a mix of student housing, commercial, and academic/University uses, and 
therefore, the proposed Project’s proposed mix of uses would represent a continuation of 
existing uses.  The proposed Project would result in a net increase in housing supply.  
Additionally, the environmental impacts of the proposed Project have been analyzed in this 
Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Framework Policy 5.5.2 has been added to Table IV.G-1 on page IV.G-52 of 
the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 5.5.2 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 5.5.2., the following text 
has been added: 

“As indicated in Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, of this Draft EIR, 
mitigation of the Project’s neighborhood traffic impact would require development and 
implementation of a neighborhood traffic management plan that would identify measures to 
make local routes less attractive to through traffic, such as turn restrictions, narrowing, 
diverters, street closures, speed humps, and/or stop signs.  Public outreach with all 
affected parties would be conducted to explore the development of neighborhood traffic 
management plan measures in consultation with LADOT, the affected Council District office 
and the affected Neighborhood Council, and in conformance with LADOT’s neighborhood 
traffic management plan program guidelines.  Thus, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Goals 1 through 3 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Goals 1 through 3 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Goal 1, the following 
text has been added: 

 “Consistent.  The Project would increase the on-Campus supply of high-quality 
rental housing for students and faculty at price levels that are within their means.  Project 
housing would be available to students and faculty of all races, genders, cultures, incomes, 
ages, and education levels.  The proposed Project would also revitalize the area and 
incorporate security features (e.g., USC Department of Public Safety patrol) to enhance 
community safety.  Also, as analyzed in Subsection 3.d.2.b.ii of Section IV.I.2, Housing, of 
this Draft EIR, by removing student and faculty households from the private housing market 
in the Local Area, the Project would also make a positive contribution to the availability of 
ownership housing.  Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with this Goal.” 
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To the right-side column opposite the text of Goal 2, the following text has been 
added: 

 “Consistent.  The proposed Project would promote a more livable City for existing 
and future residents.  By locating student and faculty residential uses in walking distance to 
the Campus, the proposed Project would enhance the quality of life for students and 
faculty.  Furthermore, the proposed neighborhood-serving commercial uses in Subarea 3 
(University Village) would be in close proximity to existing surrounding residential uses and 
therefore, would serve existing surrounding residents.  Additionally, development of new 
academic/University uses, retail/commercial uses, a hotel, as well as a potential laboratory 
school/community educational academy would increase shopping, dining, and hospitality 
options for the regional area and provide important opportunities for continued investment 
in the City.  The proposed Project would also revitalize the area and incorporate security 
features (e.g., USC Department of Public Safety patrol) to enhance community safety.  
Furthermore, the proposed Project would incorporate sustainability features (such as green 
building design) to ensure environmental quality. Therefore, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with this Goal.” 

To the right-side column opposite the text of Goal 3, the following text has been 
added: 

 “Consistent.  The proposed Project’s residential uses would be available to students 
and faculty of all races, genders, cultures, incomes, and education levels.  Therefore, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with this Goal.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Objective 2.4 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on page IV.I-
63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Objective 2.4 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Objective 2.4, the following text 
has been added: 

 “Consistent.  The Project would provide up to 5,400 student beds and 
approximately 250 faculty housing units in a variety of housing types and configurations.  
The proposed Project would enhance the livability of the Campus neighborhoods as new 
development would be required to comply with a set of proposed Urban Design Guidelines 
that would ensure high quality development.  These standards and guidelines would 
ensure that new development would be respectful of and compatible with the character and 
integrity of nearby uses, and would preserve the varied and distinct character of the area.  
Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this objective.” 
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In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.1.2 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on page IV.I-
63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 1.1.2 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 1.1.2, the following text 
has been added: 

 “Consistent.  This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather 
than individual development projects.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project’s residential uses 
would increase the on-Campus supply of rental housing for students and faculty at price 
levels that are within their means.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.2 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on page IV.I-
63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 1.2.2 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 1.2.2, the following text 
has been added: 

 “Consistent.  This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather 
than individual development projects.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project would not result 
in the demolition of affordable housing.  Furthermore, the proposed Project would provide a 
net increase of up to 4,656 student beds, which would be equivalent to 2,938 occupied 
housing units or households.  The proposed Project would revitalize the area through 
implementation of the proposed Urban Design Guidelines which would ensure high quality 
development, and would incorporate security features (e.g., USC Department of Public 
Safety patrol) to enhance community safety.  Thus, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.2.3 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 1.2.3 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 1.2.3, the 
following text has been added: 

 “Consistent.  There is no substandard housing located on the Project Site; thus, this 
policy is not applicable to the proposed Project.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project would 
provide a net increase of up to 4,656 beds, which would be equivalent to 2,938 occupied 
housing units or households, within a high-quality, mixed-use development that would 
revitalize the area through implementation of the proposed Urban Design Guidelines which 
would ensure high quality development, and would incorporate security features (e.g., USC 
Department of Public Safety patrol) to enhance community safety.  The proposed Project’s 
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housing uses would increase the on-Campus supply of rental housing for students and 
faculty at price levels that are within their means.  Thus, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 1.4.2 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 1.4.2 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 1.4.2, the 
following text has been added: 

 “Consistent.  This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather 
than individual development projects.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project would increase 
the on-Campus supply of rental housing for students and faculty at price levels that are 
within their means.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.”   

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.1.2 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on page IV.I-
63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 2.1.2 has been added to the left-side column of 
Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 2.1.2, the following text 
has been added: 

 “Consistent.  This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather 
than individual development projects.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project would promote a 
more livable City for existing and future residents.  By locating student and faculty 
residential uses in walking distance to the Campus, the proposed Project would enhance 
the quality of life for students and faculty.  Thus, the proposed Project would be generally 
consistent with this policy.”   

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.2.2 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 2.2.2 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 2.2.2, the 
following text has been added: 

“Consistent. The proposed Project would promote sustainability with specific Project 
Design Features that address each of the following areas:  (1) Outdoor Environments and 
Land Use; (2) Transportation; (3) Water; (4) Energy; (5) Waste/Recycling/ Hazardous 
Waste; (6) Water Quality; and (7) Building Design, as detailed in Section II, Project 
Description, of the EIR.  For example, the proposed Project would incorporate energy 
saving features into building design, reduce automobile pollution by providing walking and 
biking paths, and promote recycling by implementing solid waste reduction features.  In 
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addition, by including new student housing within close proximity to University facilities, the 
proposed Project would reduce vehicle miles traveled.  In addition, the proposed Project 
would provide a comprehensive TDM program that would include measures (e.g., shuttles, 
transit pass discounts, carpooling etc) that would also reduce vehicle miles traveled.  
Therefore, the proposed Project would promote a sustainable local and regional transit 
system.  Thus, the proposed Project would be generally consistent with this policy.”    

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.2.4 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 2.2.4 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 2.2.4, the 
following text has been added: 

“Consistent.  This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather 
than individual development projects.  Nonetheless, as analyzed in Section IV.I.2, Housing, 
of this Draft EIR, the Project, by adding 3,514 direct, indirect and induced jobs and 4,426 
households (indirect and direct), would have a relatively neutral numerical impact on the 
SCAG Subregion’s 2030 jobs-housing balance.  The Project is therefore consistent with 
this SCAG policy goal.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.4.3 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 2.4.3 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 2.4.3, the 
following text has been added: 

“Consistent.  The proposed Project would enhance the livability of the Campus 
neighborhoods as new development would be required to comply with a set of proposed 
Urban Design Guidelines that would ensure high quality development.  These standards 
and guidelines would ensure that new development would be respectful of and compatible 
with the character and integrity of nearby uses, and would preserve the varied and distinct 
character of the area.  Furthermore, the proposed Project would include an AMMA, which 
will function as a rehabilitation and maintenance plan and a plan for compatible new 
construction for the identified historic district and its contributing features.  This will ensure 
that historic structures and landscapes, both individually significant and contributors to the 
identified historic district, will be rehabilitated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards.  The AMMA would apply to all historic resources regardless of whether they are 
located within the identified historic district.  Thus, notwithstanding removal of up to two 
individually eligible historic buildings, the Project would preserve and enhance the existing 
historic character of the area.  (Please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, which indicates that two and not five individually eligible 
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buildings would be removed as part of the proposed Project.)  Thus, the proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Housing Element Policy 2.4.4 has been added to Table IV.I-28 on 
page IV.I-63 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 2.4.4 has been added to the left-side 
column of Table IV.I-28.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 2.4.4, the 
following text has been added: 

“Consistent. The proposed academic/University uses, student and faculty housing, 
retail/commercial uses, hotel, and laboratory school/community educational academy 
would serve the needs of existing and future USC students, faculty, visitors, and the 
general community.  This mix of land uses would accommodate future University 
populations and would revitalize the area with uses that would be economically viable in 
the future.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Transportation Element Objective 2 has been added to Table IV.G-1 under 
the “Chapter 8—Transportation (Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related 
implementation programs are set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan)” 
heading on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Objective 2 has been added to the 
left-side column of Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Objective 2, 
the following text has been added: 

“This policy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather than 
individual development projects.  Nonetheless, the University currently participates in the 
City’s traffic mitigation efforts by implementing its own Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) program for the Campus, which it plans to continue and enhance 
during Project operation, as discussed in Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, of 
this Draft EIR.  The TDM program includes the USC/Tram Shuttle service, Zipcar program, 
carpool program, vanpool program, subsidized Metro transit passes, and pedestrian/bicycle 
facilities.  These components of the TDM program provide alternatives to single occupancy 
vehicles and help reduce vehicular trips and resultant air quality impacts.  Therefore, the 
proposed Project would be consistent with this objective.”  

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Transportation Element Policy 3.8 has been added to Table IV.G-1 under the 
“Chapter 8—Transportation (Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related 
implementation programs are set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan)” 
heading on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 3.8 has been added to the 
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left-side column of Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 3.8, 
the following text has been added: 

“As described in Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, USC currently has a 
comprehensive TDM program for the Campus, which USC plans to continue and enhance 
during Project operation.  The TDM program includes the USC/Tram Shuttle service, Zipcar 
program, carpool program, vanpool program, subsidized Metro transit passes, and 
pedestrian/bicycle facilities.  These components of the TDM program maximize vehicle 
occupancy, minimize average trip length, and reduce the number of vehicle trips.  
Therefore, the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Transportation Element Policy 4.2 has been added to Table IV.G-1 under the 
“Chapter 8—Transportation (Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related 
implementation programs are set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan)” 
heading on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 4.2 has been added to the 
left-side column of Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 4.2, 
the following text has been added: 

“As analyzed in Section IV.K, Transportation and Circulation, the proposed Project 
would result in significant impact on one neighborhood street segment.  Thus, the proposed 
Project would be inconsistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Transportation Element Policy 4.3 has been added to Table IV.G-1 under the 
“Chapter 8—Transportation (Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related 
implementation programs are set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan)” 
heading on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 4.3 has been added to the 
left-side column of Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 4.3, 
the following text has been added: 

“The proposed Project would improve both vehicular and pedestrian access to the 
existing University Village retail areas, thus preserving and enhancing the existing retail 
character of Subarea 3.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Transportation Element Policy 4.4 has been added to Table IV.G-1 under the 
“Chapter 8—Transportation (Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related 
implementation programs are set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan)” 
heading on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 4.4 has been added to the 
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left-side column of Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 4.4, 
the following text has been added: 

“The proposed Project would enhance pedestrian circulation by providing new 
landscaped public open space areas as well as pedestrian/bicycle improvements to 
emphasize and promote pedestrian and bicycle access and use.  Within Subarea 3 in 
particular, McClintock Avenue could be closed off to vehicles and restricted to pedestrian 
access.  Furthermore, proposed Project would include the development of a mix of uses on 
and around the USC University Park Campus that would create opportunities for students, 
faculty, and visitors to walk and/or bike to and from their destinations.  Furthermore, the 
proposed Project would be located in walking distance of the future Metro Mid 
City/Exposition Boulevard Light Rail Transit line, as well as Figueroa Street, a major transit 
corridor.  Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.” 

In response to this comment, an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with 
General Plan Transportation Element Policy 4.5 has been added to Table IV.G-1 under the 
“Chapter 8—Transportation (Goals, objectives, and policies as well as related 
implementation programs are set forth in the Transportation Element of the General Plan)” 
heading on page IV.G-67 of the Draft EIR.  The text of Policy 4.5 has been added to the 
left-side column of Table IV.G-1.  To the right-side column opposite the text of Policy 4.5, 
the following text has been added: 

“The proposed Project would include improvements that would help to improve the 
interface of pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles within the Project vicinity.  Within Subarea 3 
in particular, McClintock Avenue could be closed off to vehicles and restricted to pedestrian 
access.  The proposed Urban Design Guidelines address site planning to avoid 
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts by providing clear and strong pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation.  Through implementation of the Urban Design Guidelines, the Project would not 
restrict pedestrian circulation within pedestrian-priority street segments. Thus, the proposed 
Project would be consistent with this policy.”  

In response to this comment, the text of General Plan Air Quality Element Goal 1 
and Objective 3.2 have been added to the list of City Air Quality Element goals, objectives, 
and policies that are relevant to the proposed Project on page IV.B-71 in Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, as a staff-initiated change, Goal 3 has been added in 
accordance with the established format of listing each objective under its overarching goal 
(as a result of Objective 3.2 being added).  These additions are as follows: 

“Goal 1—Good air quality and mobility in an environment of continued population 
growth and healthy economic structure. 
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Goal 2—Less reliance on single occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non 
work trips. 

Objective 2.1—It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce work trips as a 
step towards attaining trip reduction objectives necessary to achieve regional air quality 
goals. 

Goal 3—Efficient management of transportation facilities and system infrastructure 
using cost-effective system management and innovative demand-management techniques.  

Objective 3.2—It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce vehicular traffic 
during peak periods.  

Goal 4—Minimize impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use 
development on air quality by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation, 
and air quality. 

Objective 4.1—It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to include regional 
attainment of ambient air quality standards as a primary consideration in land use planning. 

Policy 4.1.1—Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies in the 
implementation of strategies for the integration of land use, transportation, and air quality 
policies. 

Objective 4.2—It is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce vehicle trips 
and vehicle miles traveled associated with land use patterns. 

Policy 4.2.2—Improve accessibility for the City’s residents to places of employment, 
shopping centers, and other establishments. 

Policy 4.2.3—Ensure that new development is compatible with pedestrians, bicycles, 
transit and alternative fuel vehicles. 

Policy 4.2.4—Require that air quality impacts be a consideration in the review and 
approval of all discretionary projects. 

Policy 4.2.5—Emphasize trip reduction native transit and congestion management 
measures for discretionary projects.” 
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As stated in the paragraph following the above list on page IV.B-71 in Section IV.B, 
Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project meets or exceeds all applicable policies 
of the City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element, including the added policies and goals 
above.  As discussed in the Draft EIR, development of the proposed Project would 
implement Project Design Features that would reduce vehicular trips, reduce vehicle miles 
traveled, and encourage use of alternative modes of transportation.  Overall, the central 
location of the proposed Project and its proximity to existing transportation infrastructure, 
mass transit options, and the downtown area would result in a reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled and vehicle trips.  As a result, the proposed Project would be consistent with the 
City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element.   

General Plan Air Quality Element Objective 2.2, which encourages the 
establishment of Citywide incentives and disincentives aimed towards increasing vehicle 
occupancy is directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather than individual 
development projects.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project would participate in the 
University’s ongoing and extensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program, 
which contributes to significant levels of trip reduction at USC through the provision of a set 
of strategies, measures, and incentives to encourage Campus commuters to walk, bicycle, 
use public transportation, carpool, or use other alternatives to driving alone.  As a result, 
the proposed Project would be consistent with this City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element. 

General Plan Air Quality Element Objective 4.3, which aims to “ensure that land use 
plans separate major sources of air pollution from sensitive receptors such as schools, 
hospitals, and parks" is meant to address land use types that are major pollutant sources, 
such as power plants and large industrial facilities.  The mix of uses proposed by the 
Project would be typical of an urban environment and would not be major sources of air 
pollution; as such, Objective 4.3 is not applicable to the proposed Project.  

The proposed Project would not remove low or moderate income housing, therefore, 
Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan §1231 is not applicable to the proposed 
Project. Furthermore, the Project would provide a net increase of up to 4,656 student beds, 
which would be equivalent to 2,938 occupied housing units or households.   

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan §1232 applies only to the expanded 
Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project Area, which includes only that portion of 
Subarea 1 south of Exposition Boulevard.  Regardless, this provision is directed at 
policymakers and enforcement entities rather than individual development projects, as it 
provides percentage goals for the provision of affordable housing within the 
Redevelopment Area as a whole.  Nonetheless, the proposed Project would increase the 
on-Campus supply of high-quality rental housing for students and faculty at price levels that 
are within their means. 
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Based on the above, the proposed Project would continue to be consistent with 
nearly all of the land use policies that apply to the Project.  No fundamental inconsistencies 
would occur that would result in new or worsened environmental impacts.  As such, the 
additions made above do not change the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, and do 
not constitute significant new information pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

Comment No. 25-68 

G.  THE DEIR Alternatives Analysis Should Review An Alternative With More 
Housing 

An EIR is required to ensure that all reasonable alternatives to a project are thoroughly 
assessed.  (Friends of Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 
859, 872.)  The discussion must focus on alternatives capable of eliminating any significant 
adverse environmental effects, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment or Project objectives.  Guidelines § 15126. 

This discussion must be "meaningful" and "contain analysis sufficient to allow informed 
decision-making."  (Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 403-404.)  "[T]his ambiguity in the FEIR's 
analysis of the reduced-size alternative meant that the public and the City Council were not 
properly informed of the requisite facts that would permit them to evaluate the feasibility of 
this alternative."  (Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 
1336 (where court rejects alternatives analysis and statement of overriding considerations 
for big-box store approval).) 

Here, an alternative with more housing should be analyzed.  As discussed above, there is a 
crushing demand for housing in the neighborhood.  In March, 2007 the vacancy rate for the 
90007 zip code, which composes the majority of the University Park area, was only 2.9%.  
(Enterprise Study attached as Exhibit F, p. 31.)  A vacancy rate of 5% is considered normal 
for providing mobility in housing.  (Id.)  The Study concluded: 

Local residents around USC have an extremely difficult situation with regards 
to housing.  On the one hand, they are very poor in a manner that makes 
affording an average unit very difficult.  In addition, they live in an area where 
virtually new housing being built is directed towards the needs and spending 
power of USC students. 

As a result, it is critical that, both as a part of the Specific Plan development process and 
the environmental review for the Specific Plan, the Department explore development 
models involving substantially greater levels of affordable on-campus student housing than 
those currently contemplated.  The Enterprise Study helps reveal a fundamental underlying 
fact:  the dramatic growth in the number of students attending campus and wishing to live 
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on-campus or close to campus, coupled with USC's failure to provide housing for the vast 
majority of those students, is a major cause of the housing-related problems in the area. As 
the Enterprise Study puts it, "the majority of [housing] displacement has occurred because 
of market factors that stem in part from the fact that USC has not provided its own housing 
for students."  (Enterprise Study p. 6.) 

Thus, in the absence of development of far greater numbers of on-campus affordable 
student housing under the Plan, there is little to suggest the loss of affordable housing units 
caused by the relative shortage of USC-provided student housing will abate. 

Fortunately, the Enterprise Study strongly suggests that USC can feasibly construct far 
more student housing than the 5,400 beds currently contemplated:  in responding to 
Enterprise surveys, 69% of USC undergraduate students and 60% of graduate students 
say they would opt for USC-owned housing if rents were equal and 78% of undergraduates 
say they would opt for USC housing if it were guaranteed.  (Enterprise Study at pp. 9-10, 
56.) If we take the Project Description's projected 2030 student populations (18,500 
undergraduates and 17,000 graduate students), supplying USC-owned housing to 69% of 
undergrads (12,765) and 60% of grad students (10,500) would mean adding 16,622 beds 
to the 6,643 that USC currently provides.  

This alternative will better meet the Project's own objective of "Community". 

 Continue USC's support the community through the University's "Good 
Neighbor's Campaign" and foster improvements that respect and benefit the 
neighbors of the development. 

 Ensure appropriate capacity of public facilities as new development is 
implemented. 

 Provide a safe, secure, and high quality environment for all segments of the 
community ... " (DEIR p. 11-25.) 

Response to Comment No. 25-68 

As stated on Page II-21 of Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, “The 
underlying purpose of the proposed Project is to provide for University-affiliated 
development that […] increases the amount of University-affiliated housing available in the 
Campus area with the objectives of making existing housing in the Project vicinity available 
to non-University affiliated residents and decreasing the commute time for University 
students, faculty and staff in order to reduce traffic congestion in the area[…]”. 
Furthermore, specific housing-related Project objectives listed on Page II-23 of the Draft 
EIR that support the Project’s underlying purpose include: 
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 House a greater number of USC students, faculty and staff within new housing 
that is within walking distance to the Academic Core in furtherance of the 
University’s pedagogical mission to connect learning communities inside and 
outside of the classroom. 

 Develop new student housing opportunities north of Jefferson Boulevard, within 
walking distance of the Academic Core. 

 Provide University-owned or affiliated student housing 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the intent of the Draft EIR 
alternatives analysis is to avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the 
proposed Project.  In accordance with CEQA, a range of reasonable alternatives was 
considered in the Draft EIR analysis.  These alternatives included a No Project Alternative 
as well as four additional alternatives intended to feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
impacts of the Project.  As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, an EIR is not 
required to consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  As discussed in detail in 
Section IV.I.2, Housing, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would not result in 
significant impacts associated with housing.  Rather, at Project buildout, approximately 896 
fewer units within the Local Area would be occupied by USC students, faculty, and staff 
compared to existing conditions.  This means that more dwelling units in the Local Area 
would be available to non-USC households and less long-distance commuting between 
home and USC would take place with the Project.  These are considered positive benefits 
of the Project.  Removing student and faculty households from the private housing market 
in the Local Area may also have a beneficial impact on average housing prices, to the 
extent that USC populations outbid other households for available housing supply.  In 
addition, cumulative impacts on housing would also be less than significant.  As significant 
impacts associated with housing would not result from the proposed Project, an alternative 
that provides an increase in student housing is not warranted. 

Comment No. 25-69 

H.  Additional Public Health Impact Assessment Is Required 

The first words of CEQA display that the Legislature intended the law to safeguard human 
health and safety.  Section 21000 of CEQA, entitled, "Legislative Intent," states that the 
fundamental purpose of CEQA is "to provide a high-quality environment that at all times is 
healthful and pleasing to the sense and intellect of man."  Pub. Res. Code §21000(b) 
(emphasis added).  CEQA continues: 
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"it is the intent of the Legislature that the government of the state take 
immediate steps to identify any critical thresholds for the health and safety of 
the people of the state and take all coordinated actions necessary to prevent 
such threshold being reached."  Pub. Res. Code 21000(d) (emphasis added).  
The CEQA Guidelines define "Significant Environmental Impacts" to include 
"health and safety problems caused" by the project.  14 Cal. Code Regs. 
15126.2(a) (emphasis added). 

The CEQA Guidelines require a mandatory finding of significance if a project will have 
impacts on human health.  The Guidelines state: 

a lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where 
... the environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15065(d) 
(emphasis added).  See also, CEQA Guidelines, App. G. Section XVIII (c) 
("mandatory finding of significance" required if "the project [will] have 
environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly."  (emphasis added)). 

CEQA case law has uniformly interpreted the above provisions of law to require that an EIR 
include an analysis of human health impacts of a proposed project. An agency abuses its 
discretion and fails to proceed in a manner required by law if it refuses to analyze human 
health impacts of a proposed project in an EIR despite being presented with substantial 
evidence that such impacts may occur. (Bakersfield Citizens, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1219-20.) 
Here, given health outcomes in the community and given the scope and breath of this 
project, additional public health analysis is required.83 

                                            

83 A Health Impact Assessment ("HIA") is formally defined as a combination of procedures, methods and 
tools that systematically judges the potential, and sometimes unintended effects of a proposed project, 
plan or policy on the health of a population and the distribution of those effects within the population.  HIA 
identifies appropriate actions to manage those effects.  See http://www.humanimpact.org/hia#HIA. 

A HIA is a practical tool that can provide a structured process to determine a policy or project's impact on 
health; bring both immediate and long-term health benefits; and ensure that policy and project dollars are 
used efficiently to provide the greatest benefit.  Generally, a HIA includes five steps:  1. Screening - 
Determines the need and value of a HIA; 2. Scoping - Determines which health impacts to evaluate, the 
methods for analysis, and the workplan for completing the assessment; 3. Assessment and 
Recommendations- Provides:  a) a profile of existing health conditions; b) evaluation of potential health 
impacts; c) strategies to manage identified adverse health impacts; 4. Reporting - Includes development of 
the HIA report and communication of findings and recommendations; and 5. Monitoring - Tracks impacts 
on decision-making processes and the decision as well as impacts of the decision on health determinants. 
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In Bakersfield Citizens, the court held that it was necessary in an EIR for two proposed 
WalMart projects to "correlate adverse air quality impacts to resulting adverse health 
impacts."  QQ. at 1219-20) The WalMart EIRs admitted that both projects would result in 
significant unmitigated air pollution impacts.  However, the EIRs contained no analysis of 
the human health implications of that increased air pollution.  The court held: 

"Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a) requires an EIR to discuss, inter 
alia, "health and safety problems caused by the physical changes" that the 
proposed project will precipitate.  Both of the EIR's concluded that the 
projects would have significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on air 
quality. It is well known that air pollution adversely affects human respiratory 
health.  (See, e.g., Bustillo, Smog Harms Children's Lungs for Life, Study 
Finds, LA Times (Sept. 9, 2004).)   Emergency rooms crowded with wheezing 
sufferers are sad but common sights in the San Joaquin Valley and 
elsewhere ...  Yet, neither EIR acknowledges the health consequences that 
necessarily result from the identified adverse air quality impacts.  Buried in 
the description of some of the various substances that make up the soup 
known as "air pollution" are brief references to respiratory illnesses.  
However, there is no acknowledgement or analysis of the well-known 
connection between reduction in air quality and increases in specific 
respiratory conditions and illnesses.  After reading the EIR's, the public would 
have no idea of the health consequences that result when more pollutants are 
added to a nonattainment basin.  On remand, the health impacts resulting 
from the adverse air quality impacts must be identified and analyzed in the 
new EIR's."  (Id. 1219-20 (emphasis added); see also, Woodward Park 
Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. City of Fresno, 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 731-732 
(2007) (“air pollution discussion is inadequate for another reason ... there is 
no disclosure and analysis whatsoever of the correlation of ‘the identified 
adverse air quality impacts to resultant adverse health effects.’”) 

Similarly, in Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1367-1368, the court held that the "public 
health impact" of an airport expansion had to be analyzed in the EIR despite the absence 
of an accepted scientific methodology.  The court held that the Port failed to assess the 
health effect of toxic air contaminants from mobile sources on persons who live in close 
proximity to the Airport.  Numerous other cases have required that EIRs include an analysis 
of health impacts created by proposed projects.  For example, the California Supreme 
Court recently held that an EIR was required for a refinery project due in part to "adverse 
health effects, especially aggravation of respiratory disease."  (CBE v. SCAQMD, 48 Cal. 
4th at 317.) 

In County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 v. County of Kern (2005) 127 Cal.App.4th 1544, 1564-
1565, the court held that an EIR was required due to potential human health effects of 
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sewage sludge.  The court held that, "additional scientific work is needed to reduce 
persistent uncertainty about the potential for adverse human health effects from exposure 
to biosolids [sludge]."  In Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997), 58 
Cal.App.4th 1019, the court held that an EIR was required to analyze the human health 
impacts of increased noise caused by a proposed project.  (See also, Gray v. Madera 
(2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099 (EIR required to analyze noise impacts of rock quarry).)  In 
City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 906, 
the court held that an EIR was adequate because it evaluated project-related and 
cumulative health impacts, included a reasoned analysis in support of its conclusions, and 
appropriately relied on mitigation measures to reduce project impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 25-69 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 15-7, potential health risk impacts were 
conducted in the Draft EIR consistent with CARB and SCAQMD recommended guidance.  
As discussed on page IV.B-10, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the CARB published the Air 
Quality and Land Use Handbook as a general guide for considering health effects 
associated with siting sensitive receptors proximate to sources of TAC emissions or TAC 
emissions in close proximity to existing sensitive receptors.  The goal of the guidance 
document is to protect sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly, acutely ill, and 
chronically ill persons, from exposure to TAC emissions.  In the case of freeways, CARB 
recommends avoid siting sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway.  The SCAQMD 
has also adopted land use planning guidelines in the Guidance Document for Addressing 
Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (May 2005), which considers 
impacts to sensitive receptors from facilities that emit TAC emissions.  SCAQMD’s siting 
distance recommendations are the same as those provided by CARB (e.g., a 500-foot 
siting distance) for sensitive land uses proposed in proximity of freeways and high-traffic 
roads.   

Potential TAC impacts were evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis 
followed by a more detailed analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling), as necessary.  The 
screening-level analysis consisted of reviewing the proposed Project’s site plan and project 
description to identify any new or modified TAC emissions sources for consistency with 
CARB and SCAQMD recommended siting distances.  If the qualitative evaluation did not 
rule out significant impacts a more detailed analysis would have been conducted.   

Potential impacts to neighboring properties that may result from TAC emissions 
associated with long-term operation of the Project were addressed in Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR.  The primary source of potential air toxics associated with 
proposed Project operations is diesel particulate matter (DPM) from delivery trucks (e.g., 
truck traffic on local streets and on- site truck idling).  The SCAQMD recommends that 
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health risk assessments be conducted for substantial sources of DPM (e.g., truck stops 
and warehouse distribution facilities) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile 
source diesel emissions.  The CARB siting guidelines define a warehouse as having more 
than 100 truck trips or 40 refrigerated truck trips per day.  Based on this guidance, the 
proposed Project is not considered to be a substantial source of DPM warranting a refined 
HRA.  In addition, the increase in potential localized air toxic impacts from on-site sources 
of diesel particulate emissions would be minimal since only a limited number of heavy-duty 
trucks would access areas of the Project site at a given time and the trucks that do visit the 
site would not idle on the Project site for extended periods of time.  Although the proposed 
improvements would result in an increase in building square footage and presumably an 
increase in the number of delivery trucks, the CARB mandated air toxic control measure for 
diesel fueled commercial vehicles (delivery trucks not allowed to idle for more than five 
minutes at any given time) would significantly limit the potential incremental increase in 
emissions from delivery trucks.  Based on consistency with CARB and SCAQMD TAC 
recommended siting distances and the low incremental increase in the number and long-
term (annual average) activity of the on-site toxic air contaminant sources, it was concluded 
in the Draft EIR that the proposed Project would not warrant the need for a refined health 
risk assessment, and potential air toxic impacts to on- and off-site receptors from on-site 
sources were concluded to be less than significant.  

Regarding potential DPM health risk impacts associated with the proposed Project 
during construction, a qualitative analysis was provided in Section IV.B of the Draft EIR and 
was considered the appropriate level of analysis.  Nevertheless, in Response to Comment 
No. 27-22 a detailed health risk assessment has been provided for proposed construction 
activities and has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a Correction and 
Addition.  Please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final 
EIR.  The results of the additional analysis confirm that the proposed Project has the 
potential to result in an offsite cancer risk at the maximum exposed individual of 4.8 in a 
million, which is well below the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million, and 
therefore would not result in a significant impact.  Please note that this risk value also does 
not account for the substantial reduction in diesel particulate matter that would occur with 
the additional mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR in Response to Comment 
No. 27-39. 

Potential public health effects were addressed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the 
Draft EIR by providing a summary of potential health effects from pollutant emissions and a 
summary of existing pollutant levels measured at the most representative monitoring 
station within the Air Basin (Table IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR).  The monitoring station most 
representative of the Project site is the North Main Street Station, located at 1630 North 
Main Street in the City of Los Angeles, approximately four miles northeast of the Project 
site.  Criteria pollutants monitored at this station include PM10, PM2.5, O3, CO, NO2, Lead, 
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and Sulfate.  The SCAQMD selected this monitoring station to represent elevated pollutant 
levels expected within Central Los Angeles.  The station is in close proximity to major 
freeways, rail road tracks, rail yards, warehouse distribution facilities, and industrial and 
commercial facilities.  Many of the same types of sources near the monitoring station are 
indicative of air pollutant emission sources near the Project site (e.g., I-110 Freeway).  As 
shown in Table IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR, pollutant levels from 2006 to 2008 have exceeded 
the State and federal standards for O3 and PM2.5 and the State standard for PM10.  

In response to this comment a more detailed discussion of potential health effects 
from air pollution and ambient air quality studies conducted for the Los Angeles area have 
been included in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section II, Corrections 
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  

As discussed on page IV.B-45 of the Draft EIR, the general procedure for evaluating 
localized criteria pollutant impacts from project operations is to evaluate any new or 
modified stationary combustion sources, and to study the likely effect on CO concentrations 
of induced traffic at nearby intersections.  Effects related to operation of stationary-source 
combustion equipment at the proposed Project, and associated pollutant emissions, were 
evaluated by conducting a screening-level analysis followed by a more detailed analysis 
(i.e., dispersion modeling) as necessary.  The screening-level analysis consists first of 
reviewing the proposed Project’s site plan and related project description to identify 
substantial new or modified stationary-source combustion equipment.  Then, if such 
equipment is identified, the potential significance of its impact is evaluated qualitatively in 
light of applicable regulations and operating parameters.  If the qualitative evaluation does 
not rule out significant impacts, a more detailed analysis is conducted.  In such a case, 
downwind sensitive receptor locations are identified, and site-specific dispersion modeling 
is conducted to estimate project impacts.  The results of the screening-level analysis, 
discussed below, determined that detailed dispersion modeling was not required for the 
proposed Project. 

The proposed Project would not result in any new substantial on-site stationary 
sources of pollutant emissions and, therefore, a screening level analysis was sufficient to 
address potential localized operational impacts.  In addition, the proposed Project would 
not include any types of facilities (e.g., warehouse distribution) that would substantially 
increase the percentage of heavy-duty trucks in the vehicular fleet mix in the nearby 
communities.  The SCAQMD recommends an evaluation of potential localized impacts 
when a project causes the level of service (LOS) at a study street intersection to worsen 
from C to D, or if a project increases the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at any street 
intersection rated D or worse by two percent or more.  Potential health risk from CO is 
discussed on page IV.B-4 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Potential impacts 
along Interstate 110 were considered in the analysis.  However, the proposed Project 
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would only result in 59 A.M. trips and 84 P.M. trips of the 22,888 peak A.M. trips and 22,238 
P.M. trips, respectively, along this segment.  This would result in a 0.26 to 0.38 percent 
increase in traffic along this freeway segment and would not require further analysis.  
Instead, the analysis evaluated nine representative intersections that met the SCAQMD 
analysis criteria including background CO concentrations from the nearby SCAQMD 
monitoring station and found impacts to be less than significant. 

In response to this comment, potential localized operational impacts were further 
evaluated with a quantitative analysis to further support the Draft EIR’s qualitative analysis 
of whether the proposed Project would result in potential localized health impacts.  Detailed 
dispersion modeling using ISCST3 has already been conducted for potential localized 
construction impacts and, therefore, the dispersion modeling was used to analyze potential 
localized operational impacts.  Use of the dispersion modeling is conservative as the 
meteorological conditions, sensitive receptors, and general areas of pollutant emissions 
would all be similar for both construction and operational analyses.  As specific locations of 
potential operational sources (e.g., emergency generator and charbroilers) are not yet 
defined, these operational sources would be modeled as volume or area sources over each 
subarea.  This approach is similar to how the construction emission sources (e.g., earth 
moving operations, heavy-duty construction equipment) were modeled and is the 
recommended approach in SCAQMD’s LST Guidelines.  As there are multiple development 
sites within Subarea 1, the localized construction analysis assumed that emissions would 
occur at the closest development sites to sensitive receptors.  From an operational 
standpoint, these emissions would more likely be evenly spread out over the entire 
Subarea and not concentrated near a single sensitive receptor.  Therefore, use of the 
dispersion modeling conducted for construction would present a conservative (health 
protective) assessment of potential localized operational impacts. 

This type of analysis is called “Chi over Q” and is a recommended assessment 
methodology by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessments (OEHHA, Air 
Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines—The Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, 2003 
(http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/pdf/HRAfinalnoapp.pdf)).  The air dispersion modeling is 
used to estimate a pollutant concentration. The air dispersion modeling results are 
expressed as an air concentration or in terms of (Chi over Q) based on an emission rate (in 
this case the emission rate would be the maximum pounds per day modeled for 
construction activities and presented in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR).  (Chi over Q) is 
expressed in units of micrograms per cubic meter per gram per second.  (Chi over Q) is 
sometimes written as (χ/Q) and is sometimes referred to as the dilution factor.  The χ/Q at 
the receptor point of interest (in this case it would be the maximum offsite pollutant 
concentration presented in Table IV.B-4 of this Draft EIR) is multiplied by the source-
specific emission rate (in this case onsite operational emissions presented in Table IV.B-6) 
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to yield a concentration specific to the source (in this case onsite operational emissions).  
The results of the analysis are as follows:   

 NOX:  56 pounds per day onsite operational emissions / 337 pounds per day of 
onsite construction emissions x 78 µg/m3 = 13 µg/m3.  This value is less than the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of 113 µg/m3 and would result in a less than 
significant operational impact. 

 CO:  40 pounds per day onsite operational emissions / 175 pounds per day of 
onsite construction emissions x 446 µg/m3 = 102 µg/m3.  This value is less than 
the SCAQMD significance threshold of 19,550 µg/m3 and would result in a less 
than significant operational impact. 

 PM10:  5 pounds per day onsite operational emissions / 80 pounds per day of 
onsite construction emissions x 22 µg/m3 = 1.4 µg/m3.  This value is less than the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of 2.5 µg/m3 and would result in a less than 
significant operational impact. 

 PM2.5:  4 pounds per day onsite operational emissions / 29 pounds per day of 
onsite construction emissions x 10 µg/m3 = 1.4 µg/m3.  This value is less than the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of 2.5 µg/m3 and would result in a less than 
significant operational impact. 

The results of the additional analysis confirm that the proposed Project would not 
result in a localized operational impact and further supports the conclusion in the Draft EIR 
that a qualitative analysis was sufficient to address potential localized air quality impacts 
from onsite emissions.  

In summary, the Draft EIR has provided an evaluation of potential public health 
impacts by evaluating potential air toxic impacts based on CARB and SCAQMD guidance 
and localized criteria pollutant impacts from both mobile source emissions (localized CO 
hotspot analysis) and localized offsite impacts related to onsite emissions.  The Draft EIR 
concluded that the proposed Project would result in significant construction regional VOC 
and NOX impacts and localized PM10 and NO2 impacts in close proximity to the Project site.  
Regional emissions resulting from operation of the proposed Project would be expected to 
exceed the SCAQMD thresholds for NOX, VOC, and PM10, but would not result in localized 
air quality impacts.  In addition, the proposed Project would result in less than significant air 
toxic impacts related to both construction and operation. 

This comment does not change the results of the analyses or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 25-70 

With regard to the Project Area for the USC Development Project, numerous reports and 
studies document the scarcity of health care and health indicators in the community.  See, 
e.g., Kurt Salmon Associates, Critical Condition:  Examining the Scope of Medical Services 
in South Los Angeles (October 2007), attached hereto as Attachment G; A. Park et aI., 
Community Health Councils, Inc., South Los Angeles Health Equity Scorecard (December 
2008), attached hereto as Exhibit H; Los Angeles Healthcare Options Taskforce, Achieving 
the Vision:  Healthcare Options for Los Angeles County (April 2009), attached hereto as 
Exhibit I. 

These attached reports clearly show that this Project may have serious implications for the 
community's already tenuous health care situation, yet none of this is studied in the DEIR. 

South Los Angeles (Service Planning Area or "SPA" 6) has long been classified as a 
medically underserved area.  For example, the McCone Commission, formed in the wake 
of the 1965 Los Angeles riots, stated as part of its findings:  "Statistics indicate that health 
conditions of the residents of south central Los Angeles are relatively poor and facilities to 
provide medical care are insufficient…  Life expectancies are considerably shorter... the 
number of doctors in the southeastern part of Los Angeles is grossly inadequate as 
compared to other parts of the city...  The hospitals readily accessible to the citizens in 
southeastern Los Angeles are also grossly inadequate in quality and in numbers of beds."  
See Exhibit G. 

Unfortunately, the community still suffers from a serious lack of health care facilities.  
Exhibit G at p. 3-4; Exhibit H at p. 3-5.  In particular, a 2007 study concluded that this area 
is "one of the most underserved communities in the entire nation, with desperate health 
care challenges.  Exhibit G at p. 4.  The troubling statistics include: 

 SPA 6 had the lowest number of emergency department treatment centers per 
capita corn pared to other areas of Los Angeles County, while also facing some 
of the highest levels of violence (which requires access to trauma units) (Exhibit 
G at p.11.) 

 The estimated bed need in SPA 6 to address the need for inpatient acute care 
services was more than double the existing number of beds in 2007 (Id.) 

 SPA 6 residents had a higher need for specialty services than the rest of Los 
Angeles County (Id. at p. 12.) 

 SPA 6 population is worse off than national and state averages for several public 
health access indicators (Id. at p. 13.) 
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 South Los Angeles has 28% fewer healthcare facilities than Los Angeles County 
and 34% less access to primary and preventative care (Exhibit H at p. 4.) 

 South Los Angeles has only 11 pediatricians for every 100,000 children, 
compared to a countywide average of 57 pediatricians for every 100,000 children 
(Id.) 

 SPA 6 residents suffer from higher rates of diabetes, hypertension, and 
HIV/AIDS and higher mortality from preventable or treatable conditions, such as 
heart disease, stroke, and lung cancer (Exhibit I at 63.) 

In particular, to the extent that zoning or other land use regulations within the Plan areas 
provide for health-services-related uses, we urge the Department to examine the impact of 
modifying such zoning or regulations, thereby enabling a loss of health services to a 
heavily health-impacted community and necessitating the construction of other health 
services facilities.84 

In sum, CEQA case law has uniformly interpreted the above provisions of law to require 
that an EIR include an analysis of human health impacts of a proposed project.  Here, 
given health outcomes in the community and given the scope and breath of this project, 
additional public health analysis is required.  A Health Impact Assessment should be 
conducted for this Project. 

Response to Comment No. 25-70 

USC provides a range of programs that benefit the health of the community.  The 
following provides just some of these benefits: 

– The Children's Environmental Health Center helps to improve the respiratory 
health of children through research and education.  

                                            

84 As well, we would urge the Department to analyze the public health impacts of the housing issues 
discussed above, as well as related housing issues.  A substantial and growing body of scientific literature 
demonstrates a variety of negative impacts on the mental and physical health of persons in the following 
conditions caused by an inadequate provision of affordable housing: 

 Iiving in substandard (i.e., slum) housing conditions. 

 living in overcrowded housing. 

 forced to spend more than a third of their income on housing. 

 living under the imminent threat of eviction and consequent displacement from their home, community, 
and attendant support structures and networks. 

 displaced from their home, community, and attendant support structures and networks. 
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– Children’s Hospital Los Angeles' Teenage and Young Adult Health Center 
serves adolescents between the ages of 12 and 21 and offers comprehensive 
medical and psychosocial health care to adolescents and young adults.  

– The Lee Breast Center at the USC Norris Comprehensive Cancer Center 
provides screening, examination, diagnosis, consultation, support groups for 
women with breast cancer and free information.   

– The National Cancer Institute's Cancer Information Service, Southern 
California Partnership Program Office helps improve organizational capacity 
to develop, implement and evaluate cancer control programs for medically 
underserved, diverse communities.  

– The Manual Arts High School Teen Clinic offers free medical services to 
students attending Manual Arts High School.  

– The Mobile Asthma Clinic/Breathmobile brings comprehensive preventive 
asthma care to high-risk inner-city children at their schools. The Breathmobile 
serves more than 60 schools and county clinics in East Los Angeles, South 
Central Los Angeles, Hollywood-Fairfax and the San Fernando Valley each 
year.  

– The Occupational Therapy Department at USC University Hospital provides 
occupational therapy services within the USC University Hospital.  

– The Teenage Health Center provides comprehensive health care services to 
youths aged 12 through 23 years old who are HIV-infected or at risk of 
infection.   

– The Student National Medical Association (SNMA) is focused on the 
concerns of medical students of color and addressing the health-care needs 
of minority communities. SNMA’s USC chapter activities include volunteer 
work at nearby clinics and the Youth Science Enrichment Program at 
Shenandoah Elementary. 

– The USC Blood Donor Center provides blood to USC University Hospital and 
the USC Norris Comprehensive Cancer Hospital and Research Center.  

– USC Center for Premature Infant Health and Development faculty work 
together to find solutions to biomedical, psychological and social problems 
associated with preterm delivery, conducting translational interdisciplinary 
and family-centered research as well as community outreach. 
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– The USC Comprehensive Sickle Cell Center provides consultation services 
and cooperates with a nonprofit community organization that offers education 
and community services. 

– The Violence Intervention Program (VIP) at LAC+USC Medical Center 
evaluates and treats victims of family violence and sexual assault. The 
program serves as a countywide resource for cases of suspected child abuse 
and neglect, sexual assault, domestic violence, elder abuse/neglect and 
dependent adult abuse/neglect.  

– AYUDA, Inc. provides free dental care in Los Angeles and Orange counties. 

– At the Children's Dental Center, comprehensive dental services are provided 
to children 18 and younger who otherwise lack access to dental care.  

– Through Dental Health Fairs in the Community, volunteer dental and dental 
hygiene students, under faculty supervision, provide oral health and nutrition 
education, tooth brush instruction, dental screening and referrals for care to 
more than a dozen community agencies and schools each year.  

– The Ostrow School of Dentistry of USC reaches out to those in need through 
Women, Infant and Children (WIC) centers in Los Angeles County. USC 
dental faculty and students provide oral health screenings for babies and 
children at risk while also giving parents information regarding nutrition and 
good oral health habits. 

– The Family Fun Dental Fair offers free family screenings aimed at inspiring 
parents to become involved in the oral health and well-being of their children, 
educating about various programs at USC, and helping them obtain the oral 
health assessment certification needed for their children's first year of school. 

– The USC School of Dentistry partners with the CDA Foundation and the 
Dental Health Foundation to provide continuing-education courses to educate 
health-care providers about the importance of primary teeth as well as 
behavior-management techniques for treating young children and educates 
parents about why primary teeth are important, what affects the health of the 
mouth and how to reinforce healthy habits at home. 

– The USC School of Dentistry's "Give Kids A Smile!" program offers 
treatments and other services to neighborhood elementary schoolchildren. 
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– The USC Dental Clinic at the Maternal and Children-Adolescent Infectious 
Diseases and Virology Clinic provides care to qualifying low-income minority 
families who have one or more HIV-infected members.  

– The USC Mobile Dental Clinic provides free, comprehensive dental care to 
more than 1,500 needy children throughout Southern California.  

– The USC Mobile Dental Unit project provides dental screenings for 
kindergarten and first-grade students entering public schools each year. 
Services are provided on site at USC neighborhood schools. The vehicle is 
also used at local health fairs and for follow up in the patients.  

– The USC Neighborhood Mobile Dental Van offers preventive services and 
referrals to no- or low-cost clinics when needed.  

– The USC/QueensCare Mobile Dental Program brings free, comprehensive 
dental care to second- and third-grade elementary schoolchildren within the 
LAUSD. USC dental faculty, staff and student volunteers provide care in four 
fully equipped trailers at different sites within the 30 schools located in the 
Hollywood area. 

These existing programs will be continued to assist with health care issues within 
the community. 

Given that the proposed Project is not anticipated to have an adverse effect on 
health services in the community in combination with the health services already provided 
by USC, development of the Project is not anticipated to result in impacts to community 
health services.  

Population and Housing issues are discussed in Sections IV.I.2, Housing, and IV.I.3, 
Population, of the Draft EIR. In addition, health risks associated with construction and 
development of the proposed Project are discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft 
EIR and in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 25-71 

I.  The DEIR Fails To Properly Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The DEIR admits that project will increase greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions by 46,297 
metric tons per year over the baseline condition (DEIR pp. 1-35, IV.B.63).  Nevertheless, 
the DEIR concludes that the Project's GHG impacts are less than significant because this 
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massive increase in pollution is allegedly 29.8% less than the increase that would 
otherwise occur under a hypothetical "business as usual" scenario.  (DEIR p. 1-37) 

The DEIR's GHG analysis is plainly erroneous as a matter of law in light of recent Supreme 
Court case law in CBE v. SCAMQD, supra.  An EIR must analyze a proposed project in 
reference to the real conditions on the ground, not a hypothetical future environment that 
may or may not come to pass.  There can be no dispute that when compared to the actual 
environment, the Project will increase GHG emissions by 46,297 TPY, which exceeds all 
proposed and adopted GHG CEQA significance thresholds.  This is a significant increase 
in GHG emissions that must be acknowledged in the EIR and feasible mitigation measures 
must be adopted to reduce this impact.85 

Dr. Pless also concludes that the Project will have significant GHG impacts, that the DEIR 
underestimates the Project's GHG emissions, and that the DEIR fails to implement feasible 
GHG mitigation measures. 

1.  The DEIR's GHG Analysis Uses an Improper Hypothetical CEQA Baseline 

Every CEQA document must start from a "baseline" assumption.  The CEQA "baseline" is 
the set of environmental conditions against which to compare a project's anticipated 
impacts. (CBE v. SCAQMD, 48 Cal.4th at 321.)  Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 
(14 C.C.R., § 15125(a)) states in pertinent part that a lead agency's environmental review 
under CEQA: 

" ... must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is 
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental 
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a 
Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant." 

                                            

85 Without proper GHG analysis, the Project fails to meet its own objective for "sustainability": 

 Promote sustainability, including measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled, conserve water and 
energy, and encourage recycling of waste. 

 Promote health, productivity, and safety of the University community through design and maintenance 
of the environment. 

 Enhance the Campus recreational and green spaces and increase the diversity of native plant species. 

 Establish and promote the development of an environment that fosters students' academic, personal, 
and social development, thereby minimizing the need for the Campus community to leave the Campus 
area and reducing energy consumed by vehicles. (DEIR p. 11-25.) 
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(See, Save Our Peninsula, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 124-125.)  As the court of appeal has 
explained, "the impacts of the project must be measured against the 'real conditions on the 
ground,'" and not against hypothetical permitted levels.  (Save Our Peninsula, 87 
Cal.App.4th 99,121-123.)  As the court has explained, using such a skewed baseline 
"mislead(s) the public" and "draws a red herring across the path of public input."  (San 
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 656; 
Woodward Park, 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711.) 

The plain language of CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) requires that the baseline be the actual 
emission level at the time environmental analysis is commenced, not a hypothetical 
permitted emission level, or emission levels from years past.  "[T]he impacts of the project 
must be measured against the ‘real conditions on the ground.’"  (Save Our Peninsula, 87 
Cal.App.4th 99, 121-123; EPIC, 131 Cal.App.3d at 358; City of Carmel, 183 Cal.App.3d 
229.) 

In setting the baseline for GHG's the DEIR fails to analyze the "real conditions on the 
ground," and instead compares the project to a hypothetical future environmental that does 
not exist.  This artificial baseline creates the illusion that the Project's increased GHG 
emissions are not significant. 

The DEIR's method violates the plain language of CEQA In Save Our Peninsula, the court 
rejected the County's attempt to set as the baseline the maximum potential water usage 
previously permitted.  (87 Cal.App.4th at 121-122.)  The court stated, "[a]n EIR must focus 
on impacts to the existing environment, not hypothetical situations."  (Id., citing County of 
Amador v. EI Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 955.)  Since the 
owner was not using the full permitted water allotment, and the proposed project would 
increase water usage above actual current usage, the court held that the impact was 
significant and an EIR was required. 

Similarly, in Fat v. Sacramento the court held that a CEQA document for an airport must 
set the baseline on actual, not permitted, airport usage prior to proposed expansion.  (Fat, 
supra, 97 Cal.App.4th at 1278-81)  In Riverwatch, the court held that a CEQA document for 
a quarry must set the baseline as actual, not permitted, quarry usage prior to a proposed 
expansion stating, "we note the generally accepted principle that environmental impacts 
should be examined in light of the environment as it exists when a project is approved."  
(Riverwatch, supra, 76 Cal.App.4th at 1453; see also, Bloom v. McGurk (1994) 26 
Cal.App.4th 1307, 1315.) 

In City of Carmel, the court held that the impacts of a project must be measured against the 
actual existing environment, not against maximum build-out permitted by a previous 
general plan.  (City of Carmel, supra, 183 Cal.App.3d at 246)  The court stated, "[i]n 
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assessing the impact of rezoning, it is only logical that the local agency examine the 
potential impact on the existing physical environment."  (See also, EPIC, supra, 131 
Cal.App.3d 350; Woodward Park, 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711.)  The cases establish that 
the baseline for evaluating environmental impacts of a project must be the actual present 
conditions, not hypothetical future conditions. 

In this case, the DEIR admits that the Project will increase GHG pollution by 46,000 TPY 
over actual conditions.  Nevertheless, the DEIR rejects this increase as insignificant 
because it is allegedly less than the GHG emissions under a future hypothetical "business 
as usual" scenario. T his kind of comparison "can only mislead the public as to the reality of 
the impacts and subvert full consideration of the actual environmental impacts which would 
result."  (EPIC, supra, 131 Cal.App.3d at 358.) 

The only relevant fact is that there is no dispute that the USC Project will increase 
GHG pollution by 46,000 TPY over actual current levels of emissions.  This is a 
significant increase that must be analyzed under CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 25-71 

This comment summarizes a specific comment provided in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern 
California Plan, dated July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 27-30 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy of the greenhouse gas analysis 
and appropriate baseline.  It should be noted that although the Draft EIR uses the 2009 
base year for all analysis of existing conditions and analysis of most Project impacts, this 
approach is clearly not applicable for determining consistency with the statewide AB 32 
goal of achieving 1990 GHG emission levels by 2020, which by definition can only occur in 
the future.  Comparing GHG emissions to existing conditions does not allow for a finding of 
consistency with AB 32.  No changes to the results of the air quality impact analysis or 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment.  

Comment No. 25-72 

2.  The Project's GHG Emissions are Significant Because They Exceed CEQA 
Significance Thresholds 

The Project will increase GHG emissions by over 46,000 TPY above the relevant baseline 
level.  There can be no question that this is a significant increase that must be analyzed 
under CEQA.  The court in CBE v. Richmond, supra, held unequivocally that GHG pollution 
is a significant environmental impact that must be analyzed and thoroughly mitigated under 
CEQA.  The USC DEIR is inadequate for its failure to do so. 
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The DEIR erroneously states that there are no adopted GHG significance thresholds.  
(DEIR pp. IV.B.34)  To the contrary, the CARB has recently adopted a draft CEQA 
Significance Threshold concluding that any project generating more than 7000 TPY of 
GHG emissions is significant under CEQA.  The Project's admitted emission level of 46,000 
TPY of GHG exceeds CARB's CEQA significance threshold by almost 7 times.  The Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District has recently adopted a CEQA significance threshold 
for GHGs of 1100 TPY.86  The Project's GHG emissions exceed the BAAQMD CEQA 
threshold by over 40 times.  The San Diego Air Pollution Control District has adopted a 
draft CEQA significance threshold of 900 TPY of GHG. The Project's emissions exceed 
that threshold by over 50 times.  The Project's emissions exceed every proposed GHG 
significance threshold analyzed in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 
("CAPCOA") White Paper on CEQA and Greenhouse Gases, cited favorably in CBE v. 
Richmond 184 Cal.App.4th at 91.  Given that GHG's are a global environmental problem, 
an increase that is significant in the Bay Area or San Diego can be no less significant in 
Los Angeles.  The Project's GHG emissions are therefore significant within the meaning of 
CEQA and must be analyzed in a recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 25-72 

This comment summarizes a specific comment provided in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern 
California Plan, dated July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment 
No. 27-31 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy of the greenhouse gas analysis 
and established significance thresholds.  No changes to the results of the air quality impact 
analysis or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this 
comment, and no recirculation is required. 

Comment No. 25-73 

3.  The Lack of Regulatory Guidance for Greenhouse Gases Does Not Excuse the 
EIR's Lack of Analysis 

The DEIR appears to conclude that no analysis of greenhouse gas is required because the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District ("SCAQMD") has not adopted final CEQA 
significance thresholds for GHGs.  As discussed above, this is irrelevant since the Project's 
GHG emissions exceed all properly adopted CEQA thresholds, particularly in light of the 
global, not local, nature of GHG pollution. 

                                            

86 See hltp:llwww.baagmd.gov/~/medialFiles/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Adopted%20Thresholds
%20Table_6_2_10.ashx 
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Furthermore, even if there were no controlling CEQA significance thresholds, this would 
still not relieve the lead agency of its statutory obligation under CEQA to determine whether 
or not a project's impacts are significant, and to impose feasible mitigation measures and 
alternatives.  Significance thresholds are only "encouraged" under CEQA and are not a 
prerequisite to an impact analysis. (Guidelines § 15064.7.)  In the absence of final 
thresholds and standards, lead agencies must rely on their own "careful judgment... based 
to the extent possible on scientific and factual data" in determining whether a project's 
global warming-related impacts are significant.  (Guidelines §15064(b); see also Mira Mar 
Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside, 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 493 (2004) ("[A] lead agency 
must necessarily make a policy decision in distinguishing between substantial and 
insubstantial adverse environment impacts").)  The court in Berkeley Jets made clear that 
where there is not a "universally accepted" methodology, a lead agency must still "disclose 
all it can" about project's impacts and evaluate those methodologies that are available.  (91 
Cal.App.4th at 1370.) 

Regardless of whether applicable thresholds exist, the agency must apply CEQA's "fair 
argument" standard.87  (CBE v. CRA, 103 Cal.App.4th at 111-112 (quoting Guideline § 
15064(h)).  In this case, Dr. Petra Pless has concluded that the Project's GHG emissions 
are a significant adverse environmental impact. Since she is an expert in this field, her 
testimony constitutes substantial evidence creating a fair argument that the Project's GHG 
impacts are significant.  GHG's must therefore be analyzed in a recirculated DEIR. 

                                            

87 An impact must be analyzed in the EIR if "there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before 
the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment."  (Pub. Res. Code § 
21080(d) (emphasis added); see also Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927.)  Under the "fair 
argument" standard, an impact must be analyzed if any substantial evidence in the record indicates that a 
project may have an adverse environmental effect-even if contrary evidence exists to support the agency's 
decision.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(1); Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 931; Stanislaus 
Audubon v. Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144,150-151 (1995); Quail Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. 
City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1602.) 

The "fair argument" standard creates a "low threshold" favoring environmental review through an EIR 
rather than through issuance of negative declarations or notices of exemption from CEQA.  (Pocket 
Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 928. As a matter of law, "substantial evidence includes... expert opinion."  
Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1); CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5).)  CEQA Guidelines demand that where 
experts have presented conflicting evidence on the extent of the environmental effects of a project, the 
agency must consider the environmental effects to be Significant and prepare an EIR.  (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15064(f)(5); Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1); Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 935.)  "Significant 
environmental effect" is defined very broadly as "a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in 
the environment."  Pub. Res. Code § 21068; see also Guidelines 15382.  An effect on the environment 
need not be "momentous" to meet the CEQA test for significance; it is enough that the impacts are "not 
trivial."  (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68, 83.) 
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Indeed numerous agencies have analyzed greenhouse gas impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures for other projects, such as the Chevron Richmond Refinery expansion.  
(CBE v. Richmond, supra)  Such analysis and mitigation is clearly feasible even in the 
absence of regulatory guidance.  Under CEQA the lead agency must still make "a good 
faith effort" to fully disclose what they can about project impacts by providing data on 
emissions and use their own "careful judgment ... based to the extent possible on scientific 
and factual data" to determine whether the project's greenhouse gas impacts were 
significant.  (Guidelines §§ 15151, 15064(b).)  The EIR fails to meet these standards, and 
an SEIR is therefore required to analyze the Project's greenhouse gas impacts and to 
propose feasible mitigation. 

Response to Comment No. 25-73 

Contrary to what is stated in this comment, the Draft EIR did provide a thorough 
analysis of GHG emissions and is provided in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  
As discussed in the Draft EIR, the City of Los Angeles and SCAQMD do not have adopted 
GHG thresholds.  Therefore, guidance documents from other agencies were evaluated for 
determining an appropriate significance threshold.  As discussed in Response to Comment 
No. 27-30, CAPCOA identified a number of potential approaches for determining the 
significance of GHG emissions in CEQA documents.  In its white paper, CAPCOA 
suggested making significance determinations on a case-by-case basis when no 
significance thresholds have been formally adopted by a lead agency.  One of the potential 
approaches identified in the CAPCOA White Paper, Threshold 1.1, would require a project 
to meet a percent reduction target.  This target would be based on the average reduction 
from “business-as-usual” emissions identified by CARB as necessary to satisfy AB 32's 
mandate of returning to 1990 levels of GHG emissions by 2020.  CARB has calculated the 
necessary reduction to be approximately 28.4 percent from “business-as-usual.”  The 
CAPCOA White Paper Threshold 1.1 was applied in this Draft EIR.  Please note that the 
City of Los Angeles has not officially adopted this threshold, but it has used this one on a 
number of occasions.  This methodology is supported by substantial evidence and is based 
on the available technical and regulatory guidance.  As concluded in this Draft EIR, the 
proposed Project results in a 29.8 percent reduction in GHG emissions in comparison to 
business as usual and a less than significant GHG impact.  Please note that this reduction 
in emissions only accounts for Project Design Features and does not account for further 
reductions associated with State mandates (e.g., Pavely, Low Carbon Fuel Standards, and 
California Renewables Portfolio Standards). 

Although the commentor references conclusions reached in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report as substantial evidence creating a fair argument that the 
Project’s GHG impacts are significant, the commentor fails to realize that the Letter Report 
misconstrues or misrepresents the significance thresholds cited from other jurisdictions.  
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 27-31 for a detailed discussion of each of the 
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recommended thresholds.  Regardless, the GHG significance threshold used in Draft EIR 
was appropriate for the proposed Project and has been used in other documents within the 
City of Los Angeles.  As discussed above, the proposed Project results in a 29.8 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions in comparison to “business-as-usual” without incorporation of 
State mandates and a less than significant GHG impact. 

The comment does not raise any issue warranting recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-74 

4. The EIR's "De Minimis" Analysis is Contrary to Law 

The DEIR appears to conclude that the Project's GHG emissions are de minimis because 
there only 0.0298% of statewide total.  (DEIR p. 1-37)  This "drop in the bucket" approach 
has been rejected by the courts. 

In Communities for a Better Env't v. Calif. Resources Agency, the court specifically struck 
down a CEQA Guideline which provided that an EIR need not consider significant de 
minimis contributions to a cumulative impact.  (103 Cal.App.4th at 117.)  While the court 
also noted that "one additional molecule" might not be considered a cumulative impact, this 
Project would generate far more than one molecule of greenhouse gas emissions.  (Id. at 
120.)  Indeed, almost any project would appear insignificant, even an oil refinery or power 
plant, if compared to the entire statewide greenhouse gas emissions inventory. 

CEQA requires an analysis of "cumulative impacts," or the impacts of a project together 
with other past, present and future projects.  (CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a).)  This is 
precisely the type of impact created by greenhouse gas emissions.  CEQA section 21083, 
requires a finding that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if "the 
possible effects of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable....  
'Cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects."  "Cumulative impacts" 
are defined as "two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts." (CEQA 
Guidelines section 15355(a).)  "[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single 
project or a number of separate projects."  (CEQA Guidelines section 15355(a).) 

''The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period 
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of time."  (CBE v. CRA, 103 Cal.App.4th at 117.)  A legally adequate cumulative impacts 
analysis views a particular project over time and in conjunction with other related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects whose impacts might 
compound or interrelate with those of the project at hand.  "Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of 
time."  (CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b).) 

As the court stated in CBE v. CRA, 103 Cal.App.4th at 114: 

"Cumulative impact analysis is necessary because the full environmental 
impact of a proposed project cannot be gauged in a vacuum.  One of the 
most important environmental lessons that has been learned is that 
environmental damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of small 
sources.  These sources appear insignificant when considered individually, 
but assume threatening dimensions when considered collectively with other 
sources with which they interact." ( Citations omitted). 

In Kings County Farm Bureau, 221 Cal.App.3d at 718, the court concluded that an EIR 
inadequately considered an air pollution (ozone) cumulative impact.  The court said:  “The 
EIR concludes the project's contributions to ozone levels in the area would be 
immeasurable and, therefore, insignificant because the [cogeneration] plant would emit 
relatively minor amounts of [ozone] precursors compared to the total volume of [ozone] 
precursors emitted in Kings County.  The EIR's analysis uses the magnitude of the current 
ozone problem in the air basin in order to trivialize the project's impact."  The court 
concluded:   "The relevant question to be addressed in the EIR is not the relative amount of 
precursors emitted by the project when compared with preexisting emissions, but whether 
any additional amount of precursor emissions should be considered significant in light of 
the serious nature of the ozone problems in this air basin."  (See also, Friends of Eel River, 
108 Cal.App.4th 859 (EIR for a project that would divert water from the Eel River had to 
consider the cumulative impacts of the project together with other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects that also divert water from the same river system).) 

Due to the global nature of the GHG problem, GHGs are precisely the type of pollutant for 
which a cumulative impact analysis is required.  The failure of the EIR to analyze the 
Project's individual and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions "makes the EIR an 
inadequate informational document."  (Eel River, at 872.) 

Response to Comment No. 25-74 

This comment summarizes a specific comment provided in the Pless 
Environmental’s Letter Report, Review of the Draft EIR for the University of Southern 
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California Plan, dated July 25, 2010.  Therefore, please refer to Response to Comment No. 
27-32 for a detailed response regarding the adequacy of the greenhouse gas analysis and 
cumulative impacts.  No changes to the results of the air quality impact analysis or 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment. 

Comment No. 25-75 

5.  The EIR Improperly Fails to Impose Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce GHG 
Impacts 

Because the EIR fails to identify GHG impacts as significant, it also fails to impose feasible 
mitigation measures.  CEQA's central mandate is that "public agencies should not approve 
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such 
projects."  Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at 1354. 

Dr. Pless outlines numerous feasible mitigation measures that should be required to reduce 
this Project's GHG impacts.  These measures should either be required for the Project, or 
specific findings should be made explaining why each is infeasible.  Dr. Pless concludes: 

 increasing energy efficiency of the residential and commercial buildings beyond 
Title 24 requirements and the requirement that a percentage of housing units that 
are deed-restricted below market rate housing (4% reduction in vehicle trips for 
each deed-restricted unit);88 

 purchasing renewable energy; 

 installation of smart meters; 

 providing shade for a minimum of 50% of the non-roof surfaces; 

 installation of solar-powered street-lights; 

 use of solid wall systems in floors, walls, and roofs; 

 installation of energy-reducing ceiling fans; 

                                            

88 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Software User's Guide:  URBEMIS2007 for Windows 
Version 9.2, Emissions Estimation for Land Use Development Projects, November 2007, p. 41; http://
www.urbemis.com/software/URBEMIS9%20Users%20Manual%20Main%20Body.pdf, accessed January 
22, 2010. 
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 installation of electrical outlets for plug-in hybrids; 

 providing transportation information in a prominent area accessible to residents; 

 and providing for one bicycle space for every 20 car parking spaces;89 

 neighborhood shuttles; 

 paying into a transportation mitigation fund; 

 installation of solar photovoltaic panels. 

Response to Comment No. 25-75 

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-30 through 27-32, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact and, therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required.  Regardless, several of these measures would 
be incorporated into the Project design, as discussed in Response to Comment Nos. 27-44 
and 27-46. 

Comment No. 25-76 

J.  The Project Has Significant Unmitigated Impacts from Hazardous Soil 
Contamination 

The DEIR admits that as a result of prior uses on the site there are numerous hazardous 
materials in the soil at the Project site that may pose significant risks, including solvents, 
metals, dyes and paints.  (DEIR p. IV.E.35)  Several leaking underground storage tanks 
("LUSTs") are identified on the project site.  (DEIR pp. I-57, 60) and 3 abandoned oil wells.  
(DEIR p. 1-62)  The courts have held that the existence of toxic contamination on a Project 
site is a significant impact requiring CEQA review.  McQueen v. Board of Directors (1988) 
202 CaLApp.3d 1136.  When toxic contamination is identified on a project site, the CEQA 
document must propose a feasible clean-up plan to safeguard public health and the 
environment (Id.)  The toxic contamination on site that is likely to be disturbed by Project 
construction is a significant impact requiring analysis and mitigation in an EIR. 

                                            

89 South Coast Air Quality Management District, PR 2301 Examples of Non-Quantifiable Operational 
Mitigation Measures, Residential, March 5, 2008; http://www.aqmd.gov/rules/proposed/2301/pr2301 
residentia nonquant 20080305.pdf, accessed January 25, 2010. 
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Despite these risks, the DEIR fails to impose adequate mitigation measures, and fails to 
analyze the risk of soil vapor intrusion that may affect future residents of the Project.  The 
DEIR contends that with mitigation measures E-1 and E-2, the hazardous contamination 
risks will be rendered insignificant.  (DEIR p. IV.E.35)  However, these measures are 
inadequate to render the risks less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure E-1 provides that if contaminated soil is discovered during excavation 
and construction of the Project, then construction activities will be halted and the soil will be 
analyzed.  (DEIR p. IV.E.43)  This is an entirely inadequate mitigation measure for several 
reasons.  First, it relies on construction workers to identify hazardous soil contamination.  
This may result in significant toxic chemical exposures to construction workers, which is 
itself a significant impact that must be analyzed and mitigated.  Second, construction 
workers are not generally trained in hazardous chemical identification.  As a result, they 
may uncover and be exposed to significant levels of contaminated soil, but not identify the 
contamination.  Third, several hazardous chemicals and metals are odorless and colorless, 
such as cancer-causing benzene, which is typically found around LUST sites.  Therefore, 
workers may be exposed to these toxic materials without their knowledge and without 
precautions.  Mechanical monitoring would be required to identify such odorless or 
colorless contaminants.  Fourth, the mitigation measure relies on improper deferred 
mitigation.  The DEIR does not specify what mitigation measures will be implemented if 
contaminated soil is encountered.  The public must trust that the contamination will be 
identified and unspecified mitigations will be adopted to fully mitigate the risks.  This is 
improper under CEQA. 

As discussed above, CEQA disallows deferring the formulation of mitigation measures to 
post-approval studies.  (CBE v. Richmond, 184 Cal.App.4th at 92, CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(1)(B).)  

The hazardous material mitigation would suffer from even more extreme fatal flaws. The 
public must trust that untrained workers will identify potentially hazardous toxic 
contamination, and if found, that unspecified mitigation measures will be implemented to 
safeguard public health.  Interested parties would be precluded from commenting on their 
adequacy, even though CEQA requires that they be permitted to do so.  The DEIR is rife 
with deferred mitigation measures that fail to meet the threshold tests set forth in CEQA. 

Therefore Mitigation Measure E-1 is clearly inadequate to reduce this admittedly significant 
impact below significance. 

Mitigation Measure E-2 is also inadequate.  It merely requires continued monitoring of 
USTs and removal of USTs in accordance with applicable regulations.  This measure does 
nothing to address contamination already in the soil or from sources other than USTs.  
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Also, the DEIR fails to specify which regulations apply or whether those regulations would 
ensure clean-up to residential standards. 

Therefore, the impacts remain significant despite mitigation.  The significant hazardous 
material impacts must be acknowledged in the EIR, feasible mitigation measures must be 
imposed, and a statement of overriding considerations adopted. 

Response to Comment No. 25-76 

The potential for hazards and hazardous materials is appropriately analyzed in 
Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR.  The mitigation measures 
indentified in the Draft EIR, E-1 through E-6, would mitigate the potentially significant 
impacts to a less than significant level, as discussed in the Draft EIR.  The measures 
require soil sampling by trained personnel in accordance with established standards.  
Remediation of any hazardous materials encountered would be conducted in accordance 
with all laws and regulations, and performed under the oversight of the appropriate 
regulatory agencies, as required.  Contrary to the commentor’s claims, Mitigation Measure 
E-2 would require the remediation of any contaminated soil encountered in connection with 
the removal of any USTs in compliance with all applicable regulations and established 
standards. 

Further, the Project does not propose any housing east of the I-110.  To the extent 
that housing is proposed in the future, the risk of soil vapor intrusion would be performed 
and in the event contamination is identified, remediation would be conducted in accordance 
with all laws and regulations, and performed under the oversight of the appropriate 
regulatory agencies, as required, to satisfy residential standards.  

In response to this comment, the following mitigation measure has been added to 
the Draft EIR as Mitigation Measure E-7 to further ensure a less than significant impact as 
indicated in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR:   

Mitigation Measure E-7:  During construction activities, appropriately trained 
construction foremen and/or supervisors shall be available to monitor the construction site 
for impacted soil.  The foremen and/or supervisors shall be 40-hour OSHA HAZWOPER 
trained.  In addition, field monitoring equipment (such as photo-ionization detectors, flame 
ionization detectors, organic vapor analyzers, or 4-gas meters) shall be utilized by 
construction personnel to monitor site conditions for potential hazardous conditions.  If 
significant levels are detected by the monitoring equipment, or if conditions are identified by 
the construction personnel, the construction activities shall stop until further assessment of 
the situation can be completed by appropriate health and safety personnel. 
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Comment No. 25-77 

K.  The DEIR Fails To Adequately Describe Stormwater Mitigation Measures That Will 
Reduce This Impact To A Level Of Insignificance 

The Project would have a significant stormwater run-off impacts.  The DEIR states, 
"Operation of the proposed Project would develop new buildings and paved areas, thus 
resulting in an increase in impervious surfaces within the Project site.  It is estimated that 
impervious surfaces would increase from 83 percent to 95 percent in Subarea 1 and from 
70 percent to 90 percent in Subarea 3.  Impervious surfaces would continue to comprise 95 
percent in Subarea 2.  Consequently, the proposed Project would result in a change in 
stormwater runoff flows."  (DEIR p. IV.F-19) 

The DEIR notes that: 

the existing public storm drain system serving the Project site and its 
upstream tributary areas is presently under-designed for the majority of the 
site to accommodate the stormwater runoff in the drainage basin.  
Specifically, with the exception of the McClintock storm drain system, the 
existing public storm drains are under designed to accommodate the runoff 
during 10-year and 25-year storm events.  Additionally, based on field 
observations, buildings situate on the east side of Campus presently show 
signs of flooding during rain events.  (DEIR p. IV.F.6) 

However, the DEIR fails to adequately describe mitigation measures that will reduce this 
impact to a level of insignificance.  Instead, the DEIR merely states that a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan ("SWPPP") will be developed in the future, and that it will 
incorporate measures sufficient to reduce the stormwater impacts to a level of 
insignificance.  This is clearly inadequate under CEQA. 

As discussed above, CEQA does not permit deferral of the development of mitigation 
measures until after project approval.  The overall effectiveness of the proposed mitigation 
must be evaluated in the Draft EIR and subjected to public comment. (CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.4(a)(1)(B); Sundstrom, 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308-309.)  An agency may not rely on 
mitigation measures of uncertain efficacy or feasibility.  (Kings County, 221 Cal.App.3d at 
727) This approach helps to "insure the integrity of the process of decision-making by 
precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism from being swept under the rug."  
(Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, 42 Cal. 3d at 935)  By failing to include any 
description of the SWPPP, the EIR "sweeps under the rug" all of the questions concerning 
the effectiveness, and potential adverse impacts of the measure in violation of CEQA. 

To address this significant impact, the DEIR states: 
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"the Project Applicant would prepare and implement site-specific SWPPPs 
[stormwater pollution prevention plans].  The SWPPPs would specify BMPs 
[best management practices] to be used during construction.  BMPs would 
include temporary stormwater controls to be implemented and would but not 
be limited to:  erosion control, sediment control, and nonstormwater 
management and material management.  With regard to operation, the 
Project Applicant would prepare and implement SUSMP [Standard Urban 
Stormwater Management Plans] requirements throughout the operational life 
of the proposed Project.  The SUSMP would specify site-specific operational 
BMPs to be implemented for each new development project within the Project 
area... Operational BMPs would reduce the peak discharge rate (detention) 
and/or reduce the amount of stormwater that enters the existing storm drain 
systems by implementing infiltration systems that recharges the groundwater. 
Detention BMPs would not result in a net increase in the rate of stormwater 
runoff entering the storm drainage system as compared to existing flow rates 
and thus would not increase the likelihood for flooding during a 50-year storm 
event.  Infiltration BMPs would also decrease the amount of stormwater runoff 
that enters the storm drain system and Ballona Creek. 

(DEIR p. IV.F-17) 

Pervious Pavement:  Pervious paving may be considered for light vehicle 
loading in parking areas and pedestrian areas. 

(DEIR p. IV.F-18) 

The DEIR mitigation merely states that USC will develop a SWPPP in the future, and that it 
will consider implementing measures such as pervious pavement.  However, there is no 
description of the actual SWPPP, no assurance that pervious pavement or any other 
measures will actually be included, and most importantly, no assurance that the SWPPP 
will actually reduce stormwater impacts to below significance.  This is plainly inadequate 
deferred mitigation under CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. 25-77 

With regard to flooding and increased runoff, as discussed in Section IV.F.1, 
Hydrology, of the Draft EIR, as part of the SUSMP requirements, site-specific operational 
detention or infiltration BMPs would be implemented for each new development within the 
Project site.  Detention BMP systems would reduce the peak discharge rate to existing or 
below existing rates per City or County guidelines.  Infiltration BMP systems would 
recharge groundwater by means of infiltration while reducing stormwater discharge to 
existing drainage facilities.  Examples of the specific infiltration and detention BMPs to be 
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implemented are provided in Section IV.F.1, Hydrology, and Appendix G of the Draft EIR.  
The infiltration and detention BMPs will result in no net increase to the rate and volume of 
runoff to existing stormdrain systems and ultimately the Ballona Creek.  Therefore, 
stormwater discharge for the design storm up to and including the 50-year storm would be 
maintained or reduced.  Thus, the proposed Project would not exacerbate the existing 
conditions on-site during the projected 50-year developed storm event, which would have 
the potential to harm people or damage property or sensitive biological resources.  With 
implementation of the proposed SUSMP provisions, no significant impacts would occur and 
no mitigation measures would be necessary.  Thus, no deferred mitigation would result, 
contrary to the statement made by the commentor.   

As discussed in Sections IV.F.1, Hydrology, and IV.F.2, Surface Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would be implemented in accordance with all 
applicable regulatory requirements addressing hydrology and surface water quality, 
including those regarding preparation of a SWPPP.  As discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, 
a SWPPP addresses potential impacts during construction of the Project.  The Draft EIR 
does not state that the SWPPP would address potential impacts associated with an 
increase in impervious surface resulting from operation of the Project as suggested by the 
commentor. 

Furthermore, the Draft EIR states that BMPs within the SWPPP would include, but 
not be limited to erosion control, sediment control, and non-stormwater management and 
material management.  Examples of construction BMPs that could be implemented are 
listed in Table IV.F-4 on page IV.F-41 of the Draft EIR.  All regulatory requirements 
including implementation of BMPs would be confirmed by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety as a part of the building permit process.  With 
implementation of the regulatory requirements that include the BMPs specified in the Draft 
EIR, construction of the project would not result in significant impacts associated with 
surface water quality.  Thus, no deferred mitigation associated with the SWPPP would 
result from the Project, contrary to the statement made by the commentor. 

Comment No. 25-78 

Furthermore, the DEIR erroneously concludes that the Project will not have cumulatively 
significant stormwater impacts.  The DEIR states, "the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works would review each future development project on a case-by-case basis to 
ensure sufficient local and regional drainage capacity is available to accommodate 
stormwater runoff.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on surface water hydrology would be 
less than significant."  (DEIR p. IV.F-22)  The fact that the City will review future projects on 
a "case-by-case" basis has nothing to do with whether there will be cumulatively significant 
stormwater impacts.  This "case-by-case" review may or may not be sufficient to reduce 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-395 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

cumulative impacts for each project.  Also, since the Project itself will have individually 
significant stormwater impacts, it will also have cumulatively significant impacts. 

The DEIR must be revised accordingly and actual mitigation measures presented for public 
review and comment. 

Response to Comment No. 25-78 

Section IV.F.1, Surface Water Hydrology, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of 
potential surface water hydrology impacts associated with the proposed Project. Based on 
an in-depth analysis of impacts presented in the Draft EIR, Project-level and cumulative 
impacts on surface water hydrology would be less than significant.  The Draft EIR impact 
analyses and conclusion with respect to surface water hydrology is supported by a detailed 
analysis of the issue presented in the Hydrology Study, provided in Appendix G of the Draft 
EIR.  

The commentor has overlooked a portion of the cumulative analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR.  As stated in the Surface Water Hydrology cumulative analysis presented on 
Page IV.F-21 of the Draft EIR, “the proposed Project in conjunction with forecasted 2030 
growth in the Ballona Creek watershed (inclusive of the 30 related projects identified in 
Section III, Environmental Setting, of this Draft EIR) would cumulatively increase 
stormwater runoff flows potentially resulting in cumulative impacts to surface water 
hydrology.  However, in accordance with City requirements, related projects and other 
future development projects would be required to implement BMPs such that post 
development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates would not exceed the estimated pre-
development rates.  Implementation of these mandatory BMPs would help alleviate the pre-
existing flooding problem experienced by the local storm drain system.”  Thus, the EIR 
appropriately concludes that Project-level and cumulative impacts on surface water 
hydrology would be less than significant.  Therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 

See also Response to Comment No. 25-77. 

Comment No. 25-79 

L.  Police Services Impacts Are Improperly Studied and Mitigation is Deferred 

The DEIR contends insignificant impacts on police services.  (DEIR pp. 1-91, IV.J.5)  This 
conclusion contradicts the Los Angeles Police Department's own November 16, 2009 letter 
that concluded that the Project's size would have a significant impact on police services.  
(DEIR p. IV.J-16-17)  Moreover, both the Southwest Community Police Station and Newton 
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Community Police Station within the Project area already contain higher officer/resident 
ratios than the Citywide average.  (DEIR p. IV.J- 5) 

A DEIR must analyze impacts on police services with specificity.  For example, in Mani 
Bros. v. City of Los Angeles, (2007) 153 Cal.App.4th 1385, a SEIR was required to analyze 
increase police requirements when a building was converted from commercial to residential 
use.  

Where impacts such as those on police services are deemed insignificant with no detailed 
analysis, under the ''fair argument" standard an impact must be analyzed in an EIR 
whenever substantial evidence in the record supports a "fair argument" that significant 
impacts may occur. CEQA's unique "fair argument" standard also applies to a reviewing 
court's examination of an agency's decision concerning preparation of an EIR.  (Gentry v. 
City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1375-76.)  Under the "fair argument" 
standard, an EIR must analyze an impact if any substantial evidence in the record indicates 
that a project may have an adverse environmental effect-even if contrary evidence exists to 
support the agency's decision. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(1); Stanislaus Audubon v. 
Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 144, 150-151 (1995); Quail Botanical Gardens Found., 
Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1602.)  The "fair argument" standard 
creates a "low threshold" favoring environmental review through analysis in an EIR. 
(Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 928.) 

With regard to mitigation of police services impacts, there is no commitment for extra 
personnel, instead "the [a]pplicant shall consult" with LAPD "on crime prevention features 
appropriate for the design of the project."  (DEIR p. IV.J-22.)  This is insufficient.  CEQA 
disallows deferring the formulation of mitigation measures to postapproval studies.  (CBE v. 
Richmond, 184 Cal.App.4th at 92, CEQA Guidelines § 151264(a)(1)(B); Sundstrom, 202 
Cal.App.3d at 308-309.) 

Response to Comment No. 25-79 

Section J.1, Public Services—Police Protection, of the Draft EIR describes the 
existing police services within the Project area and analyzes the potential impacts related 
to these services that would occur as a result of the proposed Project.  The Draft EIR 
analyzes the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) facilities and staff that currently serve 
the Project site and the ability of the LAPD to provide adequate police services for the 
proposed Project, based on information provided by the LAPD, which is included in 
Appendix L of the Draft EIR. 

As stated on Pages IV.J-16 and IV.J-17 of the Draft EIR, in a correspondence letter 
dated November 16, 2009, the LAPD indicated that the Project’s size would have a 
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significant impact on police services, and therefore, recommended that crime prevention 
features be incorporated as part of the proposed Project.  In response, crime prevention 
features were added to the Project.  The Project includes, among others, security features 
similar to those currently provided on the Campus including intrusion alarms, omni-lock 
systems, closed circuit televisions, Lo Jack software for laptops, electronic security devices 
and intrusion detection systems, CPTED features, and blue-light emergency phones.  In 
addition, the University’s Department of Public Safety (DPS) would continue to provide 
security and policing services to the Campus.  The University would integrate its existing 
comprehensive security program into the new development.  

As stated on Page IV.J-17 of the EIR, based on consultation with the LAPD 
subsequent to the November 16, 2009, letter referenced above to review the Project and 
the proposed security features (including continued operation of the University’s DPS at its 
current staff and patrol levels), LAPD has determined that Project impacts on police 
services would be less than significant with implementation of the identified measures.  
Consultation with the LAPD included meetings, written correspondence and detailed 
analysis and data (provided in Appendix L—Los Angeles Police Department 
Correspondence and Data of the Draft EIR) demonstrating substantial evidence to support 
the determination.  

With the proposed Project’s Project Design Features, Project impacts to police 
protection services would be less than significant.  Mitigation measures would further 
reduce impacts.  The LAPD did not specify mitigation of police service impacts by requiring 
commitment for extra personnel; however, USC would expand the existing comprehensive 
security department to the site provided by DPS in order to provide adequate campus 
security. 

Comment No. 25-80 

M.  The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project's Growth Inducing Impacts 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not result in significant growth inducement.  The 
sum total of the DEIR's "analysis" of growth inducement is: 

While the Project's addition to new housing units is consistent with various regional 
and local policies, it will not, in and of itself, foster new growth in the area by 
removing impediments to growth.  As described in the land use section of the Draft 
EIR, the property surrounding the Project is already developed with commercial, 
residential and industrial uses.  All roadway improvements planned for the Project 
are tailored to enhance pedestrian safety or improve circulation flows throughout the 
area consistent with the Project impacts.  Utility and other infrastructure upgrades 
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planned for the Project are intended primarily to meet Project-related demand.  The 
Project households' demand for commercial goods and services will be met by retail, 
services and community facilities, and by existing retail, service and other resources 
already located within proximity to the Project site.  On the contrary, the new 
household demand will help support the viability of existing businesses in the Project 
vicinity, DEIR at page IV,I-63. 

And 

Future growth through 2030 (the Project buildout year), as a result of related projects 
and general ambient growth, would have the potential to alter the existing land use 
environment due to infill development at increased densities, conversions of vacant 
land to new development, and/or conversions of land uses (e.g., commercial to 
residential).  However, future development projects would be subject to existing land 
use zoning and designations as well as environmental review by the City. Therefore, 
such future projects are not expected to fundamentally alter the existing land use 
relationships in the community.  Rather, the concentration of development in the 
area would be expected to promote a more cohesive compatible urban environment.  
DEIR at page 1-75. 

AICP Terrell Watt concludes that, "These conclusions are not supported by facts or 
analysis," As discussed above, every CEQA document must start from a "baseline" 
assumption, defined as "the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, 
as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is commenced." 

Ms. Watt concludes that the DEIR fails to use an appropriate baseline since it does not 
compare the Project to existing conditions, but rather to hypothetical future conditions. She 
states that,  

A revised DEIR must include an analysis of the extent to which the Project 
could lead to growth in the area beyond the existing conditions.  The analysis 
should include identification of those infill parcels in the area that are 
underutilized or vacant and the potential for additional growth to provide 
secondary services to the Project (e.g., from housing to janitorial, plumbing, 
repairs/maintenance and other specialized support services not provided by 
the Project).  Moreover, the analysis should evaluate the precedent for land 
use, zoning and code changes (e.g., FAR and other variances) requested by 
the Project to result in other such requests for growth in the Local Area.  Such 
an analysis should also include an evaluation of the potential for the project to 
"gentrify" the neighborhood thereby displacing existing housing and non-
residential uses. 
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The DEIR and Appendix J acknowledge: 

"Social and economic issues, and housing and population in particular, are 
relevant to the CEQA requirement that an EIR address the growth-inducing 
impacts of a project.  An EIR must [d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed 
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment."  A revised analysis must do just that, determine the ways the 
Project could foster economic or population growth in the surrounding 
environment.  

The DEIR and Appendix J acknowledge: 

Social and economic issues, and housing and population in particular, are 
relevant to the CEQA requirement that an EIR address the growth-inducing 
impacts of a project.  An EIR must '[d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed 
project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. 

AICP Watt concludes that, "A revised analysis must do just that, i.e., determine the ways 
the Project could foster economic or population growth in the surrounding environment." 

Response to Comment No. 25-80 

After lengthy quotations from the Draft EIR’s text on growth-inducement from 
Section IV.I.2 (Housing), the comment states that the growth-inducing impacts conclusions 
are not supported by facts or analysis.  It also states that the entitlements sought for the 
Project could set a precedent for other similar entitlements requests for other properties 
surrounding the Project site, and that the Project therefore could be growth-inducing. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section VI, Other Environmental Considerations (at 
p. VI-12), Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that growth-inducing 
impacts are characteristics of a Project that could directly or indirectly foster economic or 
population growth or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in 
the surrounding environment.  According to the CEQA Guidelines, such projects include 
those that would remove obstacles to population growth (e.g., a major expansion of a 
waste water treatment plant).  In addition, as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines, increases in 
the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new 
facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.   
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The discussion of growth inducement in Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, and 
Section VI, Other Environmental Considerations, is based on analysis presented in 
numerous sections of the Draft EIR, including Sections IV.G, Land Use; IV.I.1, 
Employment; IV.I.2, Housing; IV.I.3, Population; IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation; 
IV.L-1 to IV.L-4, Utility Systems; and Appendix J, Employment, Housing and Population 
Technical Report.  Draft EIR Section VI, Other Environmental Considerations, concludes 
that the Project would not be growth inducing because it would be consistent with the 
growth anticipated for SCAG’s City of Los Angeles Subregion.  In addition, the proposed 
Project would not remove impediments to growth.  The area surrounding the Project site is 
already developed with single-family and multi-family homes, and commercial and 
industrial uses.  In addition, the proposed Project may help accommodate a portion of 
anticipated population growth.  With regard to infrastructure-induced population growth, all 
roadway improvements planned for the proposed Project or as mitigation are intended to 
provide for better circulation flows throughout the area or to improve pedestrian safety and 
would not open any large undeveloped areas for new use.  Utility and other infrastructure 
upgrades, if necessary, are also intended primarily to meet Project-related demand.  The 
proposed Project’s demand for commercial goods and services would be met by new retail, 
services and community facilities, and by existing retail, service and other resources 
already located within proximity to the Project site.  No new development specifically to 
meet the proposed Project’s scale of household demand would be needed.  In conclusion, 
the proposed Project is expected to satisfy a portion of the unmet population growth.  The 
proposed Project would also be consistent with the growth forecast for the City of Los 
Angeles Subregion, and would be consistent with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, 
efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air quality 
through the reduction of vehicle miles traveled. 

As to any precedential value of Project entitlements for other projects in the 
surrounding area, future applications for any such entitlements would, like the Project, be 
subject to independent review and approval by the City, including compliance with CEQA.  
To the extent that there are other reasonably foreseeable projects planned for the general 
area around the Project, such development was included in cumulative analysis presented 
throughout the Draft EIR.  The Project entitlements involve a Specific Plan that solely 
applies to the Project area itself, and would not be applicable to other properties in the 
surrounding area.  Any additional analysis relating to the possibility of Project entitlements 
potentially serving as precedent for approvals upon other properties would be speculative 
and is not warranted. 
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Comment No. 25-81 

N. Environment Justice Impacts Merit Better Analysis 

There is no evidence here that the DEIR has meaningfully analyzed environmental justice 
obligations in connection with the Specific Plan Project.  An environmental justice analysis 
should be undertaken to identify disproportionate adverse impacts on minority and low-
income populations affected by the Project.  Yet, there is no comprehensive demographic 
analysis in the DEIR aimed at documenting and mitigating such disproportionate 
environmental justice impacts. 

Governing laws include: 

California SB 115 (Chapter 690, Statutes of 1999) that defines "environmental justice" in 
Statute.  The Governor's Office of Planning and Research is the coordinating agency with 
the California Environmental Protection Agency for environmental justice programs.  The 
bill also requires Cal/EPA to develop a model environmental justice mission statement for 
its boards, departments, and offices by January 1, 2001. 

Government Code Section 65040.12 defines "environmental justice" as "the fair treatment 
of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies." 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Section 3.1.9 requires that the City "assure 
that fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, incomes and education levels with 
respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies, including affirmative efforts to inform and involve environmental 
groups, especially environmental justice groups, in early planning stages through 
notification and two-way communication." 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element Section 7.3 requires that the City 
"[a]ssure the fair and equitable treatment of people of all races, cultures, incomes and 
education levels with respect to the development and implementation of citywide 
transportation policies and programs, including affirmative efforts to inform and involve 
environmental groups, especially environmental justice groups, in the planning and 
monitoring process through notification and two-way communication."  

While the DEIR briefly identifies these policies (DEIR pp. IV.G-53, 109), this analysis is too 
cursory and unsatisfactory.  A more thorough and comprehensive environmental justice 
analysis can be that modeled on the 2005 Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition 
Master Plan, an analogous City of Los Angeles Project with major impacts.  The 
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environmental justice analysis for that DEIR including census tract data, poverty and 
income statistics, demographic data and mitigation (including a community impact fund) 
can be located at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/EIR/BradleyLandfill/DEIR/5.0%20
General%20Impact%20Categories.pdf. 

Response to Comment No. 25-81 

Analysis of Environmental Justice is not required under CEQA.  Nonetheless, as 
indicated in the policy analysis provided in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the 
Project would be consistent with the City’s environmental justice policies that are generally 
directed at policymakers and enforcement entities rather than at individual development 
projects.  Further, the concept of Environmental Justice is typically associated with poorer 
communities being frequently burdened with undesirable land uses, such as landfills and 
industrial uses, which is why such an analysis was appropriate for the referenced Bradley 
Landfill and Recycling Center project, which, contrary to the commentor’s claim, is in no 
way similar to the proposed Project.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-82 

O.  Recreation Impacts Need Further Assessment and Mitigation 

The DEIR proposes zero mitigation measures for recreation impacts.  (DEIR p. IV.J-115.)  
We are concerned that this environmental impact can be better addressed. 

The "Nexus Study" will assess the potentially significant impacts of the not yet published 
Specific Plan development on green space, and identify mitigation for those impacts.  Yet, 
it is not complete.  In this circumstance, the DEIR must be recirculated to include the 
"Nexus Study." 

Also, it is unclear from the DEIR how much public access is available for the existing and 
new open space on the campus.  The proposed Project would provide for new open space 
areas and landscaping that would integrate new buildings and enhance the existing 
character of the Project site and surrounding area, while serving the recreational needs of 
Project students and the community.  Open space may be located at or above grade, or on 
rooftops and may include courtyards, plazas, pedestrian paseos, pedestrian streets, roof 
terraces, gardens, other similar outdoor gathering places, and athletic courts and fields. 
How much of this can the community from the Neighborhood use? 

Additional open space within and outside the Project area that is accessible to the new 
University population and the community from the Neighborhood should be considered.  
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The DEIR p. IV.J-111 notes with regard to the standards for neighborhood parks, 9.31 
acres of community parkland would be needed to be provided to meet the long-range 
standard and approximately 4.66 acres would need to be provided to meet the more 
attainable short- and intermediate-range standard of one acre per 1,000 residents.  Also, 
Section 12.33 of the LAMC prohibits the rezoning of a property for a multiple residential use 
unless the parkland dedication and/or payment of in-lieu fee requirements of Section 17.12 
are met. The Project's 250 faculty housing units would be subject to this requirement. 

Mitigation that must be considered in this circumstance must include support of the local 
community land trust and other open space land conservation organizations. 

Response to Comment No. 25-82 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would provide for approximately 
14.28 acres of new open space areas and landscaping that would integrate new buildings 
and enhance the existing character of the Project site and surrounding area.  As discussed 
in the Draft EIR, through the proposed Project’s provision of open space and recreational 
facilities as well as the availability of the existing University recreation facilities and open 
space, which includes approximately 14.9 acres of active indoor and outdoor open space 
areas and 31.7 acres of passive open space areas, the proposed Project’s demand for 
parks and recreation facilities would be adequately met.  Thus, the proposed Project would 
not substantially increase the use of off-site neighborhood and regional parks and 
recreational facilities, nor would it substantially increase demand for recreation programs.  
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 2-3, the proposed Project would provide 
landscaped pedestrian pathways as well as open space areas, including plazas and 
courtyards in the vicinity of the retail/commercial uses that would be open to the public.  
Guests, who include family members of USC faculty as well as the general community, 
may also utilize USC’s recreational facilities (i.e., Lyon Recreation Center, Physical 
Education Building and Cromwell Field) by purchasing a membership.  The University also 
provides for programmed use of its facilities by various organizations in the community 
(e.g., LAUSD, youth summer camps) and such programmed use of facilities would be 
expected to continue with implementation of the Project.  

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 25-83 

P.  The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Project Impacts on Cultural 
Resources 

According to the DEIR, the Project as proposed will result in potentially significant impacts 
to Cultural Resources due to the removal of up to five eligible historic resources within 
Subareas 1 and 2.  Removal of these buildings would result in significant aesthetic impacts. 
In addition, because "potential conceptual" development sites are proposed throughout the 
entire campus near other individually eligible historic resources, there is also the potential 
for the new buildings to impact the setting of these existing resources. 

Because so much is not known about the Project, the DEIR's analysis of cultural resources 
is premature.  That said, even at this conceptual level, the DEIR could identify mitigation 
measures and an alternative that would reduce or eliminate these impacts.  To that end, 
the mitigation measure identified in the DEIR – creation of an AMMA – is a potentially 
meaningful measure.  However, the measure is improperly deferred and therefore its 
benefits cannot be measured.  The AMMA should be completed and included in a revised 
DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 25-83 

Please see Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the five properties eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Resources. 

The commenter’s concern regarding the “premature” analysis of cultural resources 
within the Draft EIR has been noted.  Analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources is 
required under CEQA.  Mitigation to reduce impacts to historic resources has been 
included in the AMMA proposed in the FEIR.  For a more detailed discussion of the AMMA, 
please see Topical Response No. 5 regarding the AMMA.  In addition, as indicated in 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, the AMMA has 
been added as Appendix C-3 to the Draft EIR.  For the full text of this added appendix, see 
the appendices to this Final EIR.  The comment does not raise an issue warranting a 
revised or recirculated Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 25-84 

Finally, the DEIR's rejection of an alternative that would eliminate impacts to historic 
resources is without sufficient analysis or evidence.  A revised DEIR should include further 
evidence supporting rejection of an alternative that would further reduce or eliminate 
impacts to historic buildings and other resources. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-84 

Please see Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding historic resources. 

Comment No. 25-85 

Q.  Odor Impacts Are Improperly Analyzed 

The DEIR has a patently inadequate and inaccurate odor analysis section.  The DEIR 
analyzes only the impact of the Project on nearby receptors.  (DEIR pp. 1-37, 39; IV.B.66)  
However, the DEIR ignores the impacts of odor-causing sources on residents of the 
proposed Project.  Since there are several odor-causing facilities in the vicinity of the 
Project (DEIR pp. IV.B.66, IV.B.63), this is a significant omission.  A revised DEIR must be 
recirculated to analyze the Project's odor impacts. 

The SCAQMD's operative CEQA Handbook provides that an EIR must analyze both 
"Projects that could create or be subjected to objectionable odors."  (SCAQMD CEQA 
Handbook, p. 6-8 (1993))  Thus, the EIR must analyze both odors created by the Project, 
as well as odors in the surrounding area that could impact future residents and workers in 
the proposed Project.  The USC EIR analyzes only the Project's impacts, not the impact 
that odor-causing facilities in the area may have on the Project.  Therefore, the document is 
inadequate. 

The DEIR states that the Project will have no significant impacts related to odor because 
the Project itself will not be a major source of odors.  However, the DEIR ignores the 
impact that odor-causing facilities in the area may have on the Project. 

The DEIR admits that there are several odor-causing facilities within one mile of the 
proposed Project.  (DEIR pp. IV.B.66, IV.B.63)  By placing residents, workers and hotel 
guests within one mile of these potential odor sources, the Project would have a significant 
impact that must be analyzed and mitigated under CEQA.  This impact must be analyzed in 
a recirculated draft EIR and mitigation measures proposed. 

Response to Comment No. 25-85 

While this comment correctly cites that the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook (1993) 
states “that an EIR must analyze both projects that could create or be subjected to 
objectionable odors,” please note this section of the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook is from 
Table 6-1, Preparing the Initial Study, and does not provide specific details on the 
procedures of the recommended analysis.  Section 5.4 of the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook 
(Evaluating Projects for Odor Impacts) states that “...if the proposed project is in close 
proximity to a use identified in Figure 5-5 or is one of these uses, then potential odor 
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impacts should be addressed.”  None of the air toxic emitting sources provided on page 
IV.B.63 of the Draft EIR are identified in Figure 5-5 and, therefore, no additional analysis 
was necessary.  Please also note that the identified facilities on page IV.B.63 of the Draft 
EIR were also reviewed on the SCAQMD FINDS database to determine whether these 
facilities had any odor complaints, of which there were none.  This comment does not 
change the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR, and a 
recirculated Draft EIR and mitigation measures are not warranted. 

Comment No. 25-86 

R.  There Is Improper Deferral of the Sign Program and Impacts 

The DEIR (p. G.IV-39) defers the master sign program to the future.  "A master sign plan 
would be prepared for Subarea 3A prior to the issuance of any sign permits.  The master 
sign plan would identify all sign types that can be viewed from the street, sidewalk or public 
right-of-way."  Yet, without any depictions, the DEIR references signs up to 800 sq ft. - this 
would be a very large 28 x 28 ft. sign. 

The impacts of signage should not be overlooked of deferred in this manner.  Such 
aesthetic impacts are significant.  CEOA impacts may include aesthetic, land use and 
traffic impacts.  See CEOA Guidelines App. G.  No special expertise is needed to show 
significant aesthetic impacts (Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 937) and numerous 
cases deem such impacts on visual and scenic resources as significant.  (Ocean View 
Estates v. Montecito Water Dist, 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 401 (2004); Eller Media, 108 
Cal.App.4th at 43; Quail Botanic Gardens, 29 Cal.App.4th at 1603-1605 (1994).) 

The Neighborhood deserves the best protections form visual blight.  In particular, all digital 
signs should be banned now.  This is especially true in light of the controversy over 
billboard and other supergraphic visual impacts in the adjacent downtown Los Angeles 
area, as well as in Hollywood.90 

Response to Comment No. 25-86 

All Project signage would be subject to the detailed signage guidelines of the 
proposed Urban Design Guidelines, which are Project Design Features and not Mitigation 
Measures.  These guidelines are listed on page IV.A-53 in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR.  As Project Design Features, these guidelines would be integrated into the 
                                            

90 See http://articles.latimes.com/2008/sep/11/Iocal/me-signs11 and http://www.laindependent.com/news/
local/hollywood/44854582.html. 
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proposed Specific Plan, and as such, would be legally enforceable.  An analysis of the 
environmental impacts from Project signage is also presented in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, 
of the Draft EIR.  The analysis addresses aesthetics/visual quality impacts of signage 
(starting at page IV.A-61), consistency with applicable guidelines and regulations regarding 
signage (starting at page IV.A-79), and lighting impacts from signage (starting at page 
IV.A-98).  The analysis concludes that aesthetic impacts related to signage would be less 
than significant.   

The portion of the comment that suggests that the City ban digital signs does not 
raise an issue specific to the Draft EIR, but is noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-87 

S.  The DEIR's Analysis of Cumulative Impacts Is Legally Inadequate 

The DEIR fails to discuss the Project's contribution to significant cumulative impacts, as 
required by CEQA. CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a).  "Cumulative impacts" are defined as 
"two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which 
compound or increase other environmental impacts."  Guidelines § 15355.  [I]ndividual 
effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects."  
Id. § 15355(a).  "Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant projects taking place over a period of time."  Id. § 15355(b).  The cumulative 
impacts concept recognizes that "[t]he full environmental impact of a proposed... action 
cannot be gauged in a vacuum."  (Whitman, 88 Cal.App.3d at 408.) 

Here, the DEIR provides a list of related projects that are purportedly evaluated in the 
cumulative impacts analysis.  (DEIR pp. 111-25-27.)  Throughout the DEIR, the cumulative 
impacts analyses provides little information about the potential impacts of the identified 
related projects.  Instead, the DEIR simply relies on the significance conclusions for the 
Project's own impacts in determining whether the Project's impacts would be cumulatively 
considerable.  See, e.g., DEIR at p. IV.G-117-118 (finding no significant cumulative land 
use impacts where the Project's individual impact is deemed less than significant); IV.J-115 
(finding no significant cumulative recreation impacts where the Project's individual impact is 
deemed less than significant). 

Also, with regard to cumulative impacts on employment, the DEIR uses the 2009-2030 
forecasted employment growth as a proxy for "related projects" because the employment 
impacts of individual developments that may actually occur between 2009 and 2030 cannot 
be reasonably foreseen over the period of the Project buildout.  (DEIR p. 1-84 and Section 
IV.1-1.  (Based on this approach, the DEIR concludes that the Project's incremental 
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employment effect is not "cumulatively considerable" within the meaning of CEQA and 
hence its cumulative employment impact is less than significant.  DEIR at page 1-84 and 
Section IV.1-1.  To the contrary, there is information concerning likely future employment 
growth based on the cumulative list as well as planning and zoning. A revised analysis 
should be prepared that uses both methodologies to reevaluate cumulative impacts to jobs 
and in particular jobs-housing fit. 

This approach ignores CEQA's command to consider the cumulative effects resulting from 
"individually minor but collectively significant projects."  CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b).  
Thus, the DEIR's cumulative impacts analysis is legally inadequate.  Particular failings of 
cumulative analysis are referenced throughout this letter.  The DEIR's approach to 
considering cumulative impacts is haphazard and does not meet the mandates of CEQA.  
The DEIR must be revised to provide all of the required elements for "an adequate 
discussion of significant cumulative impacts" listed in CEQA Guideline 15130(b). 

Response to Comment No. 25-87 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a discussion of the 
Project’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts for each environmental issue area 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Cumulative study areas are defined for each environmental 
issue area based on an analysis of the geographical scope relevant to each particular 
environmental issue.  Therefore, the cumulative study area for each individual 
environmental impact issue varies.  For example, a cumulative land use impact generally 
could only affect the compatibility of uses within the vicinity of the Project site, while a 
cumulative air quality impact could affect the entire South Coast Air Basin.  The specific 
boundaries and the projected growth within those boundaries for the cumulative study area 
of each environmental issue are identified in the applicable environmental issue section in 
Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Draft EIR. 

For the purposes of the cumulative analyses in the Draft EIR, growth forecasts from 
the SCAG’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan for 2030 (the Project’s buildout year) were 
utilized to analyze cumulative growth effects.  In addition, 30 related projects were 
identified within the vicinity of the Project site.  Based on an analysis of the related project’s 
growth (in terms of population, housing, and employment) in comparison with the SCAG’s 
2030 growth forecasts by SCAG’s Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs), the growth attributable to 
these 30 related projects are within SCAG forecasts.  Thus, both specific related projects 
and anticipated growth through 2030 are accounted for in the cumulative analyses within 
the Draft EIR.   

The analysis of cumulative land use impacts on pages IV.G-116 through IV.G-118 of 
the Draft EIR accounts for each of the related projects and appropriately focuses on the 
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related projects closer to the Project site that may have the potential to result in significant 
cumulative land use impacts.  Cumulative land use impacts associated with consistency 
with plans, land use compatibility and urban decay are addressed and are determined to be 
less than significant.  In addition, the analysis of cumulative parks and recreation impacts 
on pages IV.J-114 through IV.J-116 focuses on projected growth and related projects that 
are within the same service area as the proposed Project.  The analysis determines that 
with required compliance with the Quimby Act and the LAMC, and implementation of 
mitigation measures as part of the discretionary review process, cumulative impacts to 
parks and recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

With regard to cumulative impacts associated with employment, the scale of growth 
projected by SCAG for the City of Los Angeles Subregion between 2009 and 2030 is 
reasonably assumed to incorporate all jobs, households and population associated with 
individual developments in the general vicinity of the USC University Park campus that are 
included on the City’s “related projects” list.  This approach to cumulative analysis is 
consistent with the “Summary of Projections” method described in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130(b)(1)(B). 

This comment does not change the results of the analyses or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR, and a recirculated Draft EIR and mitigation measures are not 
warranted. 

Comment No. 25-88 

VII.  THE DEIR IMPROPERLY RELIES ON UNSUPPORTED STATEMENTS OF 
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS TO IGNORE ALL OF THE PROJECT'S SIGNIFICANT 
ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have numerous significant, unmitigated 
environmental impacts.  As a result a statement of overriding considerations will be 
required.  However, the DEIR appears to believe that the City can avoid its responsibility to 
mitigate adverse environmental impacts simply by issuing a statement of overriding 
considerations.  This is erroneous.  CEQA requires imposition of all feasible mitigation 
measures and alternatives to reduce adverse impacts.  A statement of overriding 
considerations is allowed only if the environmental impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable after the imposition of all feasible mitigation.  The DEIR fails to meet these 
CEQA standards for almost all significant impacts.  For each significant impact, the City 
fails to impose feasible mitigation measures and instead relies on unsupported and 
unsupportable statements of overriding considerations.  This is improper under CEQA. 
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Under CEQA, when an agency approves a project with significant environmental impacts 
that will not be fully mitigated, it must adopt a "statement of overriding considerations" 
finding that, because of the project's overriding benefits, it is approving the project despite 
its environmental harm.  (14 Cal.Code Regs. §15043; Pub. Res. Code §21081(B); Sierra 
Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1212, 1222)   A statement of overriding 
considerations expresses the "larger, more general reasons for approving the project, such 
as the need to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes and the like."  (Concerned 
Citizens of South Central LA v. Los Angeles Unif. Sch. Dist. (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 
847.) 

A statement of overriding considerations must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record.  (14 Cal.Code Regs. §15093(b); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa Co. (1992) 10 
Cal.App.4th 1212, 1223).)  The agency must make "a fully informed and publicly disclosed" 
decision that "specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy 
of reducing or avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project."  (15 Cal.Code 
Regs. §15043(b))  As with all findings, the agency must present an explanation to supply 
the logical steps between the ultimate finding and the facts in the record.  (Topanga Assn. 
for a Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 515.) 

An agency may adopt a statement of overriding considerations only after it has imposed all 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce a project's impact to less than significant levels.  
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, 15091.)  CEQA prohibits agencies from approving projects 
with significant environmental impacts when feasible mitigation measures can substantially 
lessen or avoid such impacts.  (Pub. Res. Code § 21002.)  As explained in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15092(b)(2), an agency is prohibited from approving a project unless it 
has "[e]liminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where 
feasible." 

CEQA prohibits agencies from approving projects with significant environmental impacts 
when feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen or avoid such impacts.  (Pub. 
Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, 15092(b)(2).)  Further, its findings to this effect 
must be supported with meaningful detail and independent analysis contained in the EIR or 
administrative record.  (Preservation Action Council, 46 Cal.Rptr.3d at 917-19.)  Put 
differently, a statement of overriding consideration is not a substitute for the findings 
required by CEQA section 21081; instead, a statement of overriding considerations 
must supplement the City's findings and support its determination to proceed with 
the Project despite its adverse effects.  (Federation of Hillside & Canyon Assns, 126 
Cal.App.4th at 1201.) 

Here, the DEIR fails to propose feasible mitigation measures.  Therefore, the City may not 
issue a statement of overriding considerations.  The DEIR proposes to adopt statements of 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-411 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

overriding considerations even though there are many feasible mitigation measures that 
will not be imposed.  As approved, the Project will cause significant environmental impacts 
to public housing, traffic, air quality, GHG, public services, and other impacts discussed in 
this letter and the DEIR.  Our experts discuss that feasible mitigation measures exist to 
reduce the Project's impacts on air quality, traffic, greenhouse gases, and other impacts.  
Yet, the City has failed to impose feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts.  
Therefore the City may not adopt a statement of overriding considerations. 

If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may approve the 
project only upon finding that it has "eliminated or substantially lessened all significant 
effects on the environment where feasible" and that any unavoidable significant effects on 
the environment are "acceptable due to overriding concerns" specified in CEQA section 
21081.  (Guidelines, § 15092, subd. (b)(2)(A) & (B).) 

If the project has significant effects on the environment despite the imposition of mitigation 
measures, the agency may only approve the project if it adopts a "statement of overriding 
considerations," finding that the project's economic or other benefits outweigh its adverse 
environmental impacts.  As the Court bluntly stated: 

"There is a sort of grand design in CEQA:   Projects which significantly affect 
the environment can go forward, but only after the elected decision makers 
have their noses rubbed in those environmental effects, and vote to go 
forward anyway."  CEQA section 21081; CEQA Guidelines, § 15092, subd. 
(b)(2)(A) & (B); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa County (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 
1212, 1222.  

In this case, the DEIR admits that the Project will have adverse air quality, traffic and other 
impacts.  Yet, it proposes to move forward with the Project without imposing feasible 
mitigation measures. This is a plain violation of CEQA because the DEIR lacks substantial 
evidence to show that the economic benefits of the project outweigh its environmental 
costs.  Even if the DEIR imposed all feasible mitigation measures (which it does not), a 
statement of overriding considerations still must be supported by Substantial evidence.  A 
statement of overriding considerations must be supported by Substantial evidence in the 
record.  (14 Cal.Code Regs. §15093(b); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa Co. (1992) 10 
Cal.App.4th 1212, 1223).)  In this case, there is no substantial evidence to support the 
issuance of a statement of overriding considerations, and a statement therefore may not be 
issued.  Key among the findings that the lead agency must make is that: 

"Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in 
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the environmental impact report.. [sic] [and that those] benefits of the project 
outweigh the significant effects on the environment."  (Pub. Res. Code 
§21081(a)(3), (b).) 

Thus, the City must make specific findings, supported by substantial evidence, 
concerning both the environmental impacts of the Project, and the economic benefits 
including "the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers" created.  
The DEIR fails to provide substantial evidence to support a statement of overriding 
considerations. 

Response to Comment No. 25-88 

The Draft EIR determined that the Project would result in significant unavoidable 
environmental impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, historic resources, noise, 
transportation and circulation, access and solid waste.  The Draft EIR provides feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s significant environmental impacts associated 
with these and other environmental topic areas.  Additional mitigation measures have been 
provided in response to comments received on the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR IR.  In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines, the Draft EIR also evaluates the extent to which the significant impacts of the 
Project could be reduced or avoided through the implementation of feasible alternatives to 
the proposed Project.  In addition, contrary to the statement made in this comment, the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts associated with public housing, 
greenhouse gases or public services as demonstrated in the detailed analyses provided in 
the Draft EIR.  Thus, no additional mitigation measures are required for these 
environmental issue areas. 

The City is responsible for certifying the EIR and adopting a mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program for mitigation measures needed to address the proposed Project’s 
significant environmental impacts.  For projects that result in any unmitigated or under-
mitigated significant environmental effects, the City may, after making a series of findings, 
certify the EIR upon adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.  The Draft EIR does not contain a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations for the proposed Project since such a document would be 
premature as part of a Draft EIR.  However, in accordance with Section 15126.2(b) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, Section VI, Other Environmental Considerations, of the Draft EIR 
includes a discussion of the reasons why the Project is being proposed, notwithstanding its 
significant unavoidable impacts.  In accordance with CEQA requirements, the City will 
prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations once the Final EIR is completed.  The 
Statement of Overriding Considerations will then be considered by the decision-makers at 
future public hearings for the Project. 
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Comment No. 25-89 

Yet, the DEIR makes no effort whatsoever to analyze the fiscal impacts related to jobs to 
be created by the Proposed project, or the quality of the new jobs.  Although the DEIR 
projects that the Project will result in 3514 new direct and indirect jobs, (DEIR 1- 83), the 
document makes no effort to assess the quality, or pay rate of those jobs.  As discussed 
above, CEQA expressly requires an analysis of:  "Specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including the provision of employment opportunities 
for highly trained workers."  (Pub. Res. Code §21081(a)(3), (b))  The DEIR makes no 
attempt to determine whether new jobs created by the Project, in either the construction 
phase or the operational phase, will be for "highly trained workers," and what the likely 
salary and wage ranges of these jobs will be.  Without this information, the City lacks 
substantial evidence to make any statement of overriding considerations. 

The City should require payment of prevailing wages for all construction phase workers, 
and living wages for all operational phase workers.  Such a requirement will ensure that the 
Project provides "employment opportunities for highly trained workers" in accordance with 
the mandates of CEQA.  Without such requirements, the Project may actually depress 
wage rates and fail to provide high quality job opportunities.  

In short, the City cannot find that the economic benefits of the Project outweigh the 
environmental costs if it does not know what the economic benefits will be.  A revised DEIR 
is required to provide this information. 

Response to Comment No. 25-89 

As noted in Section IV.I.1 of the Draft EIR, Employment, and Appendix J, 
Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report, the City’s administrative record for 
the Project includes a detailed analysis of the general economic and fiscal impacts of the 
proposed Project.91  Among the appendices to this report is an itemization of the 
compensation (wages and benefits) associated with direct, indirect and induced jobs in 
scores of industry sectors in the Los Angeles County economy that will be created as a 
result of the investment in Project construction and annual operation of the Project’s 
improvements once they are completed.  This includes estimates of the number of jobs and 
compensation paid to construction workers.  The analysis in this report provides the factual 
foundation for the Project’s general economic benefits to the Los Angeles region and its 
fiscal benefits to the City of Los Angeles. 

                                            

91  HR&A Advisors, Inc., An Assessment of the Economic and Fiscal Impacts of the USC Development Plan, 
prepared for USC, May 2010. 
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The CEQA provision cited in this comment relates to findings that must be made in 
order for a public agency to approve a project with unmitigated significant impacts; it does 
not, however, expressly require such analysis in an EIR, as the comment implies.  Thus, 
any changes to the fiscal impact analysis would not change the conclusions reached in the 
EIR.  Other comments regarding payment of prevailing or living wages are not 
environmental issues.  These comments are noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 25-90 

VIII. RECIRCULATION OF A NEW RDEIR IS REQUIRED 

In light of our comments, the absence of the "Nexus Study," and the expert comments of 
Dr. Petra Pless, Tom Brohard, P.E., and Terrell Watt, AICP, submitted herewith, the City 
must recirculate a revised or supplemental DEIR.92 

Recirculation of an EIR prior to certification is required "when the new information added to 
an EIR discloses:  (1) a new substantial environmental impact resulting from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented (cf. Guidelines, § 15162, 
subd. (a)(1), (3)(B)(1)); (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance 

                                            

92 Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process.  Public review of environmental documents 
serves the following purposes:  (a) sharing expertise; (b) disclosing agency analyses; (c) checking for 
accuracy; (d) detecting omissions; (e) discovering public concerns; and (f) soliciting counter proposals.  
CEQA Guidelines § 15200.  "[T]he 'privileged position' that members of the public hold in the CEQA 
process... is based on a belief that citizens can make important contributions to environmental protection 
and on notions of democratic decision making..."  (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, supra, 42 Cal.3d at 
936.) 

Evaluation and response to public comments is also essential.  Failure to comply with the requirement can 
lead to disapproval of a project.  CEQA Guidelines Discussion, § 15088.  An agency's responses to 
comments must specifically explain the reasons for rejecting suggestions received in comments and for 
proceeding with a project despite its environmental impacts.  Such explanations must be supported with 
specific references to empirical information, scientific authority, and/or explanatory information.  (Cleary v. 
County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348, 357.)  The responses, moreover, must manifest a good 
faith, reasoned analysis; conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice.  
(People v. County of Kern (1974) 39 Cal.App.3d 830, 841.) 

Given the expert comments submitted herewith, the City must respond respectfully and substantively in a 
RDEIR.  First, by definition, expert opinion is substantial evidence under CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines, § 
15064(f)(5).  The City provide absolutely no substantial evidence to support its conclusion that these 
impacts will be insignificant.  It is the City's duty to investigate, not the public's.  (Sundstrom, 202 
Cal.App.3d at 296 ("CEQA places the burden of environmental investigation on government rather than 
the public").) 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-415 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

(cf. Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a)(3)(B)(2)); (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation 
measure that clearly would lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but which the 
project's proponents decline to adopt (cf. Guidelines, § 15162, subd. (a)(3)(B)(3), (4)); or 
(4) that the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in 
nature that public comment on the draft was in effect meaningless."  (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1130, 
citing Mountain Lion Coalition, 214 Cal.App.3d 1043.) 

CEQA Guidelines section 15162 further elucidate the situations in which a subsequent EIR 
(or, under Section 15163, a supplemental EIR) must be prepared:  "(3) New information of 
substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the 
exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as complete or 
the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following:  (A) The project will have 
one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration; 
(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 
the previous EIR; (C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be 
feasible would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or (D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation 
measure or alternative." 

In this instance, the DEIR failed to analyze significant environmental impacts pertaining to 
the Project and to fully consider available alternatives and mitigation measures to address 
those impacts. These impacts and mitigation measures must be fully analyzed in a revised 
EIR and the EIR recirculated before any further consideration of the Revised Project may 
take place. Alternatively, a supplemental EIR must be prepared that fully analyzes these 
issues. 

Response to Comment No. 25-90 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  As 
demonstrated by the responses to the comments within and attached to this comment 
letter, recirculation of the Draft EIR or preparation of a supplemental EIR as set forth under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 is not required.  Specifically, these comments do not 
demonstrate that a new significant impact or a substantial increase in the severity of a 
significant impact already identified in the Draft EIR would occur.  Rather, the Draft EIR 
provides a complete and thorough analysis of environmental impacts pertaining to the 
Project and fully considers a range of available alternatives and feasible mitigation 
measures to address impacts.   
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In response to comments made in this comment letter, additional mitigation 
measures have been included in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR.  In addition, the City has substantively responded to each of the comments 
raised regarding the Draft EIR. 

Public participation under the CEQA process is essential as indicated by the 
commentor.  The City of Los Angeles has engaged in an active public review process for 
the Project.  A Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR was circulated for a 30-day review 
period and a public scoping meeting was held during that timeframe.  In addition, a Notice 
of Completion and Availability for the Draft EIR was distributed to over 5,000 addresses.  
The Draft EIR was posted on the City's website and made available at the City and at local 
libraries.  In addition, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that 
was extended by 15 days, for a total of 60 days.  Although not required by CEQA, a public 
open house was held during the Draft EIR comment period to review and discuss the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment No. 25-91 

IX.  CONCLUSION 

After carefully reviewing the DEIR together with our team of expert consultants, it is evident 
that the document contains omissions that preclude accurate analysis of the Project.  In 
particular, the DEIR has deficiencies in areas including:  improper Project description and 
baseline, "piecemealing" of the 2030 USC Master Plan, and inadequate analysis and 
mitigation of the Project's housing, employment, traffic, parking, air quality, land use, 
greenhouse gas, public health, hazardous materials, stormwater, police services, growth 
inducing, environmental justice, historic resources, odor, recreation and cumulative 
impacts.  We respectfully encourage improved analysis and the implementation of 
additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA as set forth in the letter. 

We very much appreciate and value this opportunity to provide these comments. We want 
to emphasize that we look forward to working with USC and all stakeholders to ensure a 
vibrant and sustainable future for the neighborhood and the University. 

The entire record pertaining to this Project and the "Nexus Study;" including the written and 
oral record of all hearings and submissions, are hereby incorporated by this reference. 

Thank you for considering these comments.  Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. 
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Response to Comment No. 25-91 

This comment summarizes areas of concern that have been addressed in the 
responses included above.  As indicated by the responses above, the Draft EIR contains a 
complete and thorough analysis of the Project and lacks the deficiencies indicated in this 
comment letter.  In addition, mitigation measures have been incorporated to reduce the 
significant impacts associated with the Project.  A Nexus Study is not required by CEQA 
and thus is not included as part of the EIR.  In response to this comment, the commentor 
will be placed on the Project mailing list. 
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Comment Letter No. 26 

Terrell Watt Planning Consultants 
1937 Filbert Street 
San Francisco, CA  94123 

Comment No. 26-1 

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with comments on the Environmental Impact 
Report for the proposed USC Expansion project in los Angeles, California.  These 
comments focus on the following sections of the DEIR: 

 Housing 

 Employment 

 Growth Inducement 

 Plan Consistency 

 Urban Decay 

 Cultural Resources 

In preparing these comments, I have reviewed the following documents: 

 The Proposed USC Development Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) 

 Appendices to the Draft EIR93 

 University Park Master Plan and website 

 City of Los Angeles, Status Report on Proposed USC Specific Plan and Nexus 
Study, October 15, 2009 

                                            

93  Including possible source documents to Appendix J and K such as the Economic Impact Analysis of the 
University of Southern California Annual Operations, ERA, September 2006.  This and other potentially 
relevant reports cited in the Appendices were not on the City's document list or readily available. Certain 
reports relied on for the information contained in Appendix J and K (e.g. Economic and Tax Revenue 
reports, were not provided). 
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 University Park Housing Study, Enterprise Community Partners, 2007 

 Applicable Plans and Policies94 

As described in detail below, the DEIR fails to address the impacts of the whole Project, 
including all aspects of Project capable of generating significant impacts.  Specifically, key 
elements of the proposed Project are apparently not complete or not available rendering 
the Project Description incomplete and inadequate to support disclosure and analysis of 
Project related impacts.  Missing Project elements include but not limited to the Specific 
Plan, General Plan Amendment language, and Nexus Study, among others (see list 
below). As a result of missing information as well as flawed assumptions and analysis, the 
DEIR fails to disclose and analyze potentially significant impacts from this expansive 
Project on the local neighborhoods including, but not limited to: 1) significant unmet 
demand for housing, and in particular, housing affordable to students, staff and the 
workforce; 2) jobs-housing imbalance and related impacts to traffic, air quality, growth 
inducement and public services; and 3) other impacts that would be generated by the 
Project as well as the Project plus cumulative projects. In short, the release of this DEIR 
was premature because information critical to the disclosure and analysis of project-related 
impacts has not yet been released for public review. A revised DEIR should be prepared 
once the Project Description is complete. 

My qualifications as a planning expert include a Bachelor's Degree in Environmental 
Studies from Stanford University, a Master's Degree in City and Regional Planning from the 
University of Southern California and over twenty years as a professional planning 
consultant and paralegal.  My resume is attached to this letter, Attachment 1. 

Response to Comment No. 26-1 

This comment providing an overview of the issue areas raised by the commentor is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration.  Specific responses to each of the issues raised by the commentor are 
provided in the below responses.  As demonstrated by the responses to the comments 
below, the Draft EIR has been completed in accordance with CEQA requirements and 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.  A copy of the Fiscal Impact Analysis was 
made available at the City during the 60-day public review period.  This document and the 

                                            

94  Including, but not limited to: City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, City of Los Angeles 
General Plan Housing Element, South Los Angeles Community Plan, Exposition/University Park 
Redevelopment Plan, relevant sections of the City of Los Angeles Zoning Code and plans for the 
University Area. 
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“Economic Impact Analysis of the University of Southern California Annual Operations” 
Report prepared by ERA and dated September 2006, have also been added to the Draft 
EIR Technical Appendices as Appendix W and Appendix X, respectively.  Please refer to 
Section II., Correction and Additions of this Final EIR.   

Comment No. 26-2 

I. Project Background 

The Project Description describes the Project site as a large urban site of approximately 
207 net acres in the South Los Angeles Community Plan area.  Existing uses on site 
already include a broad range of academic/administrative uses, University housing, 
recreation facilities, retail, commercial and parking and roads.  Surrounding uses include a 
mix of housing, commercial, pubic and other uses.  As noted in the DEIR, the area is 
already urbanized. The proposed Project is intended to implement a portion of the 2030 
University Park Campus (UPC Plan) Master Plan. 

Proposed development includes up to approximately 2,500,000 square feet of academic 
and University uses; approximately 350,000 square feet of retail/commercial uses; and 
approximately 2,135,000 square feet of student and faculty housing development that 
would provide up to 5,400 beds in a variety of housing types and configurations and 
approximately 250 faculty housing units.  The proposed Project would also provide for an 
approximately 165,000 square foot hotel and conference center with up to 150 guest 
rooms, conference and banquet facility areas, sit down restaurant area, a swimming pool 
and other related amenities.  In addition, a new University-affiliated K-8 laboratory 
school/community educational academy of up to approximately 80,000 square feet may 
also be developed.  DEIR at page IV.G-31.  The proposed Project would set limits on the 
allowable development permitted in each Subarea, including limits on building heights, 
massing, as well as yards and setbacks.  The Project also provides significant flexibility for 
floor area transfers. 

As of 2009, the UPC Campus had approximately 16,023 undergraduate students, 14,805 
graduate students, 1,732 full-time and part-time faculty, 5,716 staff employees as well as 
1,400 daily visitors (including contract employees).  According to the DEIR, the Project is 
intended to increase the ratio of academic space per student; increase the amount of 
University-affiliated housing available in the Campus area with the objectives of making 
existing housing in the Project vicinity available to non-University affiliated residents and 
decreasing commute times and associated traffic congestion; and to provide services that 
meet the needs of students, faculty and staff and also enhance the community.  DEIR at 
page 11-27. 
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Response to Comment No. 26-2 

This comment summarizing the Project Description as perceived by the Commentor 
is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 26-3 

Based on work by HR&A Advisors, Inc. using the IMPLAN input-output model for Los 
Angeles County (Appendix J at page 5) the Project results in: 

 Faculty:  168 positions 

 Staff:  1,284 

 Students:  5,172 

 Total incremental direct net new jobs from all Project sources: 2,59495 

According to the DEIR total new faculty, staff, students and employees generated by the 
Project would be 9,218 persons.  However, to the extent the DEIR analyzes impacts as a 
result of net new employment, it only addresses an impact of 3,514 net new employees, 
omitting impacts associated with all indirect and induced employment as well as 
construction employment as discussed below.  These omissions render the DEIR's 
analysis of the impacts of net new employment generated by the Project incomplete. 

The DEIR and Appendix J estimate total new households at 2,938 net new households 
including 306 new additional households (998 beds) for undergraduates, 2,382 households 
(3,240 beds) for undergraduates, and 250 households (418 beds) for faculty.96  Also 
according to the DEIR, about 1,448 additional units would be needed to meet the demand 
of net new students, faculty and staff not accommodated by the Project.  Thus total 
demand for new households is 4,486 "Some of the remaining impacts may also occur in 
the City, or elsewhere in the County, depending on where these workers reside."  Appendix 
J at page 6. 

                                            

95  According to the DEIR and its appendices, total employment in the County economy due to USC's 
operation in 2030 will be a gain of 3,514 employees.  This represents a significant increase in employment 
in the area – 48.1 percent.  Appendix J at page 6. 

96  See Appendix J at page 9: Note the Typo in DEIR and Appendix J listing undergraduate households rather 
than what we assume to be 306 undergraduate and 2,382 graduate households.  Note also that Table II-2 
contains different numbers for undergraduate and graduate student beds than page 9. 
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Response to Comment No. 26-3 

As defined by the City’s CEQA Guidelines and SCAG policy, the “significance” of a 
project’s employment impact is not its raw number of jobs, but rather the number of jobs 
relative to employment growth between the base year applicable to a project and its year of 
occupancy (which in this case is 2030) for the SCAG subregion in which the project is 
located.  That is the approach used in the Draft EIR (see Section IV.I.1, Employment, at 
pages IV.1-15 through IV.I-17 and Appendix J at pages 57-58 (Project employment 
impacts) and 63-64 (cumulative employment impacts).  The determination of a 
development project’s consistency with SCAG’s regional growth forecast for employment is 
based on the year the completed project is occupied, not including the number of 
construction jobs which will no longer be located at the project site once construction is 
completed.  

Footnote No. 4 of the comment is correct that there was a typographical error in 
Draft EIR Appendix J at page 9 with regard to 2,382 households (3,240 beds) for graduate 
students.  This correction has been made in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR; however it does not affect the analysis or conclusions in the 
Draft EIR.  The bed counts in Table II-2 reflect the total number of beds proposed within 
Subarea 3, while the bed counts on Page 9 indicate the incremental increase in beds within 
the entire Project area. 

The comment correctly quotes the Draft EIR in stating that about 1,448 additional 
units would be needed to meet the demand of net new students, faculty and staff not 
accommodated by the Project.  Given the fact that this demand would be spread all across 
the Los Angeles metro area where USC students now reside, and the scale of the vacant 
housing stock in the metro area (e.g., 88,691 vacant units in the City of Los Angeles alone, 
per the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2008 American Community Survey), the scale of this 
additional demand is not considered significant within the meaning of CEQA.  

Comment No. 26-4 

II.  Potentially Significant Impacts Were Either Not Analyzed or Inadequately 
Analyzed in the DEIR  

A fair argument clearly can be made based on the record that the project will have a 
number of potentially significant impacts that were either not analyzed in the EIR or were 
inadequately analyzed.  These include, but are not limited to: 

 Significant new unmet demand for housing in the Project Area, and in particular, 
an unmet demand for housing that is demonstrated to be affordable to net new 
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students, including graduate students, staff, faculty and workforce generated by 
the Project. 

 Jobs-Housing imbalance and Jobs-Housing Fit imbalance resulting in an 
underestimation of traffic, air quality and GHG emissions impacts (see letters 
submitted under separate cover by Petra Pless and Tom Brohard). 

 Urban Decay Impacts related to both housing and retail/commercial uses. 

Response to Comment No. 26-4 

See Response to Comment Nos. 4-4 and 25-26 regarding housing demand and 
jobs-housing balance.  Also refer to Topical Responses 2 and 3 for urban decay impacts to 
housing and businesses in the local area, respectively.  

Comment No. 26-5 

 Impacts associated with Project-Plan inconsistencies including, but not limited to 
precedent setting amendments to the General Plan, zoning variances and other 
departures from adopted Plans and policies that if also applied in the Local Area 
could result in significant impacts not disclosed or analyzed in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 26-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25-46 through 25-67. 

Comment No. 26-6 

 Growth Inducing Impacts in the Local Area as a result of unmet demand for 
affordable housing. 

Response to Comment No. 26-6 

The comment mentions “growth inducing impacts in the Local Area as a result of 
unmet demand for affordable housing” as a potentially significant impact that was not 
analyzed or was inadequately analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Existing affordable housing 
demand in the Local Area is not caused or exacerbated by the Project.  As stated in the 
Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, by accommodating a larger share of student and faculty 
demand for housing directly in the Project area, the Project will make an estimated 896 
units of existing rental housing in the Local Area that are now occupied by students and 
faculty available to other households.  This reduction in student- and faculty-occupied 
housing from the Local Area will also reduce the competitive pricing effects on the Local 
Area housing stock and could result in lower overall average rental housing prices.  No 
demolition of existing market rate or affordable housing in the surrounding Local Area 
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would occur as a result of the Project.  The Project would not cause the conversion of any 
existing affordable housing to market rate housing and would not cause the removal 
through other means of any existing market-rate and affordable units in the Local Area. 

Further, the net additional property tax increment generated by the Project for the 
Community Redevelopment Agency’s Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project, 
and specifically the affordable housing set-aside portion of the increment, will assist the 
Agency to retain existing affordable units that are in danger of converting to market rate 
housing due to expiring public subsidies and/or assist development of new affordable 
housing in the Local Area, at least until the tax increment collection provisions in the 
redevelopment plan expire. 

Comment No. 26-7 

 Cultural Resource Impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 26-7 

The Project’s impacts to cultural resources are addressed in Section IV.C, Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation to reduce impacts to historic resources has been 
included in the AMMA proposed in this Final EIR.  For a more detailed discussion of the 
requirements and contents of the AMMA, please see Topical Response No. 5.  See also 
Topical Response No. 4, Project Effects on Neighborhood Resources regarding adjacent 
neighborhood resources.  In addition, as noted in Section II, Corrections and Additions to 
the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, the AMMA has been added as Appendix C-3 to the Draft 
EIR.  For the text of the AMMA, please see the appendices to this Final EIR.   

Comment No. 26-8 

Furthermore, the Project will add cumulatively significant environmental impacts resulting 
from a number of past, present, and future projects in the City and region. 

Response to Comment No. 26-8 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-87 above regarding the cumulative 
impact analyses that were included as part of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 26-9 

A.  The Project Description is Incomplete 

The Project Description omits information that is essential to an adequate analysis of 
project related impacts.  It is a bedrock principle of CEQA doctrine that "[a] curtailed or 
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distorted Project Description may stultify the objectives of the reporting process.  Only 
through an accurate view of the Project may affected outsiders and public decision-makers 
balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost, consider mitigation 
measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal... and weigh other alternatives 
in the balance.  An accurate, stable, and finite Project Description is the sine qua non of an 
informative and legally sufficient EIR."  County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 
Cal.App.3d 185, 192-193; see also City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002) 96 
Cal.App.4th 398, 406; CEQA Guidelines section 15124(c). 

Response to Comment No. 26-9 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  As described in Response to Comment Nos. 25-10 and 
25-11, the Project Description of the Draft EIR contains all necessary information and data 
to evaluate and determine the potential impacts of the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 26-10 

A key example of missing information is the Nexus Study for the surrounding area of the 
Project, generally bounded by Washington Boulevard to the north, Grand Avenue to the 
east, Normandie Avenue to the west, and Vernon Avenue to the south.  The Nexus Study 
must be completed to make environmental review worthwhile.  According to the scope of 
work, the Nexus Study will analyze the "types of jobs that are in the local economy," 
"parking," as well as what types of retail will be lost when the University Village is 
redeveloped. The Nexus Study will assess the potentially significant impacts of the not yet 
published Specific Plan development on affordable housing, green space, and identify 
mitigation for those impacts.  See Attachment 3, City of Los Angeles, Status Report on 
Proposed USC Specific Plan and Nexus Study.  While the Project Description and the 
Urban Decay Study for the proposed Project provide general information on the types of 
uses that may be developed at University Village, the specific uses that ultimately comprise 
the retail and service component of the Project is critical to a meaningful evaluation of the 
Project's impacts on local businesses, jobs and the like. 

The University and the City should use the comments on this DEIR to further tailor the 
study to address a broader suite of Project Description information as well including but not 
limited to housing need (see below).  Based on the Nexus Study, the Project Description, 
project conditions of approval and "CC&Rs" or their equivalent could tailor the specific 
types of retail uses and services needed to best; 1) meet unmet local area and University 
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demand,97 and 2) eliminate potential competition and therefore adverse impacts on existing 
local businesses already providing adequate services.  Using travel type surveys of existing 
residents (both Campus and neighborhood) within a 1/2 mile radius of the University 
Village site would be a helpful tool to ascertain the specific types of retail uses and services 
needed and for which the local population is currently traveling to via car.  We recommend 
such a survey as part of an expanded Nexus Study.  Such a survey would also help refine 
the trip assumptions in a revised Transportation analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 26-10 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  As indicated 
therein, the Nexus Study does not include information regarding environmental impacts 
that is not already contained in the Draft EIR.  Also refer to Response to Comment 
No. 25-8. 

The range of land uses proposed by the Project are analyzed in the Draft EIR which 
provides a comprehensive analysis of impacts associated with the proposed Project.  While 
the specific retail stores to be included in Subarea 3 are unknown at this time in the 
development process, the proposed uses within Subarea 3 are intended to be community 
serving.  Further, each of the current tenants at the University Village shopping center 
would be given the opportunity to lease a space in the Project's retail and service space.  A 
detailed evaluation of the Project's impacts on local businesses is provided in the Urban 
Decay analysis included as Appendix K to the Draft EIR.  In addition, Section IV.I.3, 
Employment, provides a detailed analysis of the Project's impacts on employment. 

The trip generation rates for the Project are appropriately based on rates that are 
specific to the University as well as rates set forth by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers.  This comment requesting a travel survey of existing residents is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 26-11 

Other information missing from the Project Description includes, but is not limited to the 
following: 

                                            

97  For example, the proposed Pacific College project in Angwin, California has proposed specific uses in the 
"downtown" to serve area residents so that they will not need to drive to services as a means of reducing 
energy use, Air Quality and GHG emissions.  Through appropriate regulatory means, these specific local 
serving uses will be required to remain even if the business changes ownership.  See Attachment 2. 
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 The Specific Plan and all required components including but not limited to 
financing plan. 

 Specific retail and commercial uses (e.g. type of restaurants and retail 
establishments. This detailed information is critical to accurate trip generation 
assumptions, parking demand and determining whether or not uses will actually 
result in reducing trips/air quality and GHG emissions or merely become 
attractors for additional vehicle trips). 

 Detailed wording of required General Plan Amendments. 

 List of any Variances and justification for the Variances. 

 Urban Design Guidelines (would be developed according to the Project 
Description at page II-50). 

 Information concerning the Thermal Energy Storage System. If this is not 
described in the Project Description is must be considered in the cumulative 
projects impact analyses. 

 Detailed construction phasing plan including construction activities by phase, 
estimated types of equipment and staging, traffic routes and the like. This 
information is critical to disclosure and mitigation of construction related impacts. 

 Details concerning the Floor Area Transfers including but not limited to what the 
specific land use mix changes would be if there are floor area transfers to 
Subarea 3A. 

 The specific mix of faculty units. According to the DEIR these will range in size 
from studios to 4 bedroom homes; which could impact the total net new 
population generated by the Project DEIR at page II-33. 

 Events schedule and visitors (e.g. to the Educational Academy as well as 
"gathering places including plazas, athletic courts and fields). 

 Total construction workers by major construction phase, type of worker by trade 
and where the construction workers reside/commute to and from. The US 
Census provides information on the Construction workforce including: area 
workforce characteristics by type of worker, worker residence locations, wages, 
status - full or part-time. It would not be surprising given the cost of housing in 
the Local Area that lower paid workers (Tier 1 or Blue Color Construction 
Workers) reside outside the area and thus have long commutes. Again, this 
information is readily available and critical to complete setting information. 

 Economic and Tax Revenue Reports. While a report prepared in 2006 by ERA 
appears to be foundational to Appendix J, it was located on the internet and not 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-428 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

in the Project materials. It is not clear whether the ERA Report is the Economic 
Report referred to in Appendix J. 

Without this critical Project Description information, the DEIR cannot disclose or analyze 
the project-related and cumulative impacts.  For example, the lack of the Specific plan 
results in only general land use information rather than details important to environmental 
review such as what type of retail use (big box auto oriented or small scale main street 
uses) and type of restaurant for example.  These different types of uses generated vastly 
different travel and parking needs.  In addition, the actual General Plan amendment 
language is essential to a determination of whether the project as Proposed will result in 
Plan inconsistencies.  A revised DEIR must be prepared when the Project Description is 
complete. 

Response to Comment No. 26-11 

This comment is similar to Comment No. 25-13.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment No. 25-13. 

Comment No. 26-12 

B. The DEIR Omits Critical Project Setting Information 

CEQA requires that an initial study must contain "an identification of the environmental 
setting."  Guidelines Section 15063(d)(2).  Here, however, the DEIRs setting information 
omits essential information and presents the reader with an inaccurate description of the 
existing setting. As such the DEIR fails to meet CEQA's requirements. 

Examples of omitted setting information include, but are not limited to: 

 Information (via surveys) concerning where existing faculty, staff, undergraduate 
and graduate students live (in particular those residing outside of the local Area). 
Contrary to the information provided in the DEIR and its appendices, numerous 
studies indicate that USC does not provide adequate housing for its students, 
staff or faculty. (See University Park Housing Study by Enterprise Community 
Partners, 2007, for example). 

 Additional information concerning the housing in the area surrounding the 
University (how much of the substandard stock is not occupied/livable? What are 
the rents and for-sale prices? What are the current rental and owner profiles? 
What is the current Jobs-Housing fit in the local Area? Region?). 

 Information concerning the available construction workforce in the area by trade. 
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 Information concerning the types of goods and services students, staff and 
faculty currently have to drive or take transit to access (this could be based on 
surveys and is critical to defining a list of retail and other services for the Project 
that: 1) will not result in urban decay of existing services in the area; and 2) will 
result in reducing auto trips. 

Without this information, the DEIR cannot disclose or adequately analyze project-related 
and cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 26-12 

All of the information indicated in the comment was included in the Draft EIR, which 
fully disclosed and analyzed potential project-related impacts upon employment.  As 
required by CEQA, the Draft EIR provides detailed descriptions of the environmental 
setting for employment, housing and population, including existing conditions and the 
applicable regulatory framework.  (See Draft EIR Sections IV.I.1, Employment, pages IV.1-
1 through IV.1-12; Section IV.I.2, Housing, pages IV.I-26 through IV.I-46; Section IV.I.3, 
Population, pages IV.I-71 through IV.I-74; and Appendix J, pp. 36–54 (employment), 66–85 
(housing), and 107–111 (population). 

The distribution of existing USC-related housing demand and supply, including data 
derived from student surveys, is presented in detail in the Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, 
at pages IV.I-30 through IV.I-40 and in Appendix J at pages 70-77.  The physical and price 
characteristics of the existing housing stock in the Local Area are presented in Draft EIR 
Section IV.I.2, Housing, at pages IV.1-27 to IV.1-28 and in Appendix J at pages 68–70.  
Estimates of the existing number of jobs in the Local Area, and their distribution by 
occupational category and industry sector (including construction) are presented in 
Appendix J, Table III-2, page 41.  Issues pertinent to the concept of “urban decay” are 
addressed in Draft EIR Appendix K (Urban Decay Report). 

Comment No. 26-13 

c. The Project Will Have Potentially Significant Impacts on Housing 

The DEIR concludes that the Project would result in beneficial rather than adverse housing 
impacts.  To the contrary as discussed below, the Project is likely to result in significant 
unmitigated impacts to housing in the Local Area and beyond and in particular, impacts on 
affordable housing to meet the needs of the Project. 
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Response to Comment No. 26-13 

Please see responses on the same subjects in Response to Comment Nos. 25-2, 
25-18, and 26-14.  

Comment No. 26-14 

In addition, because the Urban Decay Study focused on the impacts associated with retail 
and commercial uses, the DEIR fails to analyze the likely significant impacts on housing 
supply and condition in the neighborhood surrounding the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 26-14 

Regarding potential “urban decay” impacts on housing, please refer to Topical 
Response No. 2.  

The Project’s potential impacts on housing supply conditions in the Local Area (i.e., 
the neighborhood immediately surrounding the University Park campus) are presented in 
Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, and Appendix J, Employment, Housing and Population 
Technical Report.  Based on that analysis, the Project’s housing impacts were found to be 
beneficial and therefore less than significant within the meaning of CEQA. 

Comment No. 26-15 

The DEIR's conclusion that housing impacts will largely be beneficial is based on a number 
of assertions including: 

 that the Project would respond to and satisfy a portion of unmet housing 
demand, rather than inducing housing growth in the Local Area and beyond; 

 that the sum total of the Project plus indirect plus cumulative housing demand 
would not exceed the forecasted number of households in the City of Los 
Angeles Subregion in 2030. According to the DEIR, the Project would help 
achieve the household forecast for the City Subregion and be consistent with 
regional policies. In numerical terms, according to the DEIR, the net increase of 
2,938 households (4,656+ beds) of student and faculty housing would 
accommodate 66% of incremental housing demand resulting from the projected 
growth in student enrollment, faculty and staff between 2009 and 2030. 

 that additional units of private rental housing would be made available due to 
students and faculty relocating to Project housing. Appendix J at page 10. This 
assumption may not be correct based on other reports by the University. Based 
on other evidence, the DEIR appears to underestimate the demand for housing 
on or near campus which could not only place greater demands on housing in 
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the Local Area and beyond, but result in shortfalls that are not accounted for in 
the analysis.98 

Contrary to these conclusions, as a result of underestimating demand for housing 
generated by all "known" project elements (e.g. net new undergraduate and graduate 
students, faculty, staff, employees and construction workers), the proposed Project is likely 
to result in demand for housing in excess of Local Area supply as well as in an imbalance 
between Jobs-Housing Fit (i.e. housing affordable to the salaries of net new students, 
employees and staff in particular).  These potentially significant impacts in turn lead to an 
underestimation of commute trips and length of trip as net new populations generated by 
the project seek housing further from the University and related air quality and GHG 
emissions impacts. 

The conclusion reached in the DEIR concerning the Project's beneficial impacts on housing 
is flawed in the following major respects:  First, the DEIR evaluates impacts against 
incorrect baseline environmental conditions.  Second, the DEIR bases the impact analysis 
on an incomplete description of project elements likely to result in significant impacts 
related to housing demand and supply.  Third, the DEIR fails to disclose key setting 
information necessary to complete an adequate analysis of housing impacts.  Fourth, the 
DEIR's analysis of housing impacts is based on incomplete and flawed Project information 
and assumptions.  As a result of these omissions, the DEIR fails to identify any housing 
impacts as significant and fails to identify feasible mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment No. 26-15 

This comment is a summary of more detailed comments made later in this same 
Comment Letter No. 26.  Please see responses to the more detailed comments below and 
response to comments on the same subjects in Response to Comment Nos. 26-16 through 
26-18.  

                                            

98   "As we got deeper into the planning process, we discovered the university had shifted from a commuter 
school to a residential university.  We found 87 percent of our undergraduates live within a mile of the 
campus.  This has put a tremendous burden on the local neighborhoods surrounding USC to house 
students.  With 16,000 undergraduates, we operate and manage approximately 7,000 residential beds.  A 
large portion of the other 9,000 undergraduates live in non-university-owned housing developments.  The 
private development community has responded and met some of the housing needs for these students.  
Examples are the Tuscany project and Urban Partner's Gateway Student Housing Project."  Source: The 
Planning Report, March 2009.  See link: http://www.planningreport.com/tpr/?module=displaystory&story 
id=1406&edition id=110&format=htmI 
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Comment No. 26-16 

Incorrect Environmental Baseline: To reach the conclusion that the proposed Project will 
result in beneficial impacts on housing the DEIR improperly relies on a comparison of the 
project impacts to: 

1) Conditions that are not relevant to a proper CEQA evaluation.  For example, 
the analysis concludes that housing impacts will be beneficial based on the 
Project housing a greater percent of Project generated population than the 
University currently houses.  DEIR at page IV.I-53:  "As compared with 
existing conditions provided in Table IV.I-11 on page IV.I-31, the proposed 
Project would increase the percentage of students, faculty, and staff residing 
within the Project site and decrease the percentage for those residing outside 
the Project site and Local Area as indicated in Table IV.I-24 on page IV.I-57."  
This is not a comparison of Project impacts to baseline environmental 
conditions and is therefore not relevant to a finding of beneficial housing 
impact.  Accommodation of a higher percent of the new demand for housing 
generated by the Project than the University now accommodates still leaves 
an unmet housing demand (both existing and increased by the Project) and 
impacts the community. 

2) Future conditions rather than existing environmental conditions.  For 
example, the analysis concludes that because population generated by the 
Project (including employment and staff) is within SCAG projections, the 
Project has no significant impact.  DEIR at page IV.I-57 to 59.  Again, the 
comparison of the Project's housing growth to SCAG's projections does not 
provide the proper comparison of the Project's impacts to existing conditions. 

Every CEQA document must start from a "baseline" assumption.  The CEQA "baseline" is 
the set of environmental conditions against which to compare a project's anticipated 
impacts. Communities for a Better Environment v. So Coast Air Qual. Mgmnt. Dist. (2010) 
48 Cal. 4th 310, 321. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 C.C.R., § 15125(a)) 
states in pertinent part that a lead agency's environmental review under CEQA: 

" ... must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is 
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.  This environmental 
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a 
Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant." 

(See, Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 
124-125 ("Save Our Peninsula.") As the court of appeal has explained, "the impacts of the 
project must be measured against the 'real conditions on the ground,"' and not against 
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hypothetical permitted levels.  (Save Our Peninsula,87 Cal.App.4th 99,121-123.)  As the 
court has explained, using such a skewed baseline "mislead(s) the public" and "draws a 
red herring across the path of public input."  (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County 
of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 656; Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno 
(2007) 150 Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711.) 

The plain language of CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) requires that the baseline be the actual 
emission level at the time environmental analysis is commenced, not a hypothetical 
permitted emission level, or emission levels from years past.  "[T)he impacts of the project 
must be measured against the 'real conditions on the ground.'"  (Save Our Peninsula Com. 
v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 121-123 ("Save Our 
Peninsula"); Environmental Planning and Information Council v. County of EI Dorado 
(1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 350, 358 ("EPIC"); City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. Board of 
Supervisors (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d 229 ("City of Carmel”)) 

In setting the baseline for the analysis of housing and other impacts (e.g. employment, 
growth inducement and jobs-housing balance) the DEIR fails to analyze the "real conditions 
on the ground," and instead compares the Project to hypothetical future environmental 
conditions (e.g. projected housing, population and employment growth) that do not exist.  
Again, these future conditions include projected housing, population and employment 
growth in the project area and region.  This artificial baseline creates the illusion that the 
Project's impacts on housing are not significant.  The DEIR's method violates the plain 
language of CEQA.  In Save Our Peninsula, the court rejected the County's attempt to set 
as the baseline the maximum potential water usage previously permitted.  (87 Cal.App.4th 
at 121-122) The court stated, "[a]n EIR must focus on impacts to the existing environment, 
not hypothetical situations."  (Id., citing County of Amador v. EI Dorado County Water 
Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931,955.)  Since the owner was not using the full permitted 
water allotment, and the proposed project would increase water usage above actual current 
usage, the court held that the impact was significant and an EIR was required. 

In City of Carmel, the court held that the impacts of a project must be measured against the 
actual existing environment, not against maximum build-out permitted by a previous 
general plan.  (City of Carmel, supra, 183 Cal.App.3d at 246)  The court stated, "[i]n 
assessing the impact of rezoning, it is only logical that the local agency examine the 
potential impact on the existing physical environment."  (See also, EPIC, supra, 131 
Cal.App.3d 350; Woodward Park Homeowners v. City of Fresno ("Woodward") (2007) 150 
Cal.App.4th 683, 708-711)  The cases establish that the baseline for evaluating 
environmental impacts of a project must be the actual present conditions, not hypothetical 
future conditions. 
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A revised DEIR must analyze the proposed Project's housing impacts on the existing 
conditions.  The revised analysis must also identify the likely significant short-fall of 
affordable housing as a result of the proposed Project plus cumulative projects. 

Response to Comment No. 26-16 

With regard to the section of the comment on “unmet demand,” the analysis in the 
Draft EIR clearly indicates that both the existing number of students and faculty at USC in 
2009, and by 2030, will exceed the number of dwelling units and beds owned and/or 
operated by USC.  However, the analysis also shows that:  (1) with the Project, USC will 
accommodate a larger share of its housing demand than it does in 2008; and (2) the USC-
related housing demand in the local area by 2030 will be less than the demand in 2009, 
assuming that students, faculty and staff have the same propensity to locate in private 
housing in the local area in 2030 as they did in 2009.  (See generally, Draft EIR Section 
IV.I.2, Housing, and Appendix J, Chapter III (Housing)).   

With regard to the use of 2009-2030 growth in the City of Los Angeles Subregion as 
the basis for assessing significance, pursuant to the City’s CEQA Guidelines and SCAG’s 
regional plan conformity criteria, see Response to Comment No. 25-26. 

Contrary to the commentor’s unsupported assertion of a shortfall in affordable 
housing, the Project does not have an impact on affordable housing. 

Comment No. 26-17 

Incomplete Project Description and Assumptions: In addition to reliance on the wrong 
environmental baseline to justify conclusions of less than significant and beneficial impacts, 
the overarching conclusion that the Project would have a beneficial impact on housing is 
not supported by the facts for a number of other reasons including, but not limited to the 
following: 

1) According to Appendix J and the DEIR, only a portion of the new population 
generated by the Project will actually be accommodated by the net increase 
in Project housing.  Of the 6,624 person increase in student, faculty and staff 
growth, only 4,656 will be accommodated by new Project housing.  The 
Project population not accommodated by the new Project housing, including a 
household allowance for members of faculty and staff, totals 4,432 additional 
persons.  Appendix J at page 11.  Even though this may represent a higher 
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proportion of students being housed on site – 66% based on new population 
to new housing created – that still leaves a significant percent of students 
(particularly graduate students), faculty and staff commuting off-site for 
housing.99 

2) The actual households created by the proposed Project are likely to fall even 
further short of accommodating new faculty and staff since they do not 
account for all new household creation.  Specifically, the assumptions in 
Appendix J and the DEIR concerning the translation of "beds" to net new 
persons (particularly graduate students, faculty, staff) per household appear 
to be at best inconsistent and at worst incorrect.  For example, Appendix J 
assumes that there will be 3.26 beds/unit for undergraduate students, 1.36 
beds/units for graduate students and 1.67 beds/unit for faculty.  See Table IV-
10, Derivation of Net Project Households.  Tables IV- 2, IV-3 and IV- 4 in 
Appendix J contain very different number for students per unit ranging from 
2.31 to 2.98.  These figures do not support Table IV-10's assumption that 
there are 3.26 beds/unit.  If there are fewer beds per unit for each of these 
categories, which appears to be the case, the total shortfall of new housing to 
meet net new demand is much greater than the DEIR discloses.  A revised 
analysis must be completed in a revised DEIR that uses more realistic figures 
for new households generated by all population components of the Project 
including students, staff (likely one bed per unit), faculty (likely one bed per 
unit), and employees (including some percent of long-term construction 
workforce who are likely to rent in the area for the duration of the Project).  
Just for students, faculty and staff, use of reasonable and supportable 
household formation by the Project could result in a demand for 500 to 1,000 
or more new "units" than the DEIR suggests.  If net new employees and 
some percent of construction workers are included, the underestimation of 
housing demand created by the Project is even greater.  This is a significant 
shortfall particularly in light of the condition of housing, overcrowding 
conditions and low construction starts for housing in the Local Area and 
surrounds.  Moreover this demand would more than overwhelm the units that 
might be freed up in the area.  See Appendix J at page 93, Footnote 76. 

3) In addition, based on IMPLAN modeling, nearly 2600 employees will be 
generated by the Project.  None of these employees are proposed to be 

                                            

99  According to Appendix J (at page 8) and the DEIR, USC-owned and affiliated housing on campus 
currently accommodates 29.2 percent of undergraduate students. Both on and off campus USC-owned 
and affiliated housing accommodates 27.5 % of students, but no faculty and staff. 
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housed by new Project housing.  Nor does the DEIR indicate where these 
people will reside.  Currently, 95% of faculty live outside the project area.  
(DEIR pp. IV.I-30, 38, 39.)  The IMPLAN modeling failed to account for 
indirect employment generated by the construction component of the Project.  
As a result, net new demand for housing will likely be even greater. 

4) Moreover, the DEIR is silent on where construction workers (approximately 
4,894 employees for the buildings) will live.  Appendix J contains the following 
unsupported statement: "Due to the employment patterns of construction 
workers in southern California, and the operation of the market for 
construction labor, construction workers are not likely, to any significant 
degree, to relocate their households as a consequence of the job 
opportunities presented by the Project.  Thus, there will not be any adverse 
housing impacts associated with construction of the Project."  Appendix J at 
pages 9-10 and DEIR.  The "support" for this conclusion is a list of three 
bullets at page 87 of Appendix J that actually support the need for additional 
data and analysis.  Those bullets are: There is no regular place of work; 
Construction workers are highly specialized; and work is variable.  Because 
of these and other characteristics of the construction industry it is even more 
important that analysis be done to support conclusions of no impact on 
housing.  The DEIR fails to analyze and therefore to mitigate for the 
environmental impacts of the substantial and long-term construction 
workforce commute patterns over the course of the Project's buildout.  
Census and other information is readily available by trade to evaluate the 
distribution of construction workers in the area as well as likely travel behavior 
which is highly influenced by compensation.100  Indeed, the fact that higher 
paid faculty reside in greater numbers beyond the project area supports the 
proposition that salaries do impact choice of residence location.  A revised 
DEIR must provide evidence and analysis to support the conclusion that the 
construction workforce will not result in additional housing impacts.  The 
analysis must include a break-down of the types of workers by Project phase, 
the availability of workers in the Local Area and region by type and the like. 

5) Also, according to the DEIR, only 25.5 new units of housing have been built 
annually in the Project area.  DEIR and Appendix J at page 8.  Thus, the 

                                            

100  Academic and empirical research supports our inference from Census statistics that wages matter to 
residents' decision of where to work.  See Attachment 3 and Attachment 4 hereto: "Wages, benefits, 
hours, commuting time, and license renewal for Iowa Registered Nurses;" and "The Effects of Housing 
Prices, Wages, and Commuting Time on Joint Residential and Job Location Choices." 
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shortfall created by the Project is unlikely to be addressed if not by the 
Project. This is a significant impact. 

6) The DEIR also notes much of the housing in the areas is older101 and 
overcrowding conditions are significant in the Local Area.  See Appendix J at 
page 8 and page 70.  Though noted in Appendix J, these further limits on 
housing availability in the Local Area are not taken into consideration in the 
impact analysis. 

7) The DEIR fails altogether to analyze the "Housing Fit" – that is the cost of 
housing compared with the net new population's ability to pay for that housing 
whether new housing in the Project or in the Local Area and beyond.  
Students, some staff, retail, hotel and other service jobs and some 
construction jobs are likely to fall into lower income categories and therefore a 
Housing Fit analysis is critical to determining the actual shortfall in housing. 
Indeed, a thorough study commissioned by USC regarding the housing 
situation in University Park (The 2007 Enterprise Community Partners 
University Park Housing Study; the "Enterprise Study") found that the 
dramatic growth in the number of students attending the University of 
Southern California (USC) and wishing to live on-campus or close to campus, 
coupled with USC's failure to provide housing for the vast majority of those 
students, is a major cause of the housing-related problems in the Study area. 
As the Enterprise Study puts it, "the majority of [housing] displacement has 
occurred because of market factors that stem in part from the fact that USC 
has not provided its own housing for students."  (Enterprise Study at 6.)  The 
result is a significant unmet demand for housing in the neighborhood.  The 
Enterprise Study concluded: "Local residents around USC have an extremely 
difficult situation with regards to housing. On the one hand, they are very poor 
in a manner that makes affording an average unit very difficult.  In addition, 
they live in an area where virtually all new housing being built is directed 
towards the needs and spending power of USC students." 

Thus, in the absence of development of far greater numbers of on-campus 
affordable student housing under the Plan, there is little to suggest the loss of 
affordable housing units caused by the relative shortage of USC-provided 
student housing will abate.  Fortunately, the Enterprise Study strongly 

                                            

101  According to Appendix J at page 8, "[a)pproximately 30 percent of the units [in the Local Area] were 
constructed prior to 1940.  This is consistent with the fact that the area is one of the oldest neighborhoods 
in the city.  Presently, much of it is covered by the City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone." 
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suggests that USC can feasibly construct far more student housing than the 
5,400 beds currently contemplated: in responding to Enterprise surveys, 69% 
of USC undergraduate students and 60% of graduate students say they 
would opt for USC-owned housing if rents were equal and 78% of 
undergraduates say they would opt for USC housing if it were guaranteed.  
(Enterprise Study at pages 9-10,56.)  If we take the Project Description's 
projected 2030 student populations (18,500 undergraduates and 17,000 
graduate students), supplying USC-owned housing to 69% of undergrads 
(12,765) and 60% of grad students (10,500) would mean adding 16,622 beds 
to the 6,643 that USC currently provides. 

Response to Comment No. 26-17 

For responses to comments in paragraphs 1) and 2), see Response to Comment 
No. 25-21. 

Regarding paragraphs 3) and 4) concerning employee housing and construction 
workers, the comment provides no alternative facts, analysis or data that would alter the 
Draft EIR’s conclusions that, due to the employment patterns of construction workers in 
Southern California, and the operation of the market for construction labor, construction 
workers are not likely, to any significant degree, to relocate their households as a 
consequence of the job opportunities presented by the Project.  This conclusion is self-
evident when the marginal cost of changing a place of residence is compared with the cost 
of commuting to a worksite over the temporary period of construction work applicable to the 
Project.  As a result, this conclusion that construction workers are unlikely to change their 
place of residence due to a new construction site employment opportunity is correct and 
has been reached by the City in numerous other certified environmental documents.  
Contrary to the statement in this comment paragraph, the IMPLAN model-based analysis 
summarized in the Draft EIR did indeed estimate indirect and induced employment 
associated with Project construction expenditures.  Inasmuch as the workers filling those 
jobs may reside anywhere in Los Angeles County, it is not possible to assess housing 
needs associated with those jobs. 

Regarding paragraph 5) the low level of housing production in the Local Area 
between 1970 and 2000 (annual average of 25.5 units per year), as reported in the Draft 
EIR, is not necessarily indicative of housing production trends over the period 2009–2030.  
As also noted in the Draft EIR, SCAG forecasts an increase of 4,807 additional households 
(i.e., occupied housing units) over that period, which implies about 10 times the amount of 
annual housing production as compared with the last 30 years.  Furthermore, as noted in 
Table III-2 on Page III-26 of the Draft EIR, List of Related Projects, over 4,000 additional 
dwelling units have been proposed, are under construction, or have recently been 
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completed within the Project study area.  Many of these units are specifically targeted for 
occupancy by students and University-affiliated persons. 

Regarding paragraph 6) concerning existing overcrowding, the issue is not a result 
of the Project nor is it relevant to the Project, because, as documented in the Draft EIR, 
only some students, faculty and staff are likely to choose to reside in the local area.  After 
analyzing future housing demand and supply in the local area with the Project, the Draft 
EIR concludes that there will be almost 900 fewer units occupied by USC-related 
population in the Local Area in 2030. 

Regarding paragraph 7) concerning “housing fit,” only some USC-related demand 
for housing will occur in the local area, for the reasons set forth in the Draft EIR Section 
IV.I.2 and Appendix J.  This demand will be accommodated by USC-owned and privately 
owned housing.  As to USC-owned housing, the University will continue to set prices at 
levels that are affordable to its students, and USC will continue to offer financial aid to 
students, including assistance with housing costs.  USC does not maintain data on the 
household incomes of its faculty and staff, nor the retail and hotel workers employed in 
existing commercial uses, and therefore it is not possible to compare these households’ 
ability to pay for housing relative to the cost of housing in the local area, for the relatively 
small number of them who choose to reside in the local area.  Regarding the Enterprise 
Study, see Response to Comment No. 25-21. 

These comments do not change the analyses or conclusions regarding housing 
impacts set forth in the Draft EIR.  

Comment No. 26-18 

It inexorably follows from the findings of the Enterprise study and the more recent data that 
regulatory measures are required to correct for the significant and continuing loss of 
affordable housing.  The market has already caused the displacement of hundreds of 
households and the loss of hundreds of affordable units while producing little or no new 
affordable housing, a trend that shows little sign of abating.  The data shows that – despite 
a downturn in the regional market – the incentives in this submarket continue to be shaped 
principally by the hyperintense demand and the unique ability of some USC students to 
afford high rents. The submarket is thus uniquely appropriate for regulatory measures, 
including substantial mixed-income requirements for new development, one-for-one 
replacement of affordable housing lost, and preservation of covenanted or otherwise 
restricted affordable housing.  

As a result of these omissions, flawed analysis and assumptions, the Project is likely to 
result in significant demand for housing over supply in the Local Area and immediately 
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surrounding areas for the lowest paid employees and students, staff and faculty (service 
workers and segment of construction workers and segment of staff). The DEIR itself 
contains information contrary to the conclusions reached in the Housing discussion: 

"California, and especially its coastal metropolitan areas like Los Angeles, 
faces a deepening housing crisis, according to State officials.  The housing 
shortfall has left California with one of the tightest and most expensive 
housing markets in the nation, despite the overall decline in median prices 
resulting from the current national recession."  DEIR at page IV.I-27. 

The discussion continues on to state that ..."the demand for housing will exceed all 
available supplies [in the City of los Angeles]."  DEIR at page IV.I-27.  This information is 
backed up by the Enterprise Study. 

Based on a complete Project Description and Nexus Study, a revised DEIR must disclose 
and analyze the true impacts of the Project as proposed on housing including but not 
limited to housing demand over supply, unmet housing demand for affordable housing and 
impacts on the local housing market and community.  Based on a careful review of the 
proposed Project and the information available, it is likely that unmet affordable housing 
demand generated by the Project will be significant.  This impact in turn results in longer 
commute trips and related impacts to traffic, parking, air quality and GHG emissions. 

Response to Comment No. 26-18 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 25-19 regarding the 
suggested need for regulatory measures to address affordable housing issues.  Changes in 
the characteristics of the housing stock in the area due to market forces do not result from 
implementation of the Project.  The USC-related housing supply-demand relationships, 
both in the 2009 baseline year and in 2030 with the Project are analyzed in the Draft EIR 
(see generally, Draft EIR Section IV.I.2, Housing, and Appendix J, Chapter III (Housing)).  
The comment is speculative and does not provide any alternative analysis or 
documentation to refute the Draft EIR conclusion that the Project would reduce USC-
related housing demand from the local area, because the Project will add up to 5,400 beds 
of new student housing and 250 units of faculty housing on the USC campus. 

Comment No. 26-19 

Feasible Mitigation Measures To Address Significant Housing Impacts Including 
Unmet Demand for Affordable Housing: The DEIR does not identify any mitigation 
measures because it finds that project-related and cumulative-impacts associated with 
housing to be beneficial and less than significant.  A revised DEIR must include feasible 
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mitigation measures to reduce and/or eliminate significant housing, housing affordability 
and jobs-housing fit impacts.  These policy measures could include, among other things, 
inclusionary and replacement housing requirements, impact fees and other means of 
generating financing for affordable housing, a robust anti-discrimination regime, and a 
robust housing inspection program.  Such mitigation measures should be included as part 
of CEQA in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

Benefits should be included in the Project Description and in the Project Development 
Agreement so that they can be relied on for enforceable mitigation.102  In addition to jobs 
related measures (see list below), mitigation measures should consider all of the following: 

 A commitment to build additional very low income family housing in the "Local 
Area" for the workforce generated by the Project. The number of units should be 
based on a revised analysis in the Nexus Study103 of actual Project-generated 
housing demand, but should be no less than 100% of the net new unmet 
demand (including staff/new employee and construction worker demand). 

 A commitment to build additional affordable On Campus housing for students 
and staff. The number of units should be based on a revised analysis in the 
Nexus Study of actual Project-generated housing demand. 

 A revolving loan fund at no interest toward the building of new affordable units in 
the Local Area and/or rehabilitation of existing units by community non-profits 

                                            

102  Further, the cumulative scale of the housing impact mitigation benefits should be in line with similar 
measures agreed to by other similarly situated universities.  For example, as required by the 2000 
Stanford University General Use Permit, for every 11,753 sf added to the University, Stanford must create 
one new unit of affordable housing or pay cash in lieu to the County of 'Santa Clara to subsidize the 
creation of 1 unit of affordable housing.  As of May 8, 2010, this in lieu fee was set at $17.72 per square 
foot of new space developed.  With USC's planned expansion of 2,850,000 square feet of nonresidential 
space, an in lieu fee applied at same rate as the Stanford University below market rate housing impact fee 
would generate over $50.5 Million for the development of affordable housing.  Columbia University, in a 
Community Benefits Agreement executed with the West Harlem Local Development Corporation on 
May 18, 2009, agreed to contribute a total of $24 Million ($20 Million for development of affordable 
housing and $4 Million for legal assistance for tenants in the impacted neighborhood) to mitigate housing 
impacts of the University's planned 6.8 Million sf campus expansion. While it is unclear from the CBA how 
the total housing impact compensation was calculated, with a total expansion of approximately 5 Million 
square feet at the equivalent of rate of $3.53 per square foot, USC would have to contribute approximately 
$17.7 Million.  See Stanford University General Use Permit (as approved by County of Santa Clara), for 
affordable housing obligations, see pages 9-10: http://lbre.stanford.edu/sites/ali/lbreshared/files/ 
docs_public/SCC_SU_GUP.pdf and Stanford University table of fees for new University development, for 
affordable housing mitigation fee, see "BMR Housing": http://lbre.stanford.edu/finance/Fees_table. 
Columbia University CBA: http://www.columbia.edu/cu/gca/pdf-files/CBAAgreement.pdf 

103  See Letter Dated October 27, 2009 from the Community Benefits Law Center to LA City Councilmember's 
outlining an expanded scope for the Nexus Study. Attachment 5 hereto. 
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working in collaboration with a "Coalition Advisory Committee" (see below). The 
size of the loan fund must be sizable enough to substantially address the 
prospective and cumulative impact of past USC housing policy on rental housing 
in the Local Area that serves or used to serve neighborhood residents, but has 
already or will over the course of the Specific Plan build out convert to privately-
held student housing. As an example, a revolving loan fund of $20 million over 5 
years would allow for the creation or preservation of 200 units of affordable 
housing, with the fund providing an estimated $100,000 per unit in acquisition 
and/or construction funding for rehabilitation, new construction or preservation of 
existing subsidized properties at risk of converting to market. 

 An additional revolving loan fund at no interest should be established to 
rehabilitate Local Area housing with specific attention to levering other funding to 
increase the energy efficiency of these units (thereby saving residents on energy 
bills and reducing GHG and Air Quality emissions). 

 Creation of a "Coalition Advisory Committee" (and specialized technical sub-
committee on housing, energy efficiency and other issues). Among the 
considerations of the Committee should be to support the local community land 
trust that would help to provide affordable housing in the Local Area, support to 
local tenant rights organizations to combat housing discrimination, and establish 
a rental assistance program for low income staff and workforce in 
retail/commercial jobs. 

 Work with local tenant rights organizations to support tenant's rights education 
covering all tenant's legal rights before and after a rental agreement has been 
entered into as well as during the rental period, support local tenant rights 
organizations to combat housing discrimination and access to legal services for 
tenants confronting discriminatory practices substandard housing conditions 
and/or eviction. 

 A general nondiscrimination policy in the entitlement documents to be distributed 
to all the University's tenants, as well as use of fair housing logos, and a 
monitoring and reporting scheme to combat housing discrimination. 

 Faculty incentives to improve the housing and environmental footprint of the 
University. 

 A revised DEIR can also provide a vehicle to mitigate for parking, traffic, energy 
and other impacts associated with the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 26-19 

This comment is similar to Comment No. 25-24.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-24. 
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Comment No. 26-20 

D. The DEIR Underestimates Project-Related Employment and Fails to Adequately 
Disclose and Analyze Jobs-Housing Fit Impacts 

The DEIR concludes that Project-level and cumulative impacts associated with 
employment would be less than significant.  DEIR at page IV.I-25.  The DEIR further 
concludes that cumulative impacts with respect to employment would be less than 
significant without adequate data or analysis.  Specifically, the DEIR concludes: 

"Neither the Project, nor the Project in combination with "related projects," 
would exceed SCAG's adopted employment forecast for the City of Los 
Angeles Subregion."  App. J at p. 65.  

and 

"The Project, by adding 3,514 direct, indirect and induced jobs and 4,426 
households (indirect and direct), would have a relatively neutral numerical 
impact on the Subregion's 2030 jobs-housing balance.  The Project is 
therefore consistent with SCAG's policy goal."  DEIR at IV.I-62. 

The latter conclusion is reached despite that by 2030, the Subregion is forecast to add 
households at a faster rate than jobs thereby becoming housing rich/jobs poor (i.e. a jobs-
housing ratio of 1.25 in the Subregion versus 1.33 in the region). 

Response to Comment No. 26-20 

See Response to Comment No. 25-26, regarding the Draft EIR’s analysis and 
conclusions regarding jobs-housing balance.  The comment does not provide any 
information about a specific error in the Draft EIR analysis of this subject. 

Comment No. 26-21 

These conclusions are based in part on the projected employment generated by the Project 
being within SCAG's adopted employment forecast.  DEIR at page IV.I-25.  As described 
above, comparison of the Project against future population projections relies on an 
improper baseline.  A revised DEIR must evaluate the physical and other environmental 
impacts of net new employment generated by the Project against existing conditions (e.g. 
[sic] existing supply of housing at rents/prices affordable to new employees). 
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The DEIR appears to grossly underestimate employment generated by the Project.  
According to the DEIR, the Project will generate the following new employees:  DEIR at 
page IV.I-15 estimates; Table IV.1-3: 

 4,894 construction jobs for buildings located in the Project site. 

 Hotel and lab school uses would generate a net increase in approximately 748 
jobs. 

 Faculty jobs would increase by 1,452 positions. DEIR at page IV.I-15. 

 Estimates that annual spending by students would result in an additional 394 
direct jobs. 

 Project-related growth in faculty and staff, plus net new retail/commercial space, 
new hotel and lab and student spending total 2,594 incremental direct net new 
jobs from all Project sources. 

 Project also generates 404 indirect jobs and 516 induced jobs. 

 Overall project impact of 3,514 jobs. 

 Over 9,000 total full-time and part-time jobs including construction workers. 

For analysis purposes, the DEIR relies on an overall project impact of 3,514 net new jobs. 
This already underestimates employment impact because it does not include construction 
workers.  

The DEIR underestimates new jobs generated by the Project for reasons including the 
following: 

 Total new direct and indirectly-induced jobs are underestimated as a result of an 
appropriately applied multiplier effect and failure to apply the multiplier to certain 
key categories of population generated by the Project (e.g. [sic] to construction 
workers). 

 Jobs associated with the potential transfer of square footage allowed on site, 
which is likely to be commercial service related and therefore generate jobs at 
low wage scales. This is an unknown until the Specific Plan or Nexus Plan 
provides additional details on the type of uses the transfer would generate. 

 The actual imbalance of jobs and housing taking into consideration the salaries 
of new jobs with housing costs. "Jobs-Housing Fit." 
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The omission of ALL indirectly induced jobs in the DEIR's analysis of employment and 
population growth and jobs-housing balance has a ripple effect throughout the DEIR. 

Specifically, to the extent the DEIR underestimated total new jobs and population 
generated as a result of the Project directly and indirectly, other impacts including, but not 
limited to traffic, GHG emissions, air quality, among others are also underestimated. 

The Multiplier is Incorrectly Applied: Multiplier effects for the proposed uses range from a 
minimum of .5 or 1/2 additional new job for every job created to over 1.4 for University jobs 
under commonly applied models.  Of course employment multiplier effects can vary 
depending upon the specific types of jobs being created.  A revised DEIR must re-analyze 
the multiplier based on the specific types of jobs generated by the Project and produce a 
revised analysis of impacts to employment, population and housing, jobs-housing balance, 
traffic, GHG emissions and air quality among other impacts.  Based on a typical multiplier 
applicable to what is known about the Project would suggest that the DEIR and Appendix J 
have underestimated indirect and induced jobs by a significant number.  Specifically, 
Appendix J at page 57 indicates that the approximately 2,594 net new Project-generated 
jobs will result in only 404 indirect jobs and 516 induced jobs for a total of 3,514 jobs.  
Using accepted multipliers the analysis appears to underestimate indirect and induced jobs 
by at least 50% not counting a multiplier applied to construction jobs.  Not only should a 
revised DEIR or the Nexus Study more transparently trace the assumptions underlying net 
new job, induced and indirect job creation, but they should do so using more detailed 
information concerning the new jobs in terms of job classification and salary.  Moreover, 
depending upon the location of all net new jobs (including induced and indirect), revised 
impact analyses for traffic, air quality, urban decay, housing demand, jobs housing fit, and 
GHG impacts should be completed.  These new jobs have the potential to significantly 
increase the impacts of the Project as well as to influence the mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce or eliminate Project-related and cumulative impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 26-21 

See Response to Comment No. 25-26, regarding the Draft EIR’s estimates and 
projections of Project employment.  This comment also states that “multiplier effects” used 
in the Draft EIR were incorrectly applied and that certain other multiplier factors should 
have been used.  As explained in Draft EIR Section IV.I.1, Employment, and Appendix J, 
Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report, the professionally recognized 
IMPLAN input-output model was used to generate estimates of total employment (i.e., 
direct and multiplier effect on direct) in the Los Angeles County economy resulting from 
Project construction and annual operation of the Project’s improvements once completed 
and occupied.  As also noted in the Draft EIR, further details about the IMPLAN-based 
employment analysis are provided in a separate technical report on the Project’s economic 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-446 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

and fiscal impacts, including industry sector-specific data on jobs, compensation and 
economic output.104 

The comment does not state how the IMPLAN model was incorrectly applied, nor 
does it include any factual basis or citations to other models or sources to support the 
stated opinion that other multipliers should have been used instead of those derived from 
the IMPLAN model. 

Comment No. 26-22 

Jobs-Housing Fit: As a result of the omissions and flawed assumptions underlying the 
DEIR's analysis of employment, the DEIR's analysis of employment growth and jobs-
housing balance is incomplete and inadequate and the conclusion that there will be no 
significant impacts unsupported by facts in the DEIR.  To the contrary, there are likely to be 
significant impacts associated with the Project in terms of jobs-housing balance, demand 
for housing and related impacts to traffic and vehicle miles travelled when the full impacts 
of all new jobs and job salaries/housing prices are considered. 

In addition to these flaws and omissions in the analysis, the DEIR fails to analyze and 
therefore to mitigate for the likely significant imbalance between the jobs (including lower 
paid staff jobs at the University as well as service jobs105 ) and housing.  There is no 
analysis whatsoever of the mismatch between the jobs created by the Project and the 
housing available within the Project area. It is likely due to a lack of housing in the area, the 
higher price of housing due to student, faculty and staff competition, and the low paying 
wages of the service jobs (and likely some staff jobs) being created by the Project that the 
"Jobs-Housing Fit" will exacerbate the jobs housing imbalance. 

Response to Comment No. 26-22 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 25-26 regarding jobs-
housing balance.  The comment does not identify any technical CEQA flaw or omission in 

                                            

104  HR&A Advisors, Inc., An Assessment of the Economic and Fiscal Impacts of the USC Development Plan, 
prepared for USC, May 2010. 

105  A number of the uses proposed by the Project including but not limited to: retail shopping, hotel, 
restaurant, movie theater, grocery, fitness center as well as some staffing jobs are typically low paying.  
Yet, the DEIR fails to analyze the Jobs-Housing Fit – that is how many lower salaried jobs will be 
generated and where those employees will reside. Depending on the outcome of this analysis, the DEIR 
may have underestimated total trip length, air quality and GHG emissions, among other impacts. 
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the Draft EIR.  As documented in the Draft EIR and Appendix J, only 4.25 percent of USC 
faculty and staff elect to reside in the local area.  The Draft EIR and Appendix J also 
demonstrate that applying this percentage to the additional faculty and staff associated with 
the Project would create a demand for 360 units in the local area, assuming all such 
persons constitute separate households.  Inasmuch as the Project’s new student and 
faculty housing is projected to make 896 units of housing in the local area available for 
other households, on top of then-existing vacancies, there will be more than enough 
housing supply to accommodate demand from Project-related faculty and staff who elect to 
reside in the local area.  Insufficient information is available to USC about the household 
income circumstances and housing type preferences among its faculty and staff to 
determine any more about “housing fit” beyond this demand-supply relationship. 

Comment No. 26-23 

Cumulative Impacts are Not Adequately Analyzed: The DEIR uses the 2009-2030 
forecasted employment growth as a proxy for "related projects" because the employment 
impacts of individual developments that may actually occur between 2009 and 2030 cannot 
be reasonably foreseen over the period of the Project buildout.  DEIR at page 1-84 and 
Section IV.l-1.  Based on this approach, the DEIR concludes that the Project's incremental 
employment effect is not "cumulatively considerable" within the meaning of CEQA and 
hence its cumulative employment impact is less than significant.  DEIR at page 1-84 and 
Section IV.l-1.  To the contrary, there is information concerning likely future employment 
growth based on the cumulative list as well as planning and zoning. A revised analysis 
should be prepared that uses both methodologies to re-evaluate cumulative impacts to jobs 
and in particular jobs-housing fit. 

Response to Comment No. 26-23 

The scale of growth projected by SCAG for the City of Los Angeles Subregion 
between 2009 and 2030 is reasonably assumed to incorporate all jobs, households and 
population associated with individual developments in the general vicinity of the USC 
University Park Campus that are included on the City’s “related projects” list.  This 
approach to cumulative analysis is consistent with the “Summary of Projections” method 
described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B). 

Comment No. 26-24 

Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce or Eliminate Potentially Significant Impacts on 
Local Small Businesses and the Community:  The DEIR does not identify any mitigation 
measures because it finds that project-related and cumulative-impacts associated with 
employment to be less than significant.  A revised DEIR must include feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce or eliminate significant impacts on local small businesses and the 
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community.  In addition to housing related measures (see list above), mitigation measures 
should consider all of the following: 

1. Work with local neighborhood organizations with expertise in local hiring 
creation and implementation to create a local Workforce Development/
Apprentice Employment Program that involves training and other strategies to 
maximize the number of local entry-level opportunities for area residents in 
both service and construction jobs that lead to middle-income careers and 
create new pathways for local residents into "green-related" careers. 

2. Work with local neighborhood organizations to establish a targeted hiring/
local First Source Policy to promote, facilitate, and implement the hiring of 
local disadvantaged workers in both service and, construction jobs created by 
the project, with clear benchmarks and goals. 

3. Ensure good living wage jobs by all tenants at the development. 

4. Creation of a small business assistance program and funding for the creation 
of new and preservation of existing small businesses in the local Area.  

5. Establishment of a scalable Transportation Demand Management Fee linked 
to the average vehicle miles traveled of the construction workforce. 

Response to Comment No. 26-24 

See Response to Comment No. 25-26, regarding mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 26-25 

E. DEIR's Fails to Adequately Analyze Project's Significant Inconsistencies with 
Adopted Plans and Policies 

The Project as proposed requires General Plan amendments106, variances from the 
existing Code, FAR transfers, parking reductions107 and other significant departures from 

                                            

106  Among the General Plan land use designation changes is a change from Neighborhood District to 
Community or Regional Center for the eastern portion of Subarea 3.  It is not clear what changes in retail 
uses could result from this land use designation change.  If this change opens the door for certain types of 
retail uses – e.g. small or big box stores, the resulting impact on existing retail and commercial uses could 
be significant.  A revised DEIR must disclose the specific land uses that could result from this change in 
land use designation. 
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adopted plans and policies in order to be built.  In addition, regulatory documents that must 
be consistent with the General Plan, including but not limited to a Specific Plan and 
Development Agreement are not yet completed.  In addition to rendering review of the 
Project premature, the lengthy list of necessary departures from adopted plans and policies 
call into question whether the merits or benefits of the Project as proposed support these 
departures and amendments.  Because critical documents are not yet available for review, 
it is difficult to fully evaluate Project consistency with adopted Plans and policies.  From the 
little we do know about the Project, even with the amendments and departures from 
adopted Plans, policies and regulations requested, the Project appears to be inconsistent 
with adopted policy in key respects.  This is contrary to state law which requires 
consistency. 

Specifically, that in order to protect California's land resources and improve the quality of 
life in the state, each California city and county must adopt a comprehensive, long-term 
general plan governing development.  Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa 
County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 352, citing Gov. Code108 §§ 
65030, 65300.  The general plan sits at the top of the land use planning hierarchy (see 
DeVita v. County of Napa (1995) 9 Cal. 4th 763, 773), and serves as a "constitution" or 
"charter" for all future development.  Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek 
(1990) 52 Cal. 3d 531, 540. 

General plan consistency is "the linchpin of California's land use and development laws; it 
is the principle which infused the concept of planned growth with the force of law."  See 
deBottari v. Norco City Council (1985) 171 Cal. App. 3d 1204, 1213.  State law mandates 
two levels of consistency.  First, a general plan must be internally or "horizontally" 
consistent: its elements must "comprise an integrated, internally consistent and compatible 
statement of policies for the adopting agency."  See § 65300.5; Sierra Club v. Bd. of 
Supervisors (1981) 126 Cal. App. 3d 698, 704.  A general plan amendment thus may not 
be internally inconsistent, nor may it cause the general plan as a whole to become 
internally inconsistent.  (See DeVita, 9 Cal. 4th at 796 n. 12.) 

Second, state law requires "vertical" consistency, meaning that zoning ordinances and 
other land use decisions also must be consistent with the general plan.  See § 65860(a)(2) 
[land uses authorized by zoning ordinance must be "compatible with the objectives, 
policies, general land uses, and programs specified in the [general] plan."]; see also 

                                                                                                                                         

107  Parking reductions may be a good idea for reducing air quality and GHG emissions if walkability and 
alternative transportation modes are adequate to create choice. 

108  All statutory references are to the Government Code unless otherwise specified. 
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Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cal.App.3d 1176, 1184. A 
zoning ordinance that conflicts with the general plan or impedes achievement of its policies 
is invalid and cannot be given effect.  See Lesher, 52 Cal. 3d at 544. 

State law requires that all subordinate land use decisions, including conditional use 
permits, be consistent with the general plan. See Gov. Code § 65860(a)(2); Neighborhood 
Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cal. App. 3d 1176, 1184.  A project 
cannot be found consistent with a general plan if it conflicts with a general plan policy that 
is "fundamental, mandatory, and clear," regardless of whether it is consistent with other 
general plan policies.  See Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 131 
Cal. App. 4th 777, 782-83; Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural EI Dorado County v. Board of 
Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal. App. 4th 1332, 1341-42 ("FUTURE").  Moreover, even in the 
absence of such a direct conflict, an ordinance or development project may not be 
approved if it interferes with or frustrates the general plan's policies and objectives.  See 
Napa Citizens, 91 Cal. App. 4th at 378-79; see also Lesher, 52 Cal. 3d at 544 [zoning 
ordinance restricting development conflicted with growth-oriented policies of general plan]. 

The myriad of plans and policies in place from which to evaluate Project consistency 
includes, but is not limited to: 

 City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element 

 South Los Angeles Community Plan 

 Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

The Project consistency "analysis" contained in the DEIR and in Appendix J provides 
conclusory statements of consistency that are in most cases unsupported by evidence in 
the record.  Lack of detail concerning the proposed Project's retail uses as well as the 
Specific Plan and Nexus Study render the conclusions contained in the DEIR and Appendix 
J premature.  While the DEIR Land Use, Housing and Employment sections contain 
consistency tables, they are largely devoid of analysis and evidence to support the 
conclusions of Project-Plan/Policy consistency.  The Table below provides numerous 
examples of plan provisions where Project consistency has not been proven. 

Response to Comment No. 26-25 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25-46, 25-49, and 25-55.  With the 
additions and corrections made to the Draft EIR in this Final EIR (see Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR), the proposed Project would 
continue to be consistent with nearly all of the land use policies that apply to the Project.  
No fundamental inconsistencies would occur that would result in new or worsened 
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environmental impacts.  With regard to the footnote in this comment that “[p]arking 
reductions may be a good idea for reducing air quality and GHG emissions if walkability 
and alternative transportation modes are adequate to create choice,” as stated on page 
IV.G-38 in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project’s parking 
requirements would differ from current LAMC parking requirements and would reflect 
parking demand for the proposed development.  A reduction in these parking requirements 
may be allowed based on a finding that adequate parking will be provided.  However, in no 
case would the reduction exceed 20 percent of the minimum parking requirements 
established for the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 26-26 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Objective 3.2: To provide for the special distribution 
of development that promotes an improved quality of 
life by facilitating a reduction of vehicle trips, vehicle 
miles traveled, and air pollution. 

Table IV.G-1, DEIR at page IV.G-53, provides 
general information about the type, location and mix 
of project uses which do hold the promise of 
consistency with the Policy.  Unfortunately, the 
Project as proposed fails to include sufficient detail 
concerning uses and falls short of providing adequate 
and affordable housing to new demand for housing 
such that is may result in business as usual or even 
an increase in trips, VMT and air pollution.  As 
outlined in the letter from Tom Brohard, additional 
information and further study is needed to provide the 
evidence required for this consistency finding.  See 
Letter from Tom Brohard submitted under separate 
cover. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-26 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-50.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-50. 
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Comment No. 26-27 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Policy 3.2.4: Provide for the siting and design of new 
development that maintains the prevailing scale and 
character of the City's stable residential 
neighborhoods and enhance the character of 
commercial and industrial districts.  See also Policy 
3.4.1 at page IV.G-56. 

Table IV.G-1, DEIR at page IV.G-55, declares 
consistency with this policy but fails to provide 
evidence that the Project would enhance the area. 
Contrary to the DEIR's assertion, the Project has the 
potential to usurp the market for existing businesses 
resulting in blighting, have visual impacts associated 
with removal of historic buildings and put significant 
additional pressure on the existing housing market 
(with results ranging from increased overcrowding 
conditions to gentrification which could destabilize 
existing neighborhoods). Unfortunately, without a 
more detailed analysis in a revised DEIR, the full 
impacts of the Project, and therefore consistency with 
this Policy, cannot be evaluated. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-27 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-51.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-51. 

Comment No. 26-28 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Policy 7.2.5: Promote and encourage the 
development of retail facilities appropriate to serve 
the shopping needs of the local population when 
planning new residential neighborhoods or major 
residential developments. 

Table III-8 Appendix J at page 59, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy. Yet, the lack of 
details concerning specific retail uses renders this 
conclusion premature. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-28 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-52.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-52. 
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Comment No. 26-29 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Policy 7.3.2: Retain existing neighborhood 
commercial activities within walking distance of 
residential areas. See also Policy 7.6.3. 

Table III-8, Appendix J at page 59, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy. However, in the 
absence of additional detail concerning the specific 
project uses (retail and services) there is insufficient 
evidence that the proposed Project will not result in 
usurping existing neighborhood businesses and 
services. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-29 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-53.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-53. 

Comment No. 26-30 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Objective 4.1: Plan the capacity for and develop 
incentives to encourage production of an adequate 
supply of housing units of various types within each 
City Subregion to meet the projected housing needs 
by income level of the future population to the year 
2010. 

Table IV-21, Appendix J at page 99, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy because it would 
provide housing "that would help meet the needs of 
USC students and faculty who must now compete for 
space in the Local Area or other more distant 
locations. This would provide space in existing units 
to meet other housing needs."  

As described in detail in the Housing section of this 
letter, the Project as proposed fails to provide for the 
housing demand it generates and in fails to include 
any analysis of housing need/unmet need by income 
level. As a result, the Project will likely have a 
significant adverse impact on housing due to 
generation of an unmet demand for housing and 
particularly housing affordable to the net new 
students, staff and workforce (including construction 
workers). 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-30 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-54.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-54. 
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Comment No. 26-31 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Goal 3D: Pedestrian-oriented districts that provide 
local identity, commercial activity, and support Los 
Angeles' neighborhoods. 

Policy 3.8.1: Accommodate the development of 
neighborhood-serving uses in areas designated as 
"Neighborhood District."  

See Also Policy 3.8.2 and 3.8.3. 

Table IV.G-1 provides general reasons for Project 
consistency with this Goal, but reading carefully 
includes the fact that the Project seeks to change the 
Neighborhood District land use designation for a 
portion of Subarea 3 with a designation of Regional 
or Community Center. This change in designation 
could significantly change the land uses allowed 
resulting in even greater potential for impacts on 
existing uses, auto-centricity (if regional service 
rather than local serving uses are allowed) and the 
like. To the extent the Project calls for a change in 
this designation is cannot be consistent with the 
designation or applicable goals and policies. 

The revised DEIR must include additional detail 
concerning the type and scale of uses contemplated 
that require a change in designation and analyze the 
impacts of those use changes. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-31 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-55.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-55. 

Comment No. 26-32 

Examples Of Project – Plan Inconsistencies 
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

Provision Comment 

Policy 4.1: Seek to eliminate or minimize the intrusion 
of traffic generated by new regional or local 
development into residential neighborhoods ... 

Table IV.G-1 finds the Project inconsistent with this 
Policy. This finding suggests that the Project is 
inconsistent with other policies calling for 
preservation of existing quality, safety and character 
of the neighborhoods. In addition, a project cannot be 
approved where a fundamental policy inconsistency 
such as this remains. 

The inconsistency further suggests that the scale and 
auto oriented nature of some of the new uses should 
be reconsidered. 
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Response to Comment No. 26-32 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-56.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-56. 

Comment No. 26-33 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Policy 2.1-3: Commercial areas should be 
consolidated and deepened to stimulate existing 
businesses, create opportunities for new 
development and off-street parking, expand the 
variety of goods and services, and improve shopping 
convenience as well as offer local employment. 

Table III-9, Appendix J at page 60, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy. However, in the 
absence of additional detail concerning the specific 
project uses there is insufficient evidence that the 
proposed Project will result in net new services and 
employment, when all potential impacts to existing 
services and employment are considered. The Urban 
Decay Study is a good start, but additional 
information must be provided in the Nexus Study to 
support a finding of consistency. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-33 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-57.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-57. 

Comment No. 26-34 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Policy 1-5.2: Ensure that new housing opportunities 
minimize displacement of the residents. 

There is no evidence to support the DEIR's 
conclusion that the Project is consistent with this 
Policy. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-34 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-58.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-58. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-456 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Comment No. 26-35 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Objective 1-4: To preserve and enhance 
neighborhoods with a distinctive and significant 
historical character. See also Policy 1-4.1; 1-4.2 and 
1-4.3. 

Table IV.G-2 finds the Project consistent because of 
the AMMA. However, the completion of the AMMA 
has been deferred and therefore fails to provide 
evidence that Project related impacts have been 
minimized to the full extent feasible. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-35 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-59.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-59. 

Comment No. 26-36 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Objective 1-5: To promote and ensure the provision 
of adequate housing for all persons regardless of 
income, age, or ethnic background. See also Policy 
1-5.1. 

Table IV.G-2 finds the Project consistent because it 
will provide for new student housing. As described in 
detail in this letter, the Project is likely to result in 
significant shortfalls of housing affordable to the new 
populations (student, faculty, staff, workforce) 
generated by the Project. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-36 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-60.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-60. 
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Comment No. 26-37 

South Los Angeles Community Plan Policies 

Provision Comment 

Policy 11-2.1: No increase in density and intensity 
shall be effectuated by zone change, variance, 
conditional use, parcel map or subdivision unless it is 
determined that the transportation system can 
accommodate the increased traffic generated by the 
project. 

Table IV-G.2 finds that the Project would be 
inconsistent with this Policy in large part because it 
would result in significant impacts at up to seven 
intersections.  

A Project - Policy inconsistency such as this one 
precludes approval of the Project zone changes and 
variances. If a general plan amendment is designed 
to reconcile the Project with this policy, the precedent 
setting implications of that GPA must be disclosed 
and analyzed (e.g. additional growth inducement; 
traffic impacts; etc.). 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-37 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-61.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-61. 

Comment No. 26-38 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

Policy: To encourage the cooperation and 
participation of residents, property owners, business 
persons, public agencies and community 
organizations in the revitalization of the area. 

Table III-10, Appendix J at page 61, states that the 
Project is consistent with this Policy because it 
"provides an opportunity for cooperation."  

The addition of mitigation measures suggested in 
Attachment 1 hereto would help support a finding of 
consistency. Without establishing a vehicle for 
cooperation in the Local Area, there is insufficient 
evidence to support the conclusion reached in the 
DEIR and Appendix J. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-38 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-62.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-62. 
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Comment No. 26-39 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

Policy: To eliminate the spread of blight and 
deterioration and to conserve, rehabilitate, and 
redevelop the Expanded Project Area in accordance 
with the Plan. 

Table III-10, Appendix J at page 61, states that the 
Project is consistent with this Policy because the 
Project adds new development consistent with the 
general objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. There 
is no evidence supporting the conclusion that the 
Project will eliminate rather than contribute to the 
spread of blight in the Project Area. The Urban 
Decay Study is silent on the impact of the housing 
component of the Project. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-39 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-63.  Please see Response to 
Comment No. 25-63. 

Comment No. 26-40 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

To encourage a thriving commercial environment 
which will contribute to neighborhood improvement. 

Table III-10, Appendix J at page 61, states that the 
Project is consistent with this Policy because the 
Project would generate incremental demand for 
commercial goods and services. Additional 
information and analysis concerning the specific type 
of retail commercial uses and their potential impact 
on existing uses is needed to support this conclusion. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-40 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-64.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-64. 
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Comment No. 26-41 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project 

To alleviate overcrowded, substandard housing 
conditions and to promote the development of a 
sufficient number of housing units for low and 
moderate income households. 

Table IV-24, Appendix J at page 102, states that the 
Project is consistent with this policy. However, as the 
Urban Decay Study acknowledges, there was no 
analysis of how or whether the development of new 
residential uses for students and faculty would impact 
existing housing in the area. The DEIR's analysis of 
those impacts is also insufficient. Contrary to the 
conclusion reached in the DEIR and Appendix J, the 
proposed Project fails to provide adequate housing to 
meet the demand created (see also the housing 
section of this letter) and may result in impacting the 
existing housing supply either by exacerbating 
overcrowding in some units or by creating blight for 
those areas with very substandard housing. 

 

Response to Comment No. 26-41 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment No. 25-65.  See Response to Comment 
No. 25-65. 

Comment No. 26-42 

The DEIR contains evidence that the Project is inconsistent with a number of adopted 
policies.  See examples in bold in above table and Section IV.G of the DEIR.  Since the 
Project Description fails to describe the language of the necessary General Plan 
Amendments, the precedent setting and other impacts of these cannot be known.  Unless 
and until the Project is brought into consistency with all applicable Plans and policies, it 
cannot be approved.  The DEIR analyzes an alternative that is consistent with existing 
plans.  The analysis of a project consistent alternative is inadequate for the following 
reasons: 

Response to Comment No. 26-42 

This comment duplicates a portion of Comment No. 25-66.  See Response to 
Comment No. 25-66. 

Comment No. 26-43 

Mitigation measures listed in this letter including those related to housing, employment and 
jobs-housing fit impacts should be considered as they are likely to help achieve 
consistency with a number of the critical policies including but not limited to those that 
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require adequate and affordable housing, reduced trips, VMT and air pollution, 
preservations and enhancement of existing neighborhoods and the like. 

Response to Comment No. 26-43 

This comment duplicates a portion of Comment No. 25-66.  See Response to 
Comment No. 25-66. 

Comment No. 26-44 

F. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project's Growth Inducing Impacts 

The DEIR concludes that the Project will not result in significant growth inducement.  The 
sum total of the DEIR's "analysis" of growth inducement is: 

"While the Project's addition to new housing units is consistent with various regional 
and local policies, it will not, in and of itself, foster new growth in the area by 
removing  impediments to growth.  As described in the land use section of the Draft 
EIR, the property surrounding the Project is already developed with commercial, 
residential and industrial uses.  All roadway improvements planned for the Project 
are tailored to enhance pedestrian safety or improve circulation flows throughout the 
area consistent with the Project impacts. 

Utility and other infrastructure upgrades planned for the Project are intended 
primarily to meet Project-related demand.  The Project households' demand for 
commercial goods and services will be met by retail, services and community 
facilities, and by existing retail, service and other resources already located within 
proximity to the Project site.  On the contrary, the new household demand will help 
support the viability of existing businesses in the Project vicinity."  DEIR at 
page IV.I-63. 

And  

"Future growth through 2030 (the Project buildout year), as a result of related 
projects and general ambient growth, would have the potential to alter the existing 
land use environment due to infill development at increased densities, conversions 
of vacant land to new development, and/or conversions of land uses (e.g. [sic] 
commercial to residential).  However, future development projects would be subject 
to existing land use zoning and designations as well as environmental review by the 
City.  Therefore, such future projects are not expected to fundamentally alter the 
existing land use relationships in the community.  Rather, the concentration of 
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development in the area would be expected to promote a more cohesive compatible 
urban environment."  DEIR at page 1-75. 

These conclusions are not supported by facts or analysis. 

As discussed in detail above, every CEQA document must start from a "baseline" 
assumption.  The CEQA "baseline" is the set of environmental conditions against which to 
compare a project's anticipated impacts. Communities for a Better Environment v. So 
Coast Air Qual. Mgmnt. Dist. (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 321.  Section 15125(a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 C.C.R., § 1512S(a)) states in pertinent part that a lead agency's 
environmental review under CEQA: 

" ... must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project, as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is commenced, from 
both a local and regional perspective.  This environmental setting will normally 
constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a Lead Agency determines 
whether an impact is significant." 

A revised DEIR must include an analysis of the extent to which the Project could lead to 
growth in the area beyond the existing conditions.  The analysis should include 
identification of those infill parcels in the area that are underutilized or vacant and the 
potential for additional growth to provide secondary services to the Project (e.g. from 
housing to janitorial, plumbing, repairs/maintenance and other specialized support services 
not provided by the Project).  Moreover, the analysis should evaluate the precedent for land 
use, zoning and code changes (e.g. FAR and other variances)109 requested by the Project 
to result in other such requests for growth in the Local Area.  Such an analysis should also 
include an evaluation of the potential for the project to "gentrify" the neighborhood thereby 
displacing existing housing and nonresidential uses. 

The DEIR and Appendix J acknowledge: 

"Social and economic issues, and housing and population in particular, are relevant 
to the CEQA requirement that an EIR address the growth-inducing impacts of a 
project.  An EIR must '[d]iscuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster 

                                            

109  The GPAs, zone change and other departures from adopted plans and codes for the Project could set a 
precedent for other similar requests making existing zoning and planning an improper basis for 
determining significance of land use changes. The precedent set by the Project must be analyzed once 
known (e.g. the specific language of the GPAs, the nature of the variances, etc.). 
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economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment." 

A revised analysis must do just that, ie, determine the ways the Project could foster 
economic or population growth in the surrounding environment. 

Response to Comment No. 26-44 

See Response to Comment No. 25-80 regarding the adequacy of the growth 
inducing analysis provided in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 26-45 

G. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Project Impacts on Cultural 
Resources  

According to the DEIR the Project as proposed will result in potentially significant impacts 
to Cultural Resources due to the removal of up to five eligible historic resources within 
Subareas 1 and 2.  Removal of these buildings would result in significant aesthetic impacts. 
In addition, because "potential conceptual" development sites are proposed throughout the 
entire campus near other individually eligible historic resources, there is also the potential 
for the new buildings to impact the setting of these existing resources. 

Because so much is not known about the Project, the DEIR's analysis of cultural resources 
is premature.  That said, even at this conceptual level, the DEIR could identify mitigation 
measures and an alternative that would reduce or eliminate these impacts.  To that end, 
the mitigation measure identified in the DEIR – creation of an AMMA – is a potentially 
meaningful measure.  However, the measure is improperly deferred and therefore its 
benefits cannot be measured.  The AMMA should be completed and included in a revised 
DEIR. 

Finally, the DEIR's rejection of an alternative that would eliminate impacts to historic 
resources is without sufficient analysis or evidence.  A revised DEIR should include further 
evidence supporting rejection of an alternative that would further reduce or eliminate 
impacts to historic buildings and other resources. 

Response to Comment No. 26-45 

This comment is a duplicate of Comment Nos. 25-83 and 25-84.  See Response to 
Comment Nos. 25-83 and 25-84. 
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Comment No. 26-46 

H. Urban Decay 

The Urban Decay analysis contains a good deal of useful information.  Unfortunately, that 
information is incomplete and a revised Urban Decay study is needed once additional 
project details are revealed in the Specific Plan and other documents to support the DEIR's 
conclusion that the Project retail and commercial services impacts associated with urban 
decay would be less than significant.  That said, sufficient information is provided to 
indicate that the Urban Decay Study likely underestimates impacts to existing business and 
potentially to the housing community.  According to the DEIR and Appendix K: 

"[t]he potential impact on the community from the development of new residential 
uses for students and faculty has been considered in other studies for the Project's 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, and is not viewed as a potential source of urban 
decay as defined by CEQA."  Appendix K at page 2. 

Urban decay can occur for many reasons.  Among them is the deterioration of existing 
housing stock and neighborhoods due to overcrowding, deterioration of housing stock or 
competition (e.g. exodus from housing in the Local Area by those able to pay rents to the 
new units leaving oversupply of substandard housing).  All three of these reasons could 
apply and could be exacerbated by the Project.  The Nexus Study and a revised DEIR 
Urban Decay Study must provide evidence to support the conclusion that impacts to the 
community as a result of the residential component of the Project will not be significant and 
adverse. 

Response to Comment No. 26-46 

Regarding potential “urban decay” impacts on housing, please refer to Topical 
Response No. 2. 

Comment No. 26-47 

Conclusion 

For the above reasons, the City must prepare and recirculate a revised DEIR based on a 
complete Project Description and all relevant components of that Description that 
addresses these omissions. 
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Response to Comment No. 26-47 

As indicated by the responses above, the Project Description for the Draft EIR was 
completed in accordance with CEQA requirements and the Draft EIR does not require 
recirculation.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-90, above regarding the 
reasons why recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required or warranted. 
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Comment Letter No. 27 

Pless Environmental Inc. 
440 Nova Albion Way, Suite 2 
San Rafael, CA  94903 

Comment No. 27-1 

Dear Mr. Drury, 

Per your request, I have reviewed relevant portions of the Draft Environmental Impact 
report ("Draft EIR") published by the City of Los Angeles ("City") as the lead agency under 
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") for the University of Southern California 
("USC" or "University") Development Plan ("the Project")110,111 and related documents for 
potential impacts on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

My qualifications as an environmental expert include a doctorate in Environmental Science 
and Engineering ("D. Env.") from the University of California Los Angeles. In my 
professional practice, I have reviewed and commented on hundreds of CEQA documents 
including numerous commercial and industrial developments. My resume is attached to this 
letter. 

Background 

The Project constitutes an implementation tool for the orderly development of three of the 
six subareas112 of the 2030 University Park Campus (“UPC") Master Plan. The UPC Master 
Plan, a framework plan that addresses the future physical development of USC's campus 
and the quality of its surrounding community in the coming years. The proposed Project 

                                            

110 City of Los Angeles, University of Southern California Development Plan. Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, SCH No. 2009011101. May 2010. 

111 The Project is variously referred to as "Specific Plan" in the City's Notice of Preparation and Public 
Scoping Meeting for the Draft EIR dated January 30, 2009 and the City's Staff Report on the Project and 
the Nexus Study dated October 15, 2009; as "University Park Specific Plan" or "University Park Campus 
Specific Plan" on USC's website; as "Development Plan" on the City's website for the Draft ElR; and as 
“Development Plan” and "Development Plan and Specific Plan" in the City's Notice of Completion and 
Availability for the Draft EIR dated May 27, 2010. 

112 The University on their UPC Master Plan website uses the term" District" rather than a “Subarea;" see 
University or Southern California, University Park Campus Master Planning, Master Planning Districts at 
http://www.usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/draft master plan/districts/. 
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would provide for development of new uses on and around the University Park Campus. 
The Project would provide approximately 2,500,000 square feet of academic and University 
uses; up to 350,000 square feet of retail/ commercial uses; and approximately 2,135,000 
square feet of student and faculty housing providing up to 5,400 student beds and 
approximately 250 faculty housing units. The Project would also provide for an 
approximately 165,000-square foot hotel and conference center with up to 150 guest 
rooms, conference and banquet facility areas, sit-down restaurant area, a swimming pool, 
and other related amenities. In addition, a new University-affiliated K-8 laboratory school 
and community educational academy comprised of up to approximately 80,000 square feet 
may also be developed.113 

Comments 

As discussed in my comments below, the Draft EIR is premature, piecemealed, not 
adequately documented, internally inconsistent, and its analyses of the Project's impacts 
on air quality and global climate change are severely deficient In addition, although the 
Draft recognizes some significant adverse impacts on air quality, it fails to propose all 
feasible mitigation as required by CEQA. 

The following table of contents summarizes the organization of this letter: 

I. The Draft EIR Is Premature  ....................................................................................... 5 

II. The Draft EIR Impermissibly Piecemeals the Whole of the Project  ....................... 5 

II.A The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Potential Impacts on the Environment 
Associated with Construction and Operation of UPC Master Plan Subareas 4 
through  ........................................................................................................... 6 

II.B The Draft EIR Fails to Discuss the Thermal Energy Storage System Currently 
Being Built on the USC Campus  .................................................................... 9 

III. The Draft EIR Is Not Adequately Documented  ...................................................... 10 

IV. The Draft EIR Fails to Provide a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan  ...... 12 

V. The Project Description Is Inadequate  ................................................................... 13 

VI. The Draft EIR Is Internally Inconsistent  ................................................................. 14 

VII. The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Characterize the Existing Air Quality in the 
Project Vicinity  ......................................................................................................... 15 

                                            

113 Draft EIR, pp.II-1 - II-2.  
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VIII. The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Construction Emissions Is Severely 
Deficient and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate Significant Impacts on 
Air Quality  ................................................................................................................. 17 

VIII.A The Draft EIR's Analysis of Construction Emissions and Discussion of 
Resulting Impacts on Air Quality Is Inadequate  ............................................ 17 

VIII.B The Draft EIR Analyzes Construction Emissions for Years 20 II through 
2015 Only  ..................................................................................................... 17 

VIII.C Draft EIR's Presentation of Regional Construction Emissions Is Misleading 
and Not Supported by the Modeling Results  ................................................ 18 

VIII.D Draft ElRs Presentation of localized Construction Emissions Is Misleading, 
Not Supported by the Modeling Results. and Fails to Identify Significant 
Impacts on Air Quality  .................................................................................. 21 

VIII.E The Draft EIR's Emission Estimates Fail to Take into Account Emissions 
Associated with Earthmoving  ....................................................................... 22 

IX. The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze, Identify, and Adequately Mitigate Significant 
Health Risks Associated with Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-
powered Construction Equipment  ......................................................................... 23 

IX.A The Lack of an Explicit Requirement by the Air District Does not Relieve the 
City from Analyzing the Significance of Diesel Exhaust Emissions during 
Construction  ................................................................................................. 26 

IX.B Project Construction Activities Are Not Short-term  ....................................... 27 

IX.C Construction Diesel Exhaust Emissions Are Cumulatively Significant  .......... 27 

X. The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Operational Emissions Is Severely Deficient 
and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate Significant Impacts on Air Quality 28 

X.A The Draft EIR Fails To Provide Estimates for Operational Emissions in Interim 
Years Including Simultaneous Construction and Operation of the Project  ... 28 

X.B The Draft EIR's Underestimates Mobile-Source Emissions  .......................... 29 

X.C The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze increasing Localized Emissions from Gas 
Stations due to Additional Students and Faculty  .......................................... 29 

X.D The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Increased Emissions Associated with uses 
Boiler Plants and USC  .................................................................................. 29 

XI. The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Severely 
Deficient and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate the Project's Significant 
Contribution to Global Climate Change  ................................................................. 30 

XI.A The Draft EIR Relies on an Improper Business-as-Usual Baseline  .............. 30 

XI.B The Project's Greenhouse Gas Emissions Are Significant Because They 
Exceed Established CEQA Significance Thresholds  .................................... 31 
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XI.C The Draft EIR's Drop-in-a-Bucket Approach to Assessing Impacts Associated 
with Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Not Permissible and fails to Identify 
Cumulatively Significant Impacts  .................................................................. 31 

XI.D The EIR Improperly Fails to Impose Feasible Mitigation Measures to  
Minimize Greenhouse Gas Emissions  .......................................................... 33 

XII. The Draft EIR's Proposed Mitigation Measures Are Inadequate and Fail to 
Minimize Significant Impacts Resulting from Criteria Pollutant and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Associated with Project Construction and Operation to the 
Extent Feasible as Required by CEQA  ................................................................... 33 

XII.A The Proposed Mitigation Measures Are Not Enforceable as a  
Practical Matter  ............................................................................................ 34 

XII.B The Draft EIR Fails to Require All Feasible Mitigation for Construction 
Emissions  ..................................................................................................... 36 

XII.C The Draft EIR Fails to Require All Feasible Mitigation for Operational 
Emissions  ..................................................................................................... 36 

XIII. Additional Feasible Mitigation to Minimize Emissions of Criteria Pollutants, 
Toxic Air Contaminants, and Greenhouse Gases Associated With Project 
Construction  ............................................................................................................ 37 
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Response to Comment No. 27-1 

This comment providing an overview of the commentor’s qualifications, a general 
description of the Project as perceived by the commentor, and an overview of the contents 
of the comment letter is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Specific responses to each of the issues raised by the 
commentor are provided in the below responses.  As demonstrated by the responses to the 
comments below, the Draft EIR has been completed in accordance with CEQA 
requirements and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. 

Comment No. 27-2 

I.  The Draft EIR Is Premature 

The City is currently preparing a so-called Nexus Study for the area surrounding the Project 
site, generally bounded by Washington Boulevard to the north, Grand Avenue to the east, 
Normandie Avenue to the west, and Vernon Avenue to the south.  The Nexus Study will 
assess the potentially significant impacts of Specific Plan development on affordable 
housing, green space, parking, car-sharing opportunities, and infrastructure needs for the 
surrounding community area as it relates to the proposed Project development.114  
According to the City, the findings of the Nexus Study "will be utilized to mitigate potentially 
significant impacts of the new development occurring in the USC Specific Plan area..."115 
As of July 25, 2010, the Nexus Study has not been published. 

The potentially significant impacts of "Specific Plan development on affordable housing, 
green space, parking, car-sharing opportunities, and infrastructure needs for the 
surrounding community area as it relates to the proposed Project development" are part of 
the Project impacts and should have been analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Similarly, the 
measures proposed by the Nexus Study to mitigate these potentially significant impacts 
must be included in the Draft ElR. Thus, the Draft EIR is premature because it fails to 
include the findings and recommendations of the Nexus Study. 

It appears that publishing the Draft EIR for the Project before the Nexus Study is putting the 
cart before the horse.  The Draft EIR should be revised to incorporate the results of the 
Nexus Study and incorporate its recommendations for mitigation measures. 

                                            

114 See City of Los Angeles, Status Report on Proposed USC Specific Plan and Nexus Study, October 15, 
2009, pp. 2-3; http://www.usc.edu/privare/about/specificplan/NOP Official BW scan.pdf. 

115 Ibid. 
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Response to Comment No. 27-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 25-8. 

Comment No. 27-3 

II.  The Draft EIR Impermissibly Piecemeals the Whole of the Project 

CEQA forbids "piecemeal" review of the significant environmental impacts of a 
project, defined as "the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably indirect physical change in the 
environment ... "116 Here, the Draft ElR appears to impermissibly piecemeal the whole of 
the Project because it fails to include all subareas of the UPC Master Plan and the 
construction of the thermal energy storage system in its analysis. 

II.A  The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Potential Impacts on the Environment Associated 
with Construction and Operation of UPC Master Plan Subareas 4 through 6 

As stated in the Project description, the Draft EIR addresses implementation of the 
development of Subareas 1, 2, and 3 of the 2030 UPC Master Plan.117 Figure 1 below 
shows a map of the six Subareas (or Districts) and the notes below the figure summarize 
their names size and ownership. 

(See Figure I: University Park Campus Specific Plan Subareas I through 6) 
Master Planning Districts: Existing Conditions 

Subarea 1: University Park Academic Core (161 acres); university-owned 
(light brown) academic core with student housing 

Subarea 2: University Park East Area (28 acres); university-owned (light 
brown) campus support services 

Subarea 3: University Village/Cardinal/Century (35 acres); privately-owned 
(grey) and university-owned (light brown) student housing as well as retail 
and academic support 

                                            

116 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15378(a). 
117 Draft EIR, pp. II-1 - II-2. 
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Subarea 4: North of Jefferson (56 acres); privately-owned (grey), university-
owned (light brown), and university-leased (blue) student housing as well as 
retail and academic support 

Subarea 5: North University Park East (75 acres); privately-owned (grey), 
university-owned (light brown), and university-affiliated (red) student housing 

Subarea 6: North University Park West (98 acres); privately-owned (grey) and 
university-owned (light brown), no planned development 

From: University of Southern California, University Park Campus Master Plan, 
Master Planning Districts: Existing Conditions; available at http://www 
usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/private/images/draft/existing 
conditions.jpg  

Figure 1 shows that the Project includes the University Park Academic Core (Subarea 1), 
the University Park East Area (Subarea 2), and the University Village/Cardinal/Century 
(Subarea 3) and excludes North of Jefferson (Subarea 4), North University Park East 
(Subarea 5), and North University Park West (Subarea 6) of the UPC Master Plan located 
to the north and northeast of the Project boundaries. 

The USC's website summarizes the planned new development as follows: 

Subarea 1 (University Park Academic Core): 1.5 million square feet for 
academic uses (primarily teaching and research), additional undergraduate 
housing (approximately 200 new beds), and preservation of the campus's 
historic gems. 

Subarea 2 (University Park East Area): 500,000 square feet of space for 
academic and administrative use.  

Subarea 3 (University Village/Cardinal/Century): create a new mixed-use 
University Village encompassing 300,000 square feet for academic use as 
well as 100,000 to 200,000 square feet of retail space and 1.5 to 2.0 million 
square feet of housing for 5,000 students and 400 households. 

Subarea 4 (North of Jefferson): 100,000 square feet for academic use, 
150,000 square feet of retail space, university-owned housing for as many as 
1,000 students, private-sector opportunities, 200,000 square feet for possible 
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use as executive education or conference space, and a boutique hotel of 700 
beds (with parking).118 

No information is available in either the Draft EIR or on USC's website regarding the 
potential future development of Subareas 5 and 6. However, the University appears to 
contemplate a separate North University Park Specific Plan for Subarea 6, the North 
University Park West, as shown in Figure 2, which is copied from the University's 
website.119 

(See Figure 2: Map showing North University Park Specific Plan area 
(Subarea 6, red shading)) 

From: University of Southern California, University Park Campus Master Plan, 
Background.  Current Land-Use Patterns and Regulatory Districts, 
Community Redevelopment Agency; available at http.www 
usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/private/docsmaps/cra boundaries.jpg 

The Draft EIR explains that Subareas 4, 5, and 6 "are not University-owned, and therefore 
were excluded from the Proposed Development Plan. In addition, a small UPC Master Plan 
parcel east of the 1-110 Freeway, below 37th Street is also not included in the proposed 
Project as it is isolated from the remaining parts of the Project area."120 The exclusion of 
these areas from analysis and review is impermissible for a number of reasons:  

First, CEQA forbids "piecemeal" review of the significant environmental impacts of a 
project, defined as" the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 
direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably indirect physical change in the 
environment ... “121 Clearly, the buildout of Subareas 4, 5, 6 and the small portion of 
Subarea 2 would also result in a direct physical change in the environment including 

                                            

118 See footnotes to University of Southern California, University Park Campus Master Plan, Master Planning 
Districts: “Master Plan Vision: Potential Development on University-Owned Property New Academic and 
Administrative Buildings" and" Master Plan Vision: Potential Development on University-Owned Property 
New Mixed-Use University Village;" available at http://www.usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/private/
images/draft/university-owned and http://www.usc.edu/community/upcmasteplan/private/images/draft/univ 
owned2.jpg 

119 See University of Southern California, University Park Campus Master Planning. Current Land-Use 
Patterns and Regulatory Districts, Community Redevelopment Agency; http://www.usc.edu/community/
upcmasterplan/private/docsmaps/cra boundaries.jpg. 

120 Draft EIR, p. Il-2. 
121 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15378(a). 
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additional emissions of criteria pollutants122, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases 
[sic].123 Thus, the Draft EIR addresses only a portion of a larger project and, therefore, 
impermissibly piecemeals the Project for purposes of CEQA review.  Second, contrary to 
the Draft EIR's statement, some portions of Subareas 4, 5, and 6 are University-owned and 
University-affiliated. (See Figure 1.) 

Third, the physical isolation of the small portion of Subarea 2 (the UPC "Master parcel East 
of I-110 and below 37th Street, see Figure 1) is not a legitimate reason to exclude it from 
analysis. (The larger portion of Subarea 2 that was analyzed in the Draft EIR is also 
physically separated from the rest of the campus by I-110.) 

Even if the development of Subareas 4, 5, and 6 is not deemed part of a single 
piecemealed project, they are at the very least reasonably foreseeable separate projects 
that would have cumulative impacts. These cumulative impacts were not analyzed in the 
Draft EIR. 

Thus, the Draft EIR should be revised to include all planned potential development in 
Subareas 4, 5, and 6. 

Response to Comment No. 27-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-9. 

Comment No. 27-4 

II.B  The Draft EIR Fails to Discuss the Thermal Energy Storage System Currently 
Being Built on the USC Campus 

The University is currently in the process of constructing a thermal energy storage system 
below the athletic field. The underground storage tank associated with this system will hold 
three million gallons of chilled water using existing chiller plants which run at night to cool 
                                            

122 Criteria pollutants include the six most common air pollutants in the U.S.: carbon monoxide (“CO"), lead 
("Pb"), nitrogen dioxide ("NO2”), ozone ("O3, particulate matter "PM"), and sulfur dioxide ("SO2"). Congress 
has focused regulatory attention on these six pollutants because they endanger public health and the 
environment, are widespread throughout the U.S. and come from a variety of sources. Criteria air 
pollutants are responsible for many adverse effects on human health, causing thousands of cases of 
premature mortality and tens of thousands of emergency room visits annually. They also cause acid rain 
and can significantly harm ecosystems and the built environment. 

123 ln order, Earth's most abundant greenhouse gases are: water vapor, carbon dioxide (“CO2), atmospheriC 
methane ("CH4"), nitrous oxide ("N20"), upper tropospheric ozone, and chlorofluorocarbons ("CFCs"). 
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the water, when electricity is the least expensive. The chilled water from the tank is used 
during daytime hours, when electricity is most expensive. The University's Facilities 
Management Services' website states that the thermal energy from this system will be used 
in air conditioning systems in UPC buildings.124 Figure 3 below shows the scale of this 
construction project. 

Figure 3: Construction of 3 million gallon storage tank for USC's Thermal 
Energy Storage System 

From: University of Southern California, Facilities Management Services, 
Thermal Energy Storage (TES) System; http://www.usc.edu/fms/technical/ 
energy/energy/manage thermal.shtml 

The Draft EIR contains no discussion whatsoever of this massive construction project or 
the increased demand the Project would place on the future thermal energy storage 
system. It appears probable that construction of the thermal energy storage system was 
undertaken in anticipation of the Project's cooling needs. As such, the thermal energy 
storage system should have been analyzed as part of the Project, at the very least, in the 
Draft EIR's cumulative impact analysis. 

Response to Comment No. 27-4 

The Thermal Energy Storage system referred to by the commentor was completed 
in 2005.  This system, which is located 40 feet below Cromwell Field, provides substantial 
energy savings within the Campus.  This existing system is not a part of the proposed 
Project.  Rather, the University obtained all necessary approvals and permits years before 
the current Project was proposed.  Since the Thermal Energy Storage system is not part of 
the Proposed Project, environmental issues related to the storage system are not 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  In addition, as the system is already in place, it would not be 
appropriate to evaluate the system as a related project.  Section IV.L.4, Energy, of the Draft 
EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the Project’s potential impacts upon energy. 

                                            

124 University of Southern California, Facilities Management Services, Thermal Energy Storage (TES) 
System; http://www.usc.edu/fms/technical/energy/energy manage thermal.shtml. 
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Comment No. 27-5 

III. The Draft EIR Is Not Adequately Documented 

The Draft EIR fails to provide a number of important documents that are necessary to 
review the Draft EIR's analysis of the Project's potential impacts with respect to air quality 
and global climate change and ensure that proposed mitigation is properly implemented. 
These include, for example: 

 Grading and excavation plan(s); 

 Construction schedule including phasing plans including demolition, grading, 
building, paving, and landscaping phases; and 

 Mitigation monitoring and reporting plan. (See Comment IV.) 

Response to Comment No. 27-5 

Project information regarding earthwork activity and the construction schedule was 
provided in the Draft EIR.  Specifically, the Project Description and Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, provided the amount of export for each subarea of the proposed Project and an 
overall timeline for construction activities within each subarea.  In addition, the URBEMIS 
modeling runs, provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR, included a detailed accounting of 
the construction stages within each subarea (e.g., demolition, grading, building construction 
and paving).  Regarding the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15097 (Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting) applies when a public agency has made 
the findings required under paragraph of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 relative to an EIR 
or adopted a mitigated negative declaration in conjunction with approving a project. As 
such, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) is not required by CEQA to be 
included in the Draft EIR.  An MMRP for the proposed Project is included in this Final EIR 
in Section IV., MMRP.  All of the information required by CEQA was provided in the Draft 
EIR.  In addition, in response to this comment, additional details regarding construction 
have been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a Correction and Addition; however, 
no changes in the conclusions of the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this information. 
Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 27-6 

 In addition, the Draft EIR relies upon a number of documents that were not made 
publicly available. These include, for example: 
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 The Draft EIR relies upon and is billed as an implementation tool for the UPC 
Master Plan, yet this document, which appears to be a University-internal 
document, is not provided with the Draft EIR.125 (See Comment Il) 

Response to Comment No. 27-6 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 25-9, the USC University Park Campus 
Master Plan is an internal planning study prepared by the University with the goal of 
providing a framework for the physical development of the campus and the prosperity of its 
surrounding community in the coming years.  The Master Plan served as the basis for the 
University’s decision to proceed with the specific development contemplated to occur under 
the USC Development Plan, which is the “project” analyzed in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR 
does not rely on the Master Plan, rather the Draft EIR is based on the detailed description 
of the Project provided in Section II., Project Description of the Draft EIR.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 27-7 

 For estimates of localized construction emissions in pounds per day ("lb/day") 
presented in Table IV.B-3, the Draft EIR notes that it relied on "Matrix 
Environmental, 2010." This report is neither referenced in the Draft EIR's 
reference section nor is it attached as an appendix. 

Further, some of the calculations and modeling files supporting the emission estimates and 
conclusions in the air quality section are incomplete. These include, for example: 

 Detailed print output, mitigation, and construction phase assumptions for 
URBEMIS modeling of "USC District 1 - 2011-2013 Construction,” "USC District 
1 - 2012-2014 Construction," "USC District 1 - 2013-2014 Construction," "USC 
District 1 - 2014-2016 Construction," "USC District 2 - 2011-2013 Construction,” 
"USC District 2 - 2012-2014 Construction," "USC District 2 - 2013-2014 
Construction," and "USC District 2 - 2014-2016 Construction." Construction 
phase assumptions in URBEMlS include demolition building volume; cubic yards 
of soil to be imported or exported; vehicle miles traveled by on-road truck travel; 
type, operating hours and load factors for off-road equipment; acreage disturbed; 
assumed fugitive dust level of detail; acres to be paved; assumptions for 
architectural coatings, etc.; and 

                                            

125 University of Southern California, Master Planning for the University Park Campus; 
http://www.usc.edu/community/upcmasterplan/. 
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 Support for estimates of localized construction emissions in pounds per day 
presented in Table IV.B-3 and Appendix B-1 "USC Master Plan - Localized 
Construction Emissions Unmitigated (ISCST3 Input Values); 

Finally, the Draft EIR relies upon a number of assumptions and presents data that are not 
adequately documented, including: 

 Source of data in Table IV.B-2: Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data in the 
Project Vicinity. The note below the table only states that" Ambient Monitoring 
Data" were sourced from the South Coast Air Quality Management District and 
the California Air Resources Board but the Draft EIR contains no further 
information from which documents or tools these data were gathered. The Draft 
EIR must provide a complete reference to the sources of data it presents. 

The Draft ElR must be revised to provide adequate documentation to allow for independent 
review by the public. 

Response to Comment No. 27-7 

The source provided in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR was in reference to Appendix B 
of the Draft EIR (Air Quality Worksheets).  Per the request of the commentor, a footnote 
has been added to Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR to provide additional clarification regarding 
the source for the table.  Regarding the URBEMIS files in Appendix B, the construction 
assumption portion of the URBEMIS output sheets for District 1 and District 2 were 
inadvertently omitted from the Draft EIR.  However, much of the requested information 
(e.g., construction schedule, amount of excavation and export, and haul truck trips) is 
provided elsewhere in the Draft EIR.  Nevertheless, a summary of construction 
assumptions and a complete set of the URBEMIS output files have been added to 
Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR. Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR.  The analysis in the Draft EIR incorporates the data contained in the 
construction assumption portion of the URBEMIS output sheets and no changes in the 
conclusions of the Draft EIR would occur as a result of its inclusion.   

Documentation of how localized emissions were calculated and a summary of the 
ISC dispersion modeling output were provided in Appendix B-1.  As the ISC dispersion 
modeling output files were too voluminous (approximately 2,500 pages), they were not 
included in Appendix B-1.  Please note that the SCAQMD, the responsible agency for air 
quality, found the level of documentation adequate as they did not request any additional 
information in their review of the Draft EIR nor did they provide comment on the air quality 
analysis for this Draft EIR.  However, in response to this comment ISC dispersion modeling 
output files have been added in electronic PDF format to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as 
a Correction and Addition and can be downloaded at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/
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USCDevelopmentPlan/DEIR/files/USC%20Appendix%20B%20-%20AQ%20Appendix%20
Complete%205-17-10.pdf.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, 
of this Final EIR. 

While the source of data in Table IV.B-2: Summary of Ambient Air Quality Data in 
the Project Vicinity is readily available on the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's and the California Air Resources Board's websites, a reference to the specific 
location for the websites has been added to Section IV.B of the Draft EIR as a Correction 
and Addition.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final 
EIR. 

Comment No. 27-8 

IV.  The Draft EIR Fails to Provide a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

The Draft EIR does not provide a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan as is customary 
for CEQA documents. Mitigation monitoring and reporting is required as a matter of law. 
The Governor's Office of Planning and Research explains: 

Despite CEQA's emphasis on mitigation, until 1988 the Act did not require that agencies 
take actions to ensure that required mitigation measures and project revisions were indeed 
being implemented. When reports of gross disregard for mitigation requirements reached 
the State Legislature in that year, it responded by enacting AB 3180 (Cortese). Section 
21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, added by this bill, provides that whenever a 
mitigated negative declaration is adopted or a public agency is responsible for mitigation 
pursuant to an EIR, the agency must adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on project 
compliance with the adopted mitigation. The legislation was signed into law by Governor 
Deukmejian in September of 1988 (Chapter 1232, Statutes 1988) and took effect on 
January 1, 1989.126 

The CEQA Guidelines were revised to reflect the requirements of AB 3180 and state in 
part: 

Prior to the close of the public review period for a draft environmental impact report or 
mitigated negative declaration, a responsible agency, or a public agency having jurisdiction 

                                            

126 Governor's Office of Planning and Research, CEQA Technical Advice Series, Tracking CEQA Mitigation 
Measures Under All 3180, emphasis added; http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/more/tas/CEQA Mitigation/CEQA 
Mit.html. 
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over natural resources affected by the project, shall either submit to the lead agency 
complete and detailed performance objectives for mitigation measures which would 
address the significant effects on the environment identified by the responsible agency or 
agency having jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project, or refer the lead 
agency to appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference documents.127 

Here, the Draft EIR neither contains complete and detailed performance objectives for its 
proposed mitigation measures nor does it reference any readily available guidelines or 
reference documents. One or the other must be included in the Draft EIR for public review. 
(For guidance on the outline and contents of a mitigation monitoring and reporting plan, 
see, for example, the Sacramento Railyards Specific Plan EIR.128) 

Response to Comment No. 27-8 

The commentor has misinterpreted the requirements regarding the timing for 
completion of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP).  Nothing in CEQA 
requires the mitigation monitoring program to be circulated with or included in the Draft 
EIR.  CEQA Section 21081.6(c) cited in this comment requires that responsible agencies or 
agencies having jurisdiction over natural resources of the project must submit any detailed 
performance objectives or guidelines for mitigation measures that address significant 
impacts to the lead agency prior to the close of the Draft EIR public review period.  This 
section of CEQA does not state that the lead agency needs to include an MMRP as part of 
a Draft EIR.  Rather, CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 (Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting) 
and CEQA Section 21081.6 requires that an MMRP must be adopted by the lead agency 
when making the findings required for approving or carrying out a project.   

An MMRP for the proposed Project is included in this Final EIR in Section IV, 
MMRP.  The mitigation measures in the MMRP include adequate performance measures.  
In accordance with CEQA, if the decision-makers decide to make the findings for approval 
of the Project, the MMRP will be adopted by the City of Los Angeles. 

                                            

127 California Public Resources Code § 21081: Findings Necessary for Approval of Project, § 21081.6(c): 
Adoption of Reporting or Monitoring Program for Changes, 2009. 

128 City of Sacramento, Railyards Specific Plan, Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH No. 2006032058, 
November 2007, Appendix D; http://www.cilyofsacramento.org/dsd/projects/railyards/feir/. 
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Comment No. 27-9 

V. The Project Description Is Inadequate 

The Draft EIR's project description is entirely inadequate to determine Project's potential 
impacts on air quality and global climate change due to emissions of criteria pollutants and 
greenhouse gases that would result from construction and operation. 

For example, the Draft EIR's brief description of Project construction fails to include: 

 Map identifying location of buildings to be demolished; 

 Detailed construction phasing over the two decades of construction; 

 Number, type, and horsepower of construction equipment operating during each 

 construction phase; 

 Number of construction workers in each phase; 

 Availability of construction workforce in the area; 

 Distance traveled by construction workers to construction site; 

 Availability of new and recycled construction materials in the area; 

 Distance from which construction materials would be brought on site; 

 Availability of adequate landfill space for construction and demolition debris; 

 Percent of construction and demolition debris that would be recycled; and 

 Destination of soil export 

Most of this information would normally be provided in a detailed construction schedule. 
Here, even though the Draft EIR refers to a construction schedule129, it does not contain 
such a document. (See Comment III above.) 

For the operational phase, the project description contains almost none of the information 
necessary to adequately evaluate the Project's impacts. The Draft EIR claims that the 

                                            

129 Draft ElR, p. IV.B-54. 
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Project would be designed with a number of features that would "further the University's 
progress in sustainability"130 and minimize the Project's potential harmful impacts. Yet, the 
Draft EIR neither explicitly requires implementation of the proposed features nor does it 
provide adequate information to assess whether the Project design would adequately 
incorporate these features. Missing information includes, for example: 

 Map identifying location of new buildings; 

 Architectural drawings; 

 Building floor plans; 

 Building material specifications; 

 Number of emergency generators on site; 

 Number of cooling towers on site; 

 Estimates for number of delivery trucks; and 

 Landscaping plans including plant list, offset ratio for tree removal. 

All this information is necessary to conduct project-level review; most is necessary to 
estimate criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions during the Project's operational 
phase and evaluate the efficacy of proposed building standards. Absent this information, 
the reviewer has to accept the University's claim to conform to the sustainability features 
laid out in the Draft EIR in blind faith. 

Response to Comment No. 27-9 

This comment is similar to Comment Nos. 25-11 and 25-12.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 25-11 and 25-12. 

Comment No. 27-10 

VI. The Draft EIR Is Internally Inconsistent 

There are a number of instances where the Draft EIR's main body provides different 
information than in the supporting appendices. These include, for example: 

                                            

130 Draft EIR, p. IV.B-44. 
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 The emission estimates presented in Draft ElR, Table IV. B-3 "Unmitigated 
Proposed Project – Estimate of Construction Emissions" are not supported by 
information contained in Appendix B-1. (See Comment VIII.C.) 

 Draft EIR, Table IV.L-35 "Estimated Project Electricity Usage" is inconsistent with 
estimates provided in Draft ElR, Appendix B-4, Table "USC Masterplan, 
Electricity Usage Emissions, March 2010;" and 

 Draft EIR, Table lV.L-36 "Estimated Project Natural Gas Usage" is inconsistent 
with estimates provided in Draft EIR, Appendix B-4, Table "USC Masterplan, 
Natural Gas Usage Emissions, March 2010." 

The Draft EIR should be revised to provide consistent and conclusive information. 

Response to Comment No. 27-10 

The commentor references a more detailed comment regarding the question of 
potential inconsistencies between Table IV.B-3 "Unmitigated Proposed Project-Estimate of 
Construction Emissions" and Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, the commentor is 
referred to Response to Comment No. 27-14 for the detailed response to their Comment 
VIII.C.  The two other reported discrepancies regarding electricity usage and natural gas 
usage reflect the rounding of numbers from two separate analyses.  Table IV.L-35 of the 
Draft EIR provides a Project electricity usage rate of 55,337 MWh/year, whereas Appendix 
B-4 of the Draft EIR reports 55,331 MWh/year.  Table IV.L-36 of the Draft EIR provides a 
Project natural gas usage rate of 333,052 ksf/year, whereas Appendix B-4 of the Draft EIR 
reports 333,004 ksf/year.  The difference between these two sets of numbers is less than 
0.01 percent and is a function of rounding.  Such a discrepancy is negligible and would not 
change the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-11 

VII.  The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Characterize the Existing Air Quality in the 
Project Vicinity 

The Draft EIR presents a summary of the ambient air quality in the Project vicinity as 
represented by monitoring data from the North Main Street monitoring station in Central 
Los Angeles in Table IV. B-2. There are two problems with this presentation. 

First, the Draft EIR presents monitoring data for the years 2006 through 2008; however, 
data for 2009 were available when the Draft EIR was published and these more recent data 
should have been included in the summary table. 
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Second, the Draft EIR simply presents the monitoring results in a summary table but 
contains no discussion of these data. The public reviewing the Draft EIR cannot be 
expected to be able to interpret this table. Instead, the Draft EIR must contain a discussion 
of the existing air quality in the vicinity of the Project as well as of the existing air quality in 
the region. This discussion should include documented health effects in the Central Los 
Angeles area that attributable to the existing severely impaired air quality such as the 
following: 

The ambient air quality in the South Coast Air Basin is dire. In Los Angeles County, 7% of 
the population or 650,000 residents experience asthma symptoms and an additional 9% or 
931,000 residents experience asthma-like symptoms. In the City of Los Angeles' urban 
schools about 14% of all students have asthma and 28% of young patients at St. John's 
Downtown Los Angeles Clinic (located near Adams and Figueroa) are reported to have 
asthma.131 

[See Figure 4: Asthma cases Reported at St. John's Well Child and Family Center] 

From: Albert Lowe and Gilda Haas, eds., The Shame of the City: Slum Housing and the 
Critical Threat to the Health of LA Children and Families, Los Angeles: Strategic Actions for 
a Just Economy, April 2007. 

The Draft EIR must be revised to include a discussion of the existing air quality in the 
vicinity of the Project as well as of the existing air quality in the region, including 
documented health effects in the Central Los Angeles area. 

Response to Comment No. 27-11 

Contrary to the commentor's assertion that there is more recent ambient monitoring 
data that should have been included in the Draft EIR, the SCAQMD website 
(http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm), accessed on November 17, 2010, only 
provides data through Year 2008.  While Year 2009 monitoring data is available for some 
pollutants on CARB's website, many of the pollutants averaging times are not included 
(e.g., CO 1-hour, SO2 1-hour, and SO2 annual).  A review of the Year 2009 CARB ambient 
monitoring data was conducted as part of the air quality analysis for the Draft EIR.  Based 
on the review of the data, the Year 2009 data from CARB was not included in the Draft EIR 

                                            

131 Albert Lowe and Gilda Haas, eds., The Shame of the City: Slum Housing and the Critical Threat to the 
Health of L.A. Children and Families, Los Angeles: Strategic Actions for a Just Economy, April 2007, p. 14; 
http://snipurl.com/u6swj [www_saje_net],accessed July 23, 2010. 
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because it did not show a substantial difference in pollutant trends.  Also, it may have 
presented conflicting data for subsequent years and pollutant data was not available for all 
pollutants and averaging times.  However, in response to this comment a footnote with the 
additional CARB 2009 data has been added to Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR. This additional data does not change the results of the analyses or 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Regarding a discussion of the data presented in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR, no 
discussion was necessary as the table: (1) provides a concise summary of pollutant 
concentrations for the three most recent years of data; (2) demonstrates whether these 
pollutant concentrations at the most representative monitoring station of the proposed 
Project site exceed state and federal ambient air quality standards; and (3) allows the 
public to easily determine whether ambient air quality in the Project vicinity is improving or 
becoming worse by following the years by column for each pollutant.  In addition, Table 
IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR provides information regarding the attainment status for each of the 
pollutants.  The commentor is referred to page IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR for a detailed 
discussion of air pollution and potential health effects within the South Coast Air Basin.  
While the discussion is not specific to the exact location of the Project, it is indicative of 
areas that have the potential to exceed ambient air quality standards.  However, in 
response to this comment a more detailed discussion of potential health effects from air 
pollution and ambient air quality studies conducted for the Los Angeles area has been 
included in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR as a Correction and Addition.  Refer 
to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  

Please note that the SCAQMD MATES III map, which shows regional trends in 
estimated outdoor inhalation cancer risk from toxic emission, was provided as Figure 
IV.B-2 of the Draft EIR.  This map shows the cancer risk in the Project area as it relates to 
other urbanized areas within the Los Angeles area.  

The more detailed discussion of potential health effects from air pollution and 
ambient air quality studies conducted for the Lost Angeles area provides additional context 
for decision-makers and the public regarding existing conditions.  However, these changes 
to the Draft EIR would not change the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in 
the Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 27-12 

VIII.  The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Construction Emissions Is Severely 
Deficient and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate Significant Impacts on 
Air Quality 

The following sections discuss the Draft ElR's severely deficient analysis of construction 
emissions and the Draft ElR's resulting failure to identify and adequately mitigate significant 
adverse impacts on local and regional air quality. 

VIII.A  The Draft EIR's Analysis of Construction Emissions and Discussion of 
Resulting Impacts on Air Quality Is Inadequate 

The Draft ElR presents two tables for maximum regional and localized unmitigated and 
mitigated construction emissions in pounds per day.132 The Draft ElR further mentions that 
maximum overlapping regional emissions would occur during Year 2013 with site grading 
activities occurring with Subarea 3 and 150,000 square feet of construction each within 
Subareas 1 and 2.133 The Draft ElR provides a brief discussion of these estimates of 
maximum construction emissions. This "analysis" is entirely inadequate. 

The Draft EIR states that construction of the proposed Project would be implemented in 
phases over a number of years extending to 2030. Specifically, construction in Subareas 1 
and 2 could occur as early as 2011 with buildout of the proposed uses occurring through 
2030. Construction for the proposed uses in Subarea 3 would occur in two phases. Each 
phase of Subarea 3 construction would take approximately 24 months each with some 
possible overlap period.134 Thus, construction would occur over a period of 20 years, i.e., 
two decades of demolition and construction activities that would adversely impact the 
already severely compromised local and regional air quality due to emissions of fugitive 
dust and vehicle and equipment exhaust. 

To provide the public and affected community an opportunity to understand the magnitude 
of the Project's impact on local and regional air quality, the Draft EIR must provide emission 
estimates for construction activities and discuss the resulting impacts for the entire buildout 
of the Project, i.e., for the various phases of the two decades of construction activities. At a 

                                            

132 Draft ElR Table IV.B-3, p.IV.B-50, and Table IV.B-9, p.IV.B-79. 
133 Ibid, Notes c. 
134 Draft EIR p. II-65. 
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minimum, the Draft EIR must discuss for how long the various emissions and resulting 
ambient concentrations of air pollutants would occur. 

Response to Comment No. 27-12 

This comment is an introduction to more specific comments provided below.  
Therefore, please refer to Response to Comments No. 27-13 through 27-21 for detailed 
responses to the specific comments.  As noted in each response below, the comments do 
not change the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-13 

VIII.B  The Draft EIR Analyzes Construction Emissions for Years 2011 through 2015 
Only 

As mentioned in Comment Vlll.A above, the Project would be build out in phases over a 
period of two decades extending to 2030. Yet, the Draft ElR's analysis of construction 
emissions is based on the years 2011 through 2015 only, as if Project construction would 
be completed in a span of five years.135 The Draft ElR must be revised to provide emission 
estimates for all phases of the Project's buildout based on a detailed construction phasing 
plan. (See also Comment III.) 

Response to Comment No. 27-13 

The commentor correctly identifies that the air quality analysis focused on the five 
year construction period in which maximum construction activities could concurrently occur 
within each of the three subareas.  As the SCAQMD significance thresholds are in terms of 
pounds per day, analysis of the maximum potential of overlapping daily emissions from 
each of the subareas is the appropriate timeframe to determine if potential construction 
impacts may occur.  This approach is conservative as it analyzes the most intensive 
construction period (e.g., heaviest use of construction equipment, haul truck activity, and 
construction worker commute) and in closest proximity to sensitive receptors.  This 
scenario assumes that the maximum day of construction per year for each of the subareas 
would all occur on the same day.  Thus, the Draft EIR likely overstates potential 
construction air quality impacts.  Potential air quality impacts associated with the remaining 
15 years of construction would primarily be limited to within Subarea 1, in which 

                                            

135 See Draft EIR Appendix B, Air Quality Worksheets, "USC Master Plan, Regional Construction Emissions -  
Mitigated," Excel worksheet "Regional Construction Emissions Analysis (Revised 030610 – Mitigated.xls," 
dated 3/10/201 11:09 PM.[sic] 
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construction activities would occur at a much reduced intensity.  As shown in Table IV.B-3 
of Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR the maximum daily emissions within Subarea 1 
would be less than the SCAQMD daily regional and localized significance thresholds.  In 
response to this comment, a footnote has been provided in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR as 
a Correction and Addition stating that regional and localized air quality impacts provided for 
Subarea 1 would be indicative of maximum daily potential air quality impacts for the 
remaining 15 years of construction and that potential regional and localized construction air 
quality impacts associated with Subarea 1 during this 15 year period would be less than 
SCAQMD recommended significance thresholds. Refer to Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. In addition, Appendix B-1 was revised to 
include a summary of maximum daily construction emissions by construction year, which 
was then compared to the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds.  These changes have 
been made in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  
These clarifications would not change the results of the analyses or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR.  It should be noted that Page II-65 of the Project Description 
had a slight discrepancy regarding the construction duration of Subarea 3.  The Project 
Description has been updated to reflect the revised duration for Subarea 3a (east of 
Orchard Avenue) (32 months) and that there is no overlap between construction phases in 
Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue).  Refer to 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. Please also note 
that this revision to the Project Description is consistent with the analysis time frames used 
in the air quality analysis provided in Appendix B-1. 

Refer to Responses to Comment Nos. 27-5 to 27-7 regarding “Comment III”. 

Comment No. 27-14 

VIII.C  Draft EIR's Presentation of Regional Construction Emissions Is Misleading 
and Not Supported by the Modeling Results 

The Draft ElR presents estimates of unmitigated regional Project construction emissions for 
Subareas 1, 2, and 3 in Table I.B-3, which are based on the summary tables provided in 
Appendix B-1.136 The presentation of these emission estimates is a) misleading and b) 
inconsistent with the modeling results contained in Appendix B-1, and, as a result, c) 
substantially underestimates emissions. 

                                            

136 Draft EIR, Appendix B "USC Master Plan - Regional Construction Emissions - Unmitigated," Excel 
spreadsheet "Regional Construction Emissions Analysis (Revised 030610).xls, dated 11:07 PM 
3/10/2010. 
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a)  The Draft EIR's Presentation of Regional Project Construction Emissions Is 
Misleading 

The Draft EIR's Table I.B-3 presents estimates of maximum daily unmitigated emissions 
separately for each Subarea and compares these emission estimates to the CEQA 
thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD to determine whether Project 
construction would result in significant impacts on air quality. This presentation is 
misleading as it does not account for the fact that construction of subareas would partially 
overlap, and would, thus, result in higher maximum daily emissions during those years 
when construction would overlap. The Draft ElR's URBEMIS modeling indicates that there 
is substantial overlap during construction of the three subareas, as summarized in Table 1. 

Table I: Construction activities in Subareas from 2011 through 2015a 

Subarea 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

1a x x    

1b  x x   

1c   x x  

1d    x x 

2a x x    

2b   x x  

3a x x x   

3b   x x x 

 

a  Data from: Draft EIR, Appendix B-I, "USC Master Plan - Regional Construction Emissions - Unmitigated," 
Excel spreadsheet "Regional Construction Emissions Analysis (Revised 030610).xls, dated 11:07 PM 
3/10/2010 

Table 1 shows that construction of Subareas 1, 2, and 3 would overlap in most years. 
Thus, the Draft ElR should have presented maximum daily unmitigated emissions on a per-
year-basis. 

Response to Comment No. 27-14 

The statement that Table IV.B-3 of Section IV.B, Air Quality, does not account for 
the potential overlap of subareas is incorrect.  In fact, in the commentor's previous 
comment VIII.A, the commentor cites Note C in Table IV.B-3 "...maximum overlapping 
regional emissions would occur during Year 2013 with site grading activities occurring with 
Subarea 3 and 150,000 square feet of construction each within Subareas 1 and 2."  The 
commentor correctly identifies that maximum daily construction emissions for each subarea 
were provided in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR and that the construction emissions from 
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each subarea were compared against the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds.  The 
comparison provides additional context for the public and decision-makers to understand 
the magnitude of potential regional impacts from each subarea.  The commentor is referred 
to Table IV.B-3, Row 9, in which maximum combined emissions were provided.  As stated 
above, all three subareas were assumed to be under construction under this scenario.  As 
concluded on page IV.B-49 of the Draft EIR, combined overlapping construction emissions 
for the subareas would exceed the SCAQMD daily significance thresholds for VOC and 
NOx during periods of heavy use of heavy-duty construction equipment.  Therefore, 
regional construction emissions resulting from the proposed Project were concluded to 
result in a significant air quality impact.  Please also note that the summary of regional 
construction emissions presented in Table IV.B-3 is consistent with the URBEMIS modeling 
output files provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR and regional construction emissions 
are not underestimated.  As stated above in Response to Comment No. 27-13, Appendix 
B-1 has been revised to include a breakdown of regional emissions for each year of 
construction.  This comment does not change the results of the analyses or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-15 

b)  The Draft EIR's Presentation of Regional Project Construction Emissions Is 
Inconsistent with Modeling Results 

The emission estimates presented in the Draft ElR's Table I.B-3 and the summary tables 
are based on the URBEMIS137 modeling runs for Project construction, which are contained 
in Appendix B-1. Specifically, URBEMIS was run for Subareas 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 2a, and 2b138 
assuming demolition, excavation, grading, and construction within each subarea would be 
completed within 2 years. For Subareas 3a and 3b, the Draft EIR's URBEMIS modeling 
runs assumed a 3-year construction period. (See also Comment VIII.B.) Emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR's Table IC.B-3 and summary tables in Appendix B-1 are 
inconsistent with the URBEMIS modeling runs. The results of these URBEMIS modeling 
runs are not consistent with the emission estimates presented in the Draft EIR's summary 
tables (and, by extension, are not consistent with Table I.B-3). 

For all subareas, the emissions presented in the summary table (which shows a breakdown 
of emissions per subarea and year) are inconsistent with the results of the URBEMIS 

                                            

137 The URBEMIS model is used to estimate emissions from construction and operation of land use 
development projects. 

138 The Draft ElR's Appendix B uses the term "Subdistricts" for the individual sections of larger Subareas. 
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modeling only for the first year of the 2-year period; the respective second or third year of 
the modeled construction period is consistent. 

Response to Comment No. 27-15 

This comment is confusing as it makes references to tables “Draft EIR I.B-3,” “Table 
IC.B-3” and “Table I.B-3,”  This response is based on the assumption that the commentor 
just made typographical errors and that the commentor was actually referring to Table 
IV.B-3.  While there are some inadvertent inconsistencies with the numbers provided in the 
summary table included in Appendix B-1 and Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR, Table IV.B-3 is 
consistent with the URBEMIS output files (the source of the emissions inventory) provided 
in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR.  In response to this comment, the summary table has 
been corrected for consistency with the URBEMIS output files in Appendix B-1 of the Draft 
EIR as a Correction and Addition.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. This clarification does not change the results of the analyses or 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR.  Please see Response to Comment No. 27-13 for 
additional discussion regarding the consistency of Table IV.B-3 and Appendix B-1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-16 

c)  The Draft EIR Substantially Underestimates Maximum Regional Daily Project 
Construction Emissions 

Table 2 summarizes the maximum regional unmitigated daily construction emissions as 
presented by the Draft EIR in Table lV.B-3 for Subareas 1, 2, and 3 and based on the 
URBEMIS modeling results for the years 2011 through 2015. The maximum for each 
pollutant is shaded. 

Table 2: Maximum unmitigated regional daily construction emissions 
as presented by Draft EIR Table IV.B-3 for Subareas and based on 

Draft EIR Appendix B-1, URBEMIS modeling runs for years 2011-2015. 

Regional 
emissions 

VOCa NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Draft EIR, Table IV. B-3 
(Ib/day) 

Subarea I 15 91 48 8 5 

Subarea 2 17 100 45 10 5 

Subarea 3 200 456 354 45 24 
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Table 2: Maximum unmitigated regional daily construction emissions 
as presented by Draft EIR Table IV.B-3 for Subareas and based on 

Draft EIR Appendix B-1, URBEMIS modeling runs for years 2011-2015. 

Draft EIR, Appendix B-1, URBEMIS runsb 

(lb/day) 

2011 63 639 431 69 35 

2012 45 205 256 19 12 

2013 237 396 394 59 26 

2014 32 107 150 7 6 

2015 203 107 147 13 7 

Difference 
(between 
shaded 
cells) 

37 

(19%) 

183 

(40%) 

77 

(22%) 

24 

(53%) 

11 

(46%) 

 
a  URBEMIS uses the tam reactive organic gases (“ROG") in place of VOC 

b  Data from: Draft EIR, Appendix B-1 "USC Master Plan - Regional Construction Emissions- Unmitigated," 
Excel spreadsheet "Regional Construction Emissions Analysis (Revised 030610).xls, dated 11:07 PM 
3/10/2010; summary table attached as Table A-I 

Table 2 shows that as a result of the above misleading presentation and inconsistency with 
the URBEMIS modeling results, the Draft EIR's substantially underestimates maximum 
unmitigated regional daily construction emissions. Specifically, the Draft EIR determines 
maximum daily emissions for volatile organic compounds ("VOC"), nitrogen oxides ("NOx"), 
carbon monoxide ("CO"). and particulate matter smaller than or equal to 10 micrometers 
("PM10") and 2.5 micrometers ("PM2.5”) at 200, 456, 354, 45, and 24 pounds, respectively; 
based on the URBEMIS modeling results, maximum emissions of these pollutants are 237, 
639, 431, 69, and 35 pounds, respectively (see shaded cells in Table 2). Thus, the Draft 
EIR underestimated maximum daily emissions of these pollutants by 37, 183, 77, 24, and 
11 pounds, respectively. In other words, the Draft EIR underestimated maximum daily 
emissions for these pollutants by 19%, 40%, 22%, 53%, and 46%, respectively. 

The above estimated emission for the years 2011 through 2015 are based on the Draft's 
URBEMIS modeling runs. These emissions are underestimated because the modeling runs 
failed to include emissions associated with soil import. (See Comment VIII.E.) Further, the 
modeling runs are based on a number of assumptions (e.g., number of construction 
equipment during the various construction phases, length of construction phases, acres 
disturbed, etc.) which, absent a construction schedule cannot be verified. (See Comment 
III.) 
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Response to Comment No. 27-16 

The commentor’s calculated unmitigated regional daily construction emissions 
presented in Table 2 of the Comment Letter (page 20) misconstrues the results of the 
URBEMIS output files presented in Appendix B-1 and inappropriately compares their 
calculated combined emissions from all the subareas to the maximum emissions from only 
Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) (presented in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR).  Such a 
comparison lacks logic and provides an “apples to oranges” comparison.  It assumes 
overlap of Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard 
Avenue), which would not occur, and thus the commentor substantially overestimates 
potential construction emissions.  It also, compares their calculated combined emissions to 
only a portion of the construction emissions (Subarea 3a, east of Orchard Avenue) 
presented in Table IV.B-3.  The more logical comparison would be to compare the 
commentor’s calculated emissions to combined overlapping emissions from Subareas 1, 2, 
and 3 (provided in Table IV.B-3 (Row 9) of the Draft EIR.  Given the commentor’s 
misrepresentation of the results of the regional construction emissions analysis (presented 
in Table IV. B-3), further discussion of each pollutant is provided below detailing how the 
commentor miscalculated potential construction emissions and how the Draft EIR does not 
underestimate regional construction emissions from the proposed Project. 

The commentor correctly calculates VOC emissions for each year except for Year 
2013 in which emissions from Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west 
of Orchard Avenue) were both included.  Please note that Page II-65 has been updated in 
the Project Description of the Draft EIR as a Correction and Addition to clarify that 
construction phases in Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of 
Orchard Avenue) would not have any construction overlap.  Refer to Section II, Corrections 
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  As shown in the URBEMIS output sheets 
in the Draft EIR, no overlap between construction phases in Subarea 3a (east of Orchard 
Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue) would occur.  As such, maximum VOC 
emissions would be 222 pounds per day which is consistent with Table IV.B-3 of the Draft 
EIR and there is no underestimation of VOC emissions.  The Draft EIR correctly concluded 
that regional VOC emissions during construction would result in a significant unavoidable 
air quality impact.   

Regarding NOx emissions, the commentor incorrectly calculated NOx emissions for 
Year 2011 and Year 2013.  For Year 2013, the commentor incorrectly assumed overlap 
between Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue).  
The actual emissions based on the URBEMIS output is 310 pounds of NOx and not 396 
pounds of NOx as provided in Table 2 of the Comment Letter.  Regarding Year 2011, it 
appears that the commentor simply made a mathematical error.  The URBEMIS output 
sheets clearly show 72.0 pounds of NOX for Subarea 1, 100.4 pounds of NOX for Subarea 
2, and 456.4 pounds of NOX for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) for a total of 629 
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pounds of NOX and not 639 pounds of NOx as the commentor calculated.  Please note that 
629 pounds of NOX is consistent with Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR and there is no 
underestimation of NOX emissions.  The Draft EIR correctly concluded that regional NOX 
emissions during construction would result in a significant unavoidable air quality impact.    

Regarding CO emissions, the commentor correctly calculates CO emissions for 
each year expect for Year 2013 in which emissions from Subarea 3a (east of Orchard 
Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue) were both included.  As shown in the 
URBEMIS output sheets, no overlap between these phases would occur.  As such, 
maximum CO emissions for Year 2013 would be 274 pounds per day and not 394 pounds 
per day.  Regardless, Year 2011 results in the maximum CO emissions in which both the 
commentor and Table IV.B-3 show 431 pounds per day.  However, as stated above, the 
commentor failed to compare their calculated emissions to the combined emissions 
presented in Table IV.B-3.  The commentor incorrectly purports an underestimation of CO 
emissions.  The Draft EIR correctly concluded that regional CO emissions during 
construction would result in a less than significant air quality impact.    

Regarding both PM10 and PM2.5, the commentor selected uncontrolled PM10 and 
PM2.5 emissions (assuming non compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust).  As 
compliance with rules and regulations is not considered mitigation, calculation of 
unmitigated PM10 and PM2.5 construction emissions must consider compliance with 
SCAQMD Rule 403.  This assumption is clearly stated in Footnote b of Table IV.B-3 of the 
Draft EIR.  Appendix B-1 provides two sets of URBEMIS modeling output files (unmitigated 
"compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403" and mitigated).  Given that the commentor has 
reviewed and commented on numerous CEQA documents, the commentor understands 
how URBEMIS calculates fugitive dust emissions in compliance with rules and regulations 
(e.g., SCAQMD Rule 403).  URBEMIS does not provide a way to select control measures 
required by rules and regulations and, therefore, it is displayed as mitigated.  Although this 
could have been better explained in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR, an effort was made not 
to modify the output files.  The commentor is referred to the selected control measures in 
the unmitigated URBEMIS model outputs for verification that the selected control measures 
(water twice daily) are considered consistent with SCAQMD Rule 403.  Accounting for 
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, reported maximum PM10 and PM2.5 emissions for 
Year 2011 provided in the URBEMIS output files in Appendix B-1 are 61.7 pounds per day 
and 33.2 pounds per day, respectively.  Similar to the other calculated pollutant emissions, 
the commentor incorrectly included concurrent emissions for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard 
Avenue) and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue) for Year 2013.  Regardless, Year 2011 
results in the maximum PM10 and PM2.5 emissions and the numbers provided in Table IV.B-
3 are consistent with URBEMIS output files provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR.  The 
commentor incorrectly purports an underestimation of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. The Draft 
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EIR correctly concluded that regional PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during construction would 
result in a less than significant air quality impact.    

As stated above, the gross differences between the numbers provided in Table 2 of 
this Comment Letter and Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR are primarily a function of an "apples 
to oranges" comparison.  This comment inappropriately compares their calculated 
combined emissions from all the subareas (even though Subareas 3a, east of Orchard 
Avenue, and 3b, west of Orchard Avenue, would not overlap) to the maximum emissions 
from only Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) (presented in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft 
EIR).  As demonstrated above, Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR does not underestimate 
potential regional construction emissions associated with the proposed Project as 
purported by the commentor.  In fact, the analysis likely overestimates potential 
construction emissions as it assumes the single maximum daily emissions for each 
subarea all occur on the same day for each year of construction.   

Regarding soil import/export, the construction analysis did include emissions 
associated with this potential source of emissions.  As the comment references a more 
detailed comment (Comment VIII.E), the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 
No. 27-21 for a detailed response regarding soil import/export.  As discussed above in 
Response to Comment No. 27-5, additional construction assumption information has been 
provided in Appendix B-1 of this Draft EIR as a Correction and Addition.  Refer to Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 27-17 

VIII.D  Draft EIR's Presentation of Localized Construction Emissions Is Misleading, 
Not Supported by the Modeling Results, and Fails to Identify Significant 
Impacts on Air Quality 

These above findings and conclusions for regional emission estimates apply similarly to the 
localized emission estimates presented by the Draft EIR in Table IV.B-3 and the modeled 
maximum pollutant concentrations in ambient air presented in Table IV.B-4. In addition, the 
Draft EIR a) incorrectly applies the SCAQMD's localized significance threshold 
methodology, b) is inconsistent with the modeling results contained in Appendix B-1, c) 
substantially underestimates pollutant emissions and ambient pollutant concentrations and, 
as a result, fails to identify significant impacts on air quality. 

Response to Comment No. 27-17 

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-16, the regional construction 
emissions presented in Table IV.B-3 were not underestimated as purported by the 
commentor.  Therefore, similar recommended changes to the localized emissions would 
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not apply in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR.  The remaining portion of this comment is an 
introduction to more specific comments provided below.  Therefore, please refer to 
Response to Comment No. 27-18 for a detailed response regarding the application of 
SCAQMD's localized significance threshold methodology.  Response to Comment No. 
27-20 provides information regarding purported inconsistencies between Table IV.B-4 and 
Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR.  Response to Comment No. 27-19 provides a detailed 
response regarding purported underestimation of pollutant concentrations.  This comment 
does not change the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-18 

a)  The Draft EIR Incorrectly Applies the SCAQMD's localized significance threshold 
methodology 

The Draft EIR determines the localized significance of pollutant emissions based on 
guidance developed by the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD's guidance for potential significance 
of localized emissions provides lookup tables to determine the significance of emissions 
from projects smaller than five acres. These lookup tables provide quantitative significance 
thresholds for emissions in pounds per day. For larger projects, the SCAQMD recommends 
ambient air quality modeling.139 

The Draft ElR presents estimates of unmitigated localized Project construction emissions 
for Subareas 1, 2, and 3 in Table I.B-3. The Draft EIR concludes that maximum daily 
emissions from Subareas 1 and 2 would not exceed the SCAQMD's localized significance 
thresholds. For Subarea 3, which is larger than five acres, the Draft EIR provides modeling 
of resulting pollutant concentrations in ambient air, presented in Table IV.B-4. This 
approach is erroneous, inconsistent with the SCAQMD guidance, and, as a result, fails to 
identify significant impacts on air quality. 

Clearly, all subareas are one project under CEQA and, thus, should be analyzed as such. 
Yet, the Draft ElR treats Subareas 1, 2, and 3, as if they were independent projects. Thus, 
maximum localized pollutant emissions should have been determined for each year of 
construction (taking into account simultaneous construction) and ambient pollutant 
concentrations should have been modeled for the value determined for all years of 
construction rather than for Subarea 3 during one year of construction only. 

                                            

139 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, June 
2003, Revised July 2008. 
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Response to Comment No. 27-18 

This response is based on the assumption that the commentor was actually referring 
to Table IV.B-3.  While the commentor correctly characterizes the recommendations 
provided in the SCAQMD's localized significance thresholds, the commentor misconstrues 
the findings of the localized impact analysis provided in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR.  It is 
appropriate to provide a comparison of localized emissions from Subareas 1 and 2 to 
values provided in the SCAQMD localized look-up tables.  The comparison provides 
additional context for the public and decision-makers to understand the magnitude of 
potential localized impacts from each subarea.  The commentor erroneously infers that only 
Subarea 3 was modeled and that the combined localized emissions from each of the 
subareas were not addressed.  As clearly stated on page IV.B-51, "...since Subarea 3 and 
the overlapping of development sites within Subareas 1 and 2 combined would exceed 5 
acres, the localized effects from the on-site construction emissions were analyzed using 
the ISCST3 dispersion model as recommended by LST methodology."  Therefore, the 
combined localized impacts from the three subareas were addressed and the approach 
used in the air quality analysis conducted for the Draft EIR is consistent with the SCAQMD 
guidance.  

The commentor continues to infer that potential localized impacts from the subareas 
were only addressed as individual projects.  This simply is not factual.  The next paragraph 
on page IV.B-51 goes on to discuss the multitude of construction scenarios that were 
considered in the localized construction analysis for the three subareas.   

"As Subareas 1 and 2 have multiple potential development sites, a series of 
modeling runs was conducted to determine the maximum potential impact to nearby 
sensitive receptors from different combinations of development sites within Subareas 1 and 
2 along with Subarea 3. As an example, sensitive land uses west of Subarea 3 would have 
the maximum potential for localized impacts during construction of Subarea 3 along with 
two development sites within the northeast of Subarea 1 that would be in close proximity to 
these sensitive receptors, and construction of one development site within Subarea 2. 
Whereas, LAUSD’s Science Center School southwest of the intersection of Exposition 
Boulevard and Figueroa Street would result in maximum potential localized impacts during 
construction of two development sites within the southeast area of Subarea 1 that are in 
close proximity to the school receptor combined with the closer of the two development 
sites within Subarea 2, and construction of Subarea 3. LAUSD’s William Jefferson Clinton 
Middle School located directly south of Subarea 3 would result in maximum potential 
localized impacts during construction of two development sites within the east of Subarea 1 
combined with the closer of the two development sites within Subarea 2, and construction 
of Subarea 3."   
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Thus, multiple iterations of the dispersion modeling were conducted to determine the 
maximum potential impacts for a group of receptors.  In addition, as discussed above, the 
dispersion modeling likely overestimates potential construction localized impacts as it 
assumes the single maximum daily emissions for each subarea all occur on the same day 
for 365 days and 8,760 hours of modeled 1981 SCAQMD provided mandated metrological 
conditions for the most representative meteorological monitoring site (i.e., Downtown Los 
Angeles).  This comment does not change the results of the analyses or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-19 

b)  The Draft EIR Substantially Underestimates Maximum Localized Daily Project 
Construction Emissions 

Review of the Draft ElR's estimates of maximum localized daily emissions shows that, 
analogous to maximum regional daily emissions, the Draft EIR also relied on emissions 
from Subareas 1, 2, and 3 as if they would be built out sequentially rather than estimating 
the maximum dally emissions that would occur in any given year due to the overlapping 
construction schedules.140 The Draft EIR must be revised to model the ambient pollutant 
concentrations that would result from maximum daily pollutant emissions during the entire 
construction schedule of the three phases. 

Response to Comment No. 27-19 

Contrary to the commentor's assertion that the Draft EIR only looked at Subareas 1, 
2, and 3 as if they would be built out sequentially, the air quality analysis included 
overlapping emissions from the three subareas.  Specifically, the analysis included the 
maximum of two development sites within Subarea 1 as the construction schedule dictates 
that two development sites could have a year of overlap (i.e., one development site would 
break ground each year and would require 24-months to complete construction).  As for 
Subarea 2, there are two development sites and they are anticipated to be built 
sequentially with no overlap.  Regarding Subarea 3, construction is expected to occur east 
of Orchard (Subarea 3a) followed by construction west of Orchard (Subarea 3b) with no 
overlap.  The air quality analysis is consistent with this construction schedule and no 
additional analysis is warranted based on this comment.  As discussed above in Response 
to Comment No. 27-18, combined localized emissions from the three subareas were 

                                            

140 Draft EIR, Appendix B "USC Master Plan Regional Construction Emissions - Unmitigated," Excel 
spreadsheet "Regional Construction Emissions Analysis (Revised 030610).xls, dated 11:07 PM 
3/10/2010. 
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analyzed and the results are presented in Table IV.B-4 of the Draft EIR.  This comment 
does not change the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-20 

c)  The Draft EIR Fails to Identify Significant Impacts on Air Quality due to Localized 
Daily Project Construction Emissions 

The Draft EIR, Table IV. B-3, estimates maximum dally localized emissions of PM2.5 at 11.0 
lb/day for Subarea 3. The Draft ElR modeled the resulting maximum daily concentrations of 
PM2.5 in ambient air at the 32nd Street Elementary School at 10.0 micrograms per cubic 
meter (“µg/m3”) just 00.4 µg/m3 shy of the SCAQMD localized significance threshold of 10.4 
µg/m3. As demonstrated for regional emissions in Table 2 above, the Draft ElR 
underestimates maximum daily emissions by 46%; localized emissions are similarly 
underestimated. Thus, maximum localized emissions are approximately 16.1 lb/day141 with 
resulting maximum ambient concentrations of PM2.5 at the 32nd Street Elementary School 
of approximately 14.6 µg/m3, by far exceeding the SCAQMD's localized significance 
threshold for PM2.5 of 10.4 µg/m3. Thus, the Draft EIR fails to identify significant impacts on 
air quality due to emissions of PM2.5 and, consequently, fails to require adequate mitigation. 
The Draft ElR must be revised to correctly quantify maximum daily emissions from 
construction, correctly model pollutant concentrations in ambient air. In light of the 
undisputed dire health consequences including excess deaths resulting from increased 
elevations of diesel particulate matter and other pollutants in construction equipment 
exhaust, the City should require the Applicant to implement all feasible mitigation measures 
to reduce these emissions. (See also Comment XIII.A.) 

Response to Comment No. 27-20 

While the commentor correctly identifies that Table IV-B.3 of the Draft EIR estimates 
maximum daily localized emissions of PM2.5 at 11.0 pounds per day for Subarea 3, the 
commentor completely misconstrues the results of the air dispersion modeling presented in 
Table IV-B.3 to only apply to Subarea 3 localized emissions.  As discussed above in 
Response to Comment 27-18 and on page IV.B-51 of the Draft EIR, the results presented 
in Table IV-B.4 of the Draft EIR reflect potential impacts from Subarea 3 and the 
overlapping of development sites within Subareas 1 and 2 combined.  As discussed above 
in Response to Comment 27-16, the commentor's calculation of potential construction 
emissions (Table 2 of the Comment Letter) were erroneous and did not include 

                                            

141 (11.0 lb/day) x (1.46) = 16.06lb/day. 
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incorporation of SCAQMD required control measures (e.g., watering twice daily) or 
compare emissions to combined emissions presented in Table IV.B-3 of the Draft EIR.    

Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR provides the maximum daily localized emissions from 
each Subarea.  The ISC dispersion modeling scenario conducted for the 32nd Street 
Elementary School included Subarea 3 along with two development sites within the 
northeast of Subarea 1 that would be in close proximity to these sensitive receptors, and 
construction of one development site within Subarea 2.  Specifically, a total of 18.03 
pounds per day of localized PM2.5 emissions were modeled using ISC (Subarea 1 (District 
1a) (2.16 pounds per day) + Subarea 1 (District 1b) (2.03 pounds per day) + Subarea 2 
(District 2a) (3.03 pounds per day) and Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) (10.81 
pounds per day).  Please note that the amount of localized PM2.5 emissions analyzed in the 
air quality analysis (18.03 pounds per day) and provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR is 
greater than the amount erroneously purported by the commentor (16.1 pounds of PM10 
per day).  No changes to the results of the localized air quality impact analysis or 
significance conclusions in the Draft EIR would occur as a result of this comment. 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 27-37 regarding Comment XIII.A. 

Comment No. 27-21 

VIII.E  The Draft EIR's Emission Estimates Fail to Take into Account Emissions 
Associated with Earthmoving 

The URBEMIS emission estimates provided in the Draft EIR's Appendix B-1 fail to account 
for soil that would be exported from the site.142 It is anticipated that up to approximately 
233,100 cubic yards and 88,800 cubic yards of export would be required for construction in 
Subarea 1 and Subarea 2, respectively. Subarea 3 would potentially require export of 
approximately 580,000 cubic yards of soil.143 To put this into perspective, the total amount 
of approximately 901,900 cubic yards of soil that would potentially be exported from the 
Project site would cover a football field with more than 500 feet of soil.144 Fugitive dust 
emissions from handling the soil and exhaust emissions from the haul trucks would 
substantially increase the maximum daily emission estimates presented in above Table 2. 

                                            

142 Draft EIR, p. II-66. 
143 Ibid. 
144 (901,900 cubic yards) / (football field length: 100 yards) / (football field width: 53 1/3 yards) x (3 feet/yard) 

= 511.8 feet/year of soil covering an area the size of a football field. 
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The Draft EIR must be revised to include emissions resulting from soil export based on a 
detailed construction phasing plan. (See also Comment III and V.) 

Response to Comment No. 27-21 

While the commentor correctly cites the correct amount of soil export anticipated for 
the proposed Project, the commentor erroneously asserts that Appendix B-1 of the Draft 
EIR fails to account for soil that would be exported from the site.  As an example, the 
URBEMIS output file for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) provided in Appendix B-1 of 
the Draft EIR shows on road truck travel of 9,998 vehicle miles travelled.  This is equivalent 
to 200 truck trips per day travelling at a distance of 50 miles (conservatively assumed to 
exceed the URBEMIS default trip distance of 20 miles) and is consistent with the amount of 
export analyzed (540,000 cubic yards of export / 16 cy per truck / 8 months of export / 22 
construction days per month = 192 truck trips per day) for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard 
Avenue).  Similarly for Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue), the URBEMIS output file 
provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR shows on road truck travel of 2,990 vehicle miles 
travelled.  This is equivalent to 75 truck trips per day travelling at a distance of 50 miles 
(conservatively assumed to exceed the URBEMIS default trip distance of 20 miles) and is 
consistent with the amount of export analyzed (40,000 cubic yards).  Regarding Subarea 1, 
11,100 cubic yards of export was assumed for each development site or equivalent to 
233,100 cubic yards for the entire Subarea 1 and was included in the URBEMIS modeling 
runs.  Regarding Subarea 2, 22,200 cubic yards of export was assumed for each 
development site or equivalent to 44,400 cubic yards of export for the entire Subarea 2.  
The 88,800 cubic yards reported in the Project Description was an inadvertent error and 
has been corrected in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final 
EIR.  Although the construction assumption portion of the URBEMIS output sheets for 
District 1 and District 2 were inadvertently omitted from Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR, the 
URBEMIS output files clearly show haul truck emissions for the mass grading portions of 
these subareas.  A summary of construction assumptions and a complete set of the 
URBEMIS output files have been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a Correction 
and Addition.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final 
EIR. The analysis in the Draft EIR incorporates the amount of soil export discussed above 
and no changes in the conclusions of the Draft EIR would occur as a result of its inclusion. 

Comment No. 27-22 

IX.  The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze, Identify, and Adequately Mitigate Significant 
Health Risks Associated with Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions from Diesel-
powered Construction Equipment 

The Project would be built out over a period of 20 years employing a variety of construction 
equipment such as cranes, pile drivers, excavators, bulldozers, tractors, loaders, backhoes, 
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scrapers, water trucks, paving equipment, rollers, generators, forklifts, delivery trucks, 
which are typically diesel-powered. 

Diesel exhaust emitted from this equipment is a complex mixture of gaseous and solid 
materials. The visible emissions in diesel exhaust are known as diesel particulate matter 
("DPM"), which includes carbon particles or "soot." Diesel exhaust also contains a variety of 
harmful gases and over 40 other known cancer-causing substances and is estimated to 
contribute to more than 75% of the added cancer risk from air toxins in the United States. 
Diesel exhaust has been linked to a range of serious health problems including an increase 
in respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, and premature death. Fine diesel particles are 
deposited deep in the lungs and can result in increased respiratory symptoms and disease; 
decreased lung function, particularly in children and individuals with asthma; alterations in 
lung tissue and respiratory tract defense mechanisms; and premature death.145,146 

On August 27, 1998, after extensive scientific review and public hearing, the California Air 
Resources Board ("CARB") formally identified particulate emissions from diesel-fueled 
engines as a toxic air contaminant ("TAC"), regulated pursuant to Health and Safety Code 
section 39650 et seq.147 In May 2002, the U.S. EPA, after another exhaustive review, 
concluded that "long-term (i.e., chronic) inhalation exposure is likely to pose lung cancer 
hazard to humans, as well as damage the lung in other ways depending on exposure. 
Short-term (i.e., acute) exposures can cause irritation and inflammatory symptoms of a 
transient nature ... The assessment also indicates that evidence for exacerbation of 
existing allergies and asthma symptoms is emerging."148 

Lagging emission standards and very old equipment in the fleet have made construction 
equipment one of the largest sources of toxic diesel particulate matter (soot) pollution in 
California. An estimated 70% of California's construction equipment is currently not covered 
by federal and state regulations because it is too old.149 Clouds of soot emitted with the 

                                            

145 California Air Resources Board, Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust; 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/diesel/diesel-health.htm. accessed July 22, 2010. 

146 California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed Identification of 
Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, Staff Report, June 1998. 

147 California Air Resources Board, Resolution 98-35, August 27,1998. 
148 "U.S, Environmental Protection Agency, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust, 

EPA/600/8-90/057F, May 2002. 
149 Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging up Trouble, The Health Risk of Construction Pollution in California, 

November 2006; http://wwwcsusa.org/assets/documents/clean vehicles/digging-up-trouble.pdf, accessed 
July 23, 2010. 
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exhaust from construction equipment can travel downwind for miles, then drift into heavily 
populated areas. 

An analysis by the Union of Concerned Scientists found that air pollution from construction 
equipment is already taking a staggering toll on the health and economic wellbeing of 
Californians. For the South Coast Air Basin, 2005 estimates for health and economic 
damage from construction equipment emissions included more than 700 premature deaths, 
about 650 hospitalizations for respiratory and cardio-vascular disease, almost 27,000 
incidences of asthma attacks, acute bronchitis, and other lower respiratory symptoms, 
about 125,000 days of lost work, about 175,000 school absences, and almost one million 
restricted activity days. This loss of life and productivity cost South Coast Air Basin 
residents an estimated $5.9 billion.150 These estimates are conservative because they do 
not include emissions from a large number of smaller construction projects (residential and 
commercial and projects smaller than one acre in size and because multi-story buildings 
were treated as one-story buildings). Further, John Hakel, Vice President of the Associated 
General Contractors, an organization representing construction equipment fleet owners 
and general contractors, indicated that the analysis appeared to underestimate the sheer 
volume of construction equipment in use.151 

The entire Central Los Angeles including the Project site is located in the highest risk area 
for construction equipment emissions, as shown in Figure 5.152 

(See Figure 5: Construction Pollution Health Risk in the South Coast Air Basin) 

From Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging up Trouble. The Health Risk of 
Construction Pollution in California, November 2006; 
http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean vehicles/digging-up-
trouble.pdf 

The Draft EIR recognizes that diesel particulate matter (“DPM") is a toxic air contaminant 
and carcinogen. Yet, the Draft EIR argues: 

Although a cancer risk factor has been established for DPM, the OEHHA 
HRA (Health Risk Assessment) cancer risk factors assume a continuous 

                                            

150 Ibid, p. 12 
151 Los Angeles Times, Dire Health Effects of Pollution Reported, Diesel Soot from Construction Equipment Is 

Blamed for Illnesses and Premature Deaths, December 6, 2006. 
152 Ibid, p. 13. 
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exposure over a 70-year time frame. Because the construction schedule 
estimates that the phases which require the most heavy-duty diesel vehicle 
usage, such as site grading and excavation, would last for a much shorter 
duration (e.g., a total of four months for Subarea 3 and approximately one 
month for individual construction sites within Subareas 1 and 2), construction 
of the proposed Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) 
substantial source of TAC emissions. Additionally, the SCAQMD CEQA 
guidance does not require a health risk assessment for short-term 
construction emissions. It is therefore not meaningful to evaluate long-term 
cancer impacts from construction activities which occur over a relatively short 
duration. In addition, there would be no residual emission .:; after construction 
and no corresponding individual cancer risk As such, Project-related toxic 
emissions impacts during construction would be less than significant.153 

This perfunctory "assessment" of the potential health effects of diesel particulate matter 
emissions is entirely inadequate. The Draft EIR provides no quantitative analysis 
whatsoever for its unsubstantiated claim that Project construction toxic air contaminant 
emissions during the grading phases would be less than significant.  As a result, the Draft 
EIR's conclusion that construction emissions of diesel particulate matter would be less than 
significant is erroneous and contradicted by evidence. 

Response to Comment No. 27-22 

The comments describing the potential effects of exposure to diesel exhaust 
particulate matter (DPM) and concerns regarding heavy-duty diesel construction equipment 
are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the public 
and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  Regarding 
potential DPM health risk impacts associated with the proposed Project during 
construction, a qualitative analysis was provided in Section IV.B of the Draft EIR and was 
considered the appropriate level of analysis based on the following factors.  As discussed 
in Section IV.B, cancer risk assumes a continuous exposure over a 70-year time frame.  
Because the construction schedule estimates that the phases which require the most 
heavy-duty diesel vehicle usage, such as site grading and excavation, would last for a 
much shorter duration (e.g., a total of eight months for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard 
Avenue), two months for Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue), and approximately one 
month for individual construction sites within Subareas 1 and 2), construction of the 
proposed Project would not result in a long-term (i.e., 70 years) substantial source of TAC 
emissions.  This is coupled with the fact that potential development sites within Subarea 1 
                                            

153 Draft EIR, p. lV.B-54. 
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are spread out over the subarea, and, therefore, an individual sensitive use would likely be 
exposed for shorter-durations as a development site in close proximity to the individual 
sensitive use is completed and construction begins on another development site at a 
greater distance from the individual sensitive receptor.  Nevertheless, in response to this 
comment a detailed health risk assessment has been provided for proposed construction 
activities and is included as part of Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a Correction and 
Addition.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  
The results of the analysis confirm that the proposed Project has the potential to result in 
an offsite cancer risk at the maximum exposed individual of 4.8 in a million, which is well 
below the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million, and therefore would not result 
in a significant impact.  Please note that this risk value also conservatively does not 
account for the substantial reduction in diesel particulate matter that would occur with the 
additional mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR in Response to Comment No. 
27-39. 

Comment No. 27-23 

IX.A  The Lack of an Explicit Requirement by the Air District Does not Relieve the 
City from Analyzing the Significance of Diesel Exhaust Emissions during 
Construction 

The Draft ElR reasons that it does not provide a health risk assessment for Project 
construction emissions because a) emissions associated with Project construction would 
be short-term and b) the SCAQMD does not require a health risk assessment for short-
term construction emissions. The Draft ElR's reasoning is incorrect for two reasons. 

First, the lack of an explicit requirement for a health risk assessment for" short-term" 
construction emissions in the SCAQMD's outdated 1993 CEQA guidance does not relieve 
the City from analyzing the Project's potential impacts on public health. (The SCAQMD is 
currently in the process of substantially revising its 1993 CEQA guidance.) 

Second, the SCAQMD's 1993 CEQA guidance states:  

If a Project may emit toxic emissions that could have an impact on sensitive receptors ... 
then a quantitative analysis should be prepared using the guidelines provided in Chapter 
10 and Appendix 10... 154 

                                            

154 South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993, p. 7-2. 
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The SCAQMD's guidance contains no exclusion of construction activities from this 
recommendation. Here, Project construction would result in the release of toxic air 
contaminant emissions including diesel particulate matter therefore requiring preparation of 
a health risk assessment. 

Response to Comment No. 27-23 

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-22, a qualitative health risk 
assessment for Project construction was the appropriate level of analysis for the Draft EIR.  
While the commentor correctly identifies guidance from the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA 
Handbook, the commentor fails to consider that the Handbook is from 1993 and the 
SCAQMD has provided changes in what is recommended for CEQA analysis over the last 
17 years.  As an example, if a CEQA practioneer exclusively used the Handbook for 
direction on what should be provided in CEQA documentation, then localized impacts 
associated with a project would not be analyzed.  Therefore, based on SCAQMD  guidance 
and numerous SCAQMD comment letters on CEQA projects throughout the South Coast 
Air Basin, a health risk assessment for short-term construction emissions was not 
conducted for the Draft EIR and a qualitative analysis was sufficient to address potential 
DPM construction related impacts.  However, a detailed health risk assessment has been 
prepared in Response to Comment No. 27-22.  As discussed above in Response to 
Comment No. 27-22, the results of the analysis further substantiate the qualitative health 
risk assessment provided in the Draft EIR and the proposed Project would result in a less 
than significant impact related to construction period TAC emissions. 

Comment No. 27-24 

IX.B  Project Construction Activities Are Not Short-term 

The Draft EIR reasons that because Project emissions are short-term, preparation of a 
health risk assessment is not required. However, Project construction would occur from 
2011 through 2030, i.e., over two decades, which is hardly a short-term period. 

The Draft EIR's apparent reasoning that only the grading phases are relevant for emissions 
of diesel particulate matter because they would require the "most" heavy-duty diesel 
vehicle usage is ill-conceived. Even though total Project grading is estimated at "only" five 
months, project construction would require heavy-duty construction equipment during other 
phases of Project construction. For example, cranes, dozers, loaders, tractors, and 
backhoes would be required during demolition, excavation and much of the construction 
phase of the new buildings. Pile drivers would be required for some of the buildings. In 
addition, numerous other diesel-powered equipment would be operated during construction 
of the Project including on-site water trucks for dust control, countless heavy-duty trucks 
delivering building materials, cement trucks, bore and drill rigs, etc. While the equipment 
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employed during the Project's grading phases may result in the highest maximum daily 
emissions, they do not account for the majority of diesel exhaust emissions over the course 
of the entire Project construction. Table 3 summarizes maximum daily diesel exhaust 
emissions for Subareas la and 3a and their duration as examples.  

Table 3: Maximum unmitigated diesel exhaust emissions  
during construction of Subareas 1a and 3a 

 Subarea 1a Subarea3a 

 Maximum daily 
emissionsa 

(Ib/day) 

Duration (months) Maximum daily 
emissionsa 

(Ib/day) 

Duration (months) 

Demolition 1.6 1.5 3.1 2 

Grading 3.0 1.5 14.3 3.5 

Building 
construction 

1.1-1.2 21 3.5-3.8 13.5 

 

a - Data from: Draft EIR, Appendix B-1, "USC Master Plan - Regional Construction Emissions Unmitigated," 
ExceI spreadsheet "Regional Construction Emissions Analysis (Revised 030610).xls 

As Table 3 shows, maximum diesel exhaust emissions during the other construction 
phases would be about 20 to 50% of those during the grading phase and would last for 
considerably longer time. Thus, the assumption that only the grading phase is relevant is 
unsubstantiated. 

Response to Comment No. 27-24 

The DPM emissions provided in Table 3 of the Comment Letter are roughly 
consistent with the numbers provided in Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR and reflect 
maximum daily emissions for each stage of construction.  As shown in Table 3 of the 
Comment Letter, maximum daily grading emissions for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard 
Avenue) are approximately five times greater than demolition emissions and four times 
greater than building construction emissions.  Although the commentor is correct that 
building construction activities would occur for a much longer period of time than grading, 
use of maximum daily emission rates for the two construction stages and assuming that 
they would occur for the entire duration is not consistent with typical operations at 
construction sites.  It is much more likely that grading activities are conducted at a steady 
or consistent rate and, therefore, the equipment assigned to the construction stage would 
be assumed to operate at the maximum daily rate.  Building construction is somewhat more 
variable and often has down time.  For purposes of analyzing criteria pollutants, the 
construction analysis provided in the Draft EIR analyzed the peak construction activity and 
equipment mix for the peak day of building construction.  Therefore, when considering the 
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level of DPM emissions that would occur for each individual construction stage, grading 
activities would be the predominate source of DPM emissions and was used appropriately 
for addressing TAC construction impacts in the Draft EIR.  Therefore, DPM emissions 
would be less at all other phases of construction than the grading phase for the duration of 
the Project.  In addition, a detailed health risk assessment has been prepared in Response 
to Comment No. 27-22.  As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-22, the 
results of the analysis further substantiate the qualitative health risk assessment provided 
in the Draft EIR and the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact 
related to construction period TAC emissions. 

Comment No. 27-25 

IX.C  Construction Diesel Exhaust Emissions Are Cumulatively Significant 

The Draft EIR concludes that Project construction would not result in significant emissions 
of toxic air contaminant, including diesel exhaust emissions and would therefore not be 
cumulatively significant. The Draft EIR fails to discuss any other Projects that would be built 
out in the same time span and fails to analyze whether the Project's contribution to the 
existing adverse air quality in conjunction with these other Projects would be cumulatively 
significant. 

Yet, the Project would be built out over a period of two decades, concurrently with many 
other construction projects in the region, e.g., "the nearby The Lorenzo project and the 
mixed use student housing and commercial project on the privately-owned gas station 
property in Subarea 1B.155 During this time, heavy-duty diesel-powered construction 
equipment would emit substantial amounts of diesel particulate matter, which would travel 
into nearby residential areas, increase ambient concentrations of this pollutant, and result 
in potentially adverse health impacts, Sensitive receptors that may be adversely affected 
include schools, residences, senior homes, etc. in the vicinity of the Project site. The 
Project's substantial construction emissions would further exacerbate the existing severe 
health impacts on the City's residents caused by unhealthy levels of toxic air contaminants 
in the air. (See Comment IX.) As discussed in Comment VIII above, Project construction 
emissions of PM2.5, which is mostly diesel particulate matter, would exceed the 
SCAQMD's localized significance threshold. It can therefore be assumed that toxic air 
contaminant emissions would be cumulatively, if not individually, significant. 

                                            

155 See Draft EIR, p. II-9. 
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Thus, the Draft ElR must be revised to include a health risk assessment for Project 
construction activities. 

Response to Comment No. 27-25 

Consistent with the SCAQMD cumulative impact assessment methodology for 
construction and operation criteria pollutant impacts, an individual construction project that 
exceeds the SCAQMD’s recommended cancer and chronic health risk thresholds for 
project-specific impacts would cause a cumulatively considerable health risk impact.  
Therefore, similar to the criteria pollutant cumulative analysis, construction-related TAC 
emissions were addressed independently of other projects that could be built out 
concurrently with the proposed Project.  As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 
27-22, the results of the detailed health risk assessment provided in Corrections and 
Additions of this Draft EIR confirms that the proposed Project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD's project-specific impact significance thresholds for TAC emissions.  Refer to 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  Consequently, the 
proposed Project would not have a cumulative impact due to construction-related TAC 
emissions.  

Regarding potential localized PM2.5 impacts (Comment VIII of the Comment Letter), 
the commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 27-20 for a detailed discussion of 
why proposed Project construction would not exceed the SCAQMD's localized significance 
threshold. 

Comment No. 27-26 

X.  The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Operational Emissions Is Severely Deficient 
and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate Significant Impacts on Air Quality 

The following sections discuss the Draft EIR's severely deficient analysis of Project 
operational emissions and the Draft EIR's resulting failure to identify and adequately 
mitigate significant adverse impacts on local and regional air quality. 
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X.A  The Draft EIR Fails To Provide Estimates for Operational Emissions in Interim 
Years Including Simultaneous Construction and Operation of the Project 

The Draft EIR provides only operational emission estimates at Project buildout in the year 
2030 when all new buildings would be completed.156 Yet, the Project would be build out 
over 20 years and construction and operation of new buildings would occur simultaneously 
in several phases, Combined construction emissions from the buildout and from newly 
constructed buildings must therefore be presented for the entire construction period until 
the Project is completed. The Draft EIR must be revised to present combined construction 
and operational emission estimates over the two-decade construction period at the very 
least for several milestones, e.g., completion of Subarea 1, completion of Subarea 2, and 
completion of Subarea 3. 

Response to Comment No. 27-26 

The analysis of regional emissions associated with the proposed Project 
appropriately addressed construction emissions and buildout operational emissions.  The 
construction analysis was based on a very conservative schedule that assumed Subarea 3 
would be completely built out near the end of 2015, most of Subarea 2 would be complete, 
and a substantial amount of Subarea 1 would be complete.  These assumptions were 
included in the analysis primarily to determine whether there was any possibility that the 
proposed Project could potentially result in significant regional and localized construction 
impacts.  While Subarea 3 could certainly be able to be completed near the end of 2015, 
Subareas 1 and 2, which are mostly academic/university serving uses, would be completed 
through 2030.  Thus, in response to this comment an interim year analysis was conducted 
for Year 2016.  This scenario assumes that Subarea 3 would be completely built out (8,736 
average daily trips) and Subareas 1 and 2 would be built out based on a linear increase in 
students from 2009 through 2030.  This scenario was also selected as it represents a 
milestone (completion of Subarea 3) with approximately 73 percent of the daily trips 
occurring in this year and at the earliest possible year (i.e., the state-wide vehicular fleet 
mix in future years has a better overall fuel efficiency with decreased emission factors due 
to more stringent regulations).  This scenario also has construction activities occurring in 
both Subarea 1 and Subarea 2.  The results of the analysis are presented as a Correction 
and Addition to Appendix B-3 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  As shown therein, combined construction and 
operation emissions for interim year 2016 would result in a 15 percent increase in CO 
emissions, similar amounts of VOC, and a reduction of 11 percent for NOX, 34 percent for 

                                            

156 Draft ElR, Table IV.B-6, p, IV.B-57. 
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SOX, 38 percent for PM10 and 30 percent for PM2.5.  The increase in CO emissions is a 
result of more stringent regulations for the future fleet mix accounted for in the EMFAC 
model that would not be applicable until subsequent years.  While the interim year analysis 
resulted in an increase of CO emissions in comparison to buildout, the resultant emissions 
(530 pounds per day) were still below the SCAQMD regional significance threshold of 550 
pounds per day for CO.  In addition, it should be noted that the regional operational 
significant impact for PM10 at buildout would be less than significant under the interim year 
scenario.  This interim year scenario would not result in any new significant unavoidable 
impacts not already disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 27-27 

X.B  The Draft EIR's Underestimates Mobile Source Emissions 

The Draft EIR relies on the URBEMIS model to estimate Project operational emissions 
associated with vehicle traffic. The URBEMIS model relies on generic trip generation rates 
published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation manual. As Tom 
Brohard explains in his letter on the Draft EIR's traffic section157, these trip generation rates 
are not applicable to the Project and substantially underestimate trips that would be 
generated by the Project's various land uses. Therefore, emissions associated with Project 
vehicle trips are also underestimated. The Draft ElR's air quality section must be revised to 
reflect the revised traffic section in the recirculated Draft ElR. 

Response to Comment No. 27-27 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 28-8 and Response to Comment No. 
28-9, the trip generation rates used in the analysis are applicable to the Project and 
adequately estimate trips that would be generated by the Project's various land uses.  
Therefore, contrary to what is stated in this comment, emissions associated with Project 
vehicle trips were appropriately addressed in the Draft EIR.  No changes to the analyses or 
significance conclusions provided in the Draft EIR would result based on this comment.  

                                            

157 Tom Brohard, Tom Brohard & Associates, Letter to Richard Drury, Lozeau I Drury, Re: Review of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the USC Development Plan in the City of Los Angeles – 
Traffic and Parking Issues, July 23, 2010. 
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Comment No. 27-28 

X.C  The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Increasing Localized Emissions from Gas 
Stations due to Additional Students and Faculty 

The Project would increase the number of undergraduate students, graduate students, and 
faculty by 1968 and would increase the indirect population associated with these students 
by 4,432.158 Use of the University-owned gas station would considerably increase 
especially considering that the existing privately-owned gas station in Subarea 1B would be 
redeveloped with student housing and a commercial project. The increased emissions 
associated with the gas station must be considered in the Draft EIR's analysis of 
operational emissions from the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 27-28 

As discussed in Topical Response 6, an increase of 1,968 students and faculty as a 
result of the Project would not result in an indirect population increase of 4,432.  The 
comment correctly identifies that a privately-owned gas station in Subarea 1 would be 
removed.  However, this would occur as a related project and, therefore, no air pollutant 
emission credit was included in the air quality analysis for this gas station (please refer to 
Appendix B-3 of the Draft EIR).  Use of the University-owned gasoline dispensing 
equipment, which is located in Subarea 2, is only available to USC faculty, staff, and 
students.  Therefore, removal of the privately owned gasoline station in Subarea 1 would 
not result in an increase in use of the University-owned gasoline dispensing equipment by 
the general public.  Although the University-owned gasoline dispensing equipment is 
available to USC faculty, staff and students, the gasoline dispensing equipment (SCAQMD 
Facility ID No. 121790) would continue to operate under the dispensing limitations provided 
in SCAQMD Permit 498468.  No changes to the analyses or significance conclusions 
provided in the Draft EIR would result based on this comment. 

Comment No. 27-29 

X.D  The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Increased Emissions Associated with uses Boiler 
Plants and USC 

The Project would result in an increased academic population and increased floor space. 
This would place an increased demand on the USC's three natural-gas fired boiler plants 

                                            

158 Draft EIR, Table IV.1-36, p. IV-78. 
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located in Grace Ford, Olin Hall and Powell Hall159 which are used for the heating of 
spaces and water, laboratory uses, and cooking) as well as on USC's thermal energy 
storage system. The increased demand for natural gas and electricity and associated 
criteria pollutant emissions must be analyzed as part of the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 27-29 

Criteria pollutant emissions associated with the increased demand for natural gas 
and electricity from the increase in academic population and increased floor space were 
analyzed as part of the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Appendix B-3 of the Draft 
EIR for the electricity and natural gas worksheets.  As shown in Appendix B-3 of the Draft 
EIR, electricity and natural gas emissions were calculated consistent with the methodology 
recommended in SCAQMD’s CEQA Handbook.  In addition, Table IV.B-6, Unmitigated 
Proposed Project-Regional Operational Emissions-Buildout in Year 2030, of the Draft EIR 
clearly states that natural gas and electricity emissions were included in the estimate of 
project-related emissions. No changes to the analyses or significance conclusions provided 
in the Draft EIR would result based on this comment. 

Comment No. 27-30 

XI.  The Draft EIR's Analysis of Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Severely 
Deficient and Fails to Identify and Adequately Mitigate the Project's Significant 
Contribution to Global Climate Change 

The City should be commended for including indirect emissions of greenhouse gases 
associated with water usage and wastewater generation in the Draft EIR’s emission 
estimates. These sources of indirect emissions are routinely omitted in other C'EQA 
reviews. However, the remainder of the Draft EIR's analysis of greenhouse gas emissions 
is severely deficient. As a result, the Draft EIR fails to identify and adequately mitigate the 
Project's significant contribution to global climate change. 

                                            

159 See Draft EIR, p. IV.L-130. 
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XI.A  The Draft EIR Relies on an Improper Business-as-Usual Baseline 

The DEIR admits that the Project will increase greenhouse gas ("GHGs") emissions by 
46,297 metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent units ("CO2e")160 per year CMt CO2e/year") 
over the baseline condition.161 Nevertheless, the DEIR concludes that the Project's 
greenhouse gas impacts are less than significant because the increase in greenhouse gas 
emissions is 29.8% less than the increase that would otherwise occur under a hypothetical 
"business-as-usual" scenario.162 

The Draft EIR's GHG analysis is plainly erroneous. A CEQA review document must 
analyze a proposed project in reference to the real conditions on the ground, not compared 
to a hypothetical future environment that may or may not come to pass. There can be no 
dispute that when compared to the actual environment, the Project will increase GHG 
emissions by 46,297 MT CCh2e/year, which exceeds all proposed and adopted GHG 
CEQA significance thresholds. This is a significant increase in GHG emissions that must be 
acknowledged in the Draft EIR and feasible mitigation measures must be adopted to 
reduce this impact. 

Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 C.C.R., § 15125(a)) states in pertinent part 
that a lead agency's environmental review under CEQA: 

" ... must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time [environmental analysis] is 
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental 
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a 
Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant." 

The plain language of CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) requires that the baseline be the actual 
emission level at the time environmental analysis is commenced. In setting the baseline for 
GHG's the DEIR fails to analyze the "real conditions on the ground," and instead compares 
the project to a hypothetical future environment, i.e., the business-as-usual scenario, that 

                                            

160 Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide (“CO2”), methane (“CH4"), ozone ("O3”), water vapor, nitrous 
oxide ("N2O"), hydrofluorocarbon. ("HFCs"), perfluorocarbons ("PFCs"), and sulfur hexafluoride ("SF6"). 
These greenhouse gases have different potentials for trapping heat in the atmosphere, caIled global 
warming potential. Because Co, is the most abundant GHG in the atmosphere, a\l other gases are 
converted to their CO,-equivalents for comparison purposes and typically are measured in metric tons of 
carbon dioxide equivalent units (denoted as CO2e). 

161 Draft EIR, pp.I-35 and IV.B.63. 
162 Draft EIR, p.I-37. 
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does not exist. This artificial baseline creates the illusion that the increase in GHG 
emissions associated with the Project is not significant. 

Response to Comment No. 27-30 

Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR provided a thorough assessment of 
potential GHG impacts related to development of the proposed Project.  For the purpose of 
determining significance, the GHG analysis provided in the Draft EIR considered the 
following guidance: 

The recently adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines (December 30, 2009) 
do not establish a threshold of significance; instead lead agencies are called on to establish 
significance thresholds for their respective jurisdictions in which a lead agency may 
appropriately look to thresholds developed by other public agencies, or suggested by other 
experts, such as California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), so long as 
any threshold chosen is supported by substantial evidence (see Section 15064.7(c)).  The 
CEQA Guidelines amendments also clarify that the effects of GHG emissions are 
cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA's requirements for cumulative 
impact analysis (see Section 15130(f)). 

Use of a maximum emission limit (MEL) threshold suggested by the commentor in 
which a proposed project’s emissions would be compared against existing emissions would 
have the effect of penalizing certain highly GHG-efficient development projects simply 
because they are larger than other development projects, thereby discouraging exactly the 
type of projects California needs in order to do its part in addressing global climate change.  
Further, use of a MEL would encourage lead agencies and developers to “project split,” 
potentially obfuscating environmental impacts in contravention of CEQA’s mandates.  As 
discussed in the Draft EIR, the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVUAPCD) adopted, on December 17, 2009, Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in 
Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA.  In the course of 
developing this guidance, the SJVUAPCD investigated whether mass-base numerical limits 
should be part of its GHG significance threshold.  The SJVUAPCD rejected such an 
approach due to a lack of scientific support for any particular numerical threshold: 

“District staff has reviewed the relevant scientific information and concludes that the 
existing science is inadequate to support quantification of the extent to which project 
specific GHG emissions would impact global climatic features such as average air 
temperature, average annual rainfall, or average annual snow packs.  Thus, District staff 
concludes that it is not feasible to scientifically establish a numerical threshold that 
supports a determination that GHG emissions from a specific project, of any size, would or 
would not have a significant impact on global climate change.  In other words, the District 
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was not able to determine a specific quantitative level of GHG emissions increase, above 
which the project would have a significant impact on the environment, and below which 
would have an insignificant impact.  District staff further concludes that impacts of project 
specific emissions on global climatic change are cumulative in nature, and the significance 
thereof should be examined in that context.  This is readily understood when one considers 
that global climatic change is the result of the sum total of GHG emissions, both manmade 
and natural that occurred in the past; that is occurring now; and will occur in the future.”  
(SJVUAPCD, Final Staff Report-Climate Change Action Plan:  Addressing GHG Emissions 
Impacts under CEQA, pp. 53-55 (December 17, 2009) (emphasis added). 

The SJVUAPCD instead developed guidance that would require projects that 
prepare EIRs to quantify GHG emissions and to use Best Performance Standards (“BPS”) 
to assess potential GHG impacts.  Projects implementing BPS would be determined to 
have a less than cumulatively significant impact.  Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions consistent with GHG emission reduction targets established in 
CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan from “business-as-usual,” would be required to 
determine that a project would have a less than cumulatively significant impact.     

Efficiency-based significance thresholds are preferable to mass-based thresholds 
because they do not unnecessarily discriminate against larger projects.  On June 2, 2010, 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) unanimously adopted GHG 
significance thresholds.  Notably, the BAAQMD’s thresholds are “based on AB 32 GHG 
emission reduction goals while taking into consideration [i.e., taking credit for] emission 
reduction strategies outlined in ARB’s Scoping Plan.”  (BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines 
Update-Thresholds of Significance, p. D-13 (June 2, 2010)).  Those thresholds do not 
include a maximum emissions limit or any upper boundary on GHG emissions.  The 
BAAQMD recognized that a pure efficiency-based threshold properly allows larger projects 
to demonstrate their consistency with California’s efforts to address climate change: “GHG 
efficiency metrics can also be utilized as thresholds to assess the GHG efficiency of a 
project on a per capita basis (residential only projects) or on a “service population” basis 
(the sum of the number of jobs and the number of residents provided by a project) such 
that the project will allow for consistency with the goals of AB 32 (i.e., 1990 GHG emissions 
levels by 2020)…This method allows highly efficient projects with higher mass emissions to 
meet the overall reduction goals of AB 32.” (BAAQMD, CEQA Guidelines Update-
Thresholds of Significance, p. D-22 (June 2, 2010)).  

According to the BAAQMD, the land use sector only need achieve a 26 percent 
reduction from “business‐as‐usual” to meet the requirements set forth in AB 32 (i.e., 
achieve California’s 1990 equivalent GHG emissions levels by 2020).  Whereas, California 
would need to achieve an approximate 28.4 percent reduction in emissions across all 
sectors of the GHG emissions inventory compared with 2020 projections.  (BAAQMD, 
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California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Update—Proposed Thresholds of 
Significance, at 14 (December 7, 2009) (available at http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/
Planning‐and‐Research/CEQAGUIDELINES.aspx). 

In its January 2008, CEQA and Climate Change white paper, CAPCOA identified a 
number of potential approaches for determining the significance of GHG emissions in 
CEQA documents.  In its white paper, CAPCOA suggested making significance 
determinations on a case-by-case basis when no significance thresholds have been 
formally adopted by a lead agency.  One of the potential approaches identified in the 
CAPCOA White Paper, Threshold 1.1, would require a project to meet a percent reduction 
target.  This target would be based on the average reduction from “business-as-usual” 
emissions identified by CARB as necessary to satisfy AB 32's mandate of returning to 1990 
levels of GHG emissions by 2020.  CARB has calculated the necessary reduction to be 
approximately 28.4 percent from “business-as-usual”.     

CAPCOA has recently released a detailed report entitled: “Quantifying Greenhouse 
Gas Mitigation Measures:  A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission 
Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures” August, 2010.  While the 
methodologies described in this document may not be appropriate for every project 
analyzed under CEQA, the CAPCOA report provides a detailed approach for applying an 
efficiency-based threshold in comparison to “business-as-usual”.   

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) commits the State to 
achieving the following:  (1) Reduce GHG emissions to 2000 emission levels (which 
represents an approximately 11 percent reduction from “business-as-usual”) by 2010; and 
(2) reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels (approximately 28.4 percent below “business-as-
usual”) by 2020.  A particularly illustrative method to determine consistency with AB 32, 
and one that has the co-benefit of being based on a quantification of emissions, is to 
compare a project’s emissions as proposed to that project’s emissions if it were to be built 
using “business-as-usual” design, methodology, and technology.  If a project constitutes an 
equivalent or larger break from “business-as-usual” than has been determined by CARB to 
be necessary to meet AB 32’s Statewide goals for 2020 (approximately 28.4 percent), then 
that project can be considered consistent with AB 32 and, therefore, will not have a 
significant impact on the environment due to its GHG emissions.  This is the average level 
of emissions reduction performance that would need to be achieved across all sectors of 
the economy to meet AB 32 goals (i.e., applied to both new and existing GHG emissions 
sources), and CARB and other state agencies have indicated that specific sectors of the 
economy may be required to contribute greater levels of reduction.   

The City of Los Angeles has not adopted a GHG significance threshold.  However, 
the City has been using the break from “business-as-usual” GHG methodology for projects 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-517 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

for which the City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency and this methodology is included in 
numerous City of Los Angeles Certified EIRs.  This methodology is also supported by GHG 
guidance documents (e.g., CAPCOA White Paper, Threshold 1.1) and is based on 
substantial evidence.  Therefore, the Draft EIR used this “break from ‘business-as-usual’” 
method to determine consistency with AB 32.  This approach also mirrors the concepts 
used in the CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan for the implementation of AB 32. 
CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan and guidance from a wide-variety of state agencies 
has emphasized that achieving the State’s GHG emissions reduction goals requires a 
substantial change from “business-as-usual.”  Comparing a project’s emissions to 
“business-as-usual” emissions is fundamental to the CARB’s calculation that achieving AB 
32 mandates requires a 28.4 percent reduction in emissions from “business-as-usual.”   

It should be noted that although the Draft EIR uses the 2009 base year for all 
analysis of existing conditions and analysis of most Project impacts, this approach is clearly 
not applicable for determining consistency with the statewide AB 32 goal of achieving 1990 
GHG emission levels by 2020, which by definition can only occur in the future.  Comparing 
GHG emissions to existing conditions does not allow for a finding of consistency with AB 
32.  

The GHG impact analysis provided in the Draft EIR for the proposed Project 
concluded that that the proposed Project would be consistent with the goals set forth in AB 
32, as well as in CARB’s scoping plan. The Project’s GHG emissions reduction of 29.8 
percent compared to “business-as-usual” constitutes an equivalent or larger break from 
“business-as-usual” than has been determined by CARB to be necessary to meet AB 32’s 
goals (approximately 28.4 percent for 2020). Therefore, it was concluded that the proposed 
Project would not have a significant impact on the environment due to its greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Comment No. 27-31 

XI.B  The Project's Greenhouse Gas Emissions Are Significant Because They Exceed 
Established CEQA Significance Thresholds 

The Draft EIR erroneously states that there are no adopted GHG significance thresholds.163 
To the contrary, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District ("BAAQMD") has recently 

                                            

163 Draft EIR, p. IV.B-34. 
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adopted a CEQA significance threshold for GHG emissions of 1,100 MtC02e/year.164 The 
Project's GHG emissions of more than 46,000 MtC02e/ year exceed this significance 
threshold by over 40 times. The San Diego Air Pollution Control District ("SDAPCD") has 
adopted a draft CEQA significance threshold of 900 MtC02e/year of GHG emissions. The 
Project's emissions exceed that threshold by over 50 times. The Project's GHG emissions 
also exceed every proposed GHG significance threshold analyzed in the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (“CAPCOA") White Paper on CEQA and greenhouse 
gas emissions. Given that GHG emissions are a global environmental problem, an increase 
that is significant in the Bay Area or San Diego is also significant in Los Angeles. The 
Project's GHG emissions are therefore significant within the meaning of CEQA and must be 
analyzed in a recirculated DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 27-31 

Refer to Response to Comment No. 27-30.  As discussed on page IV.B-41 of the 
Draft EIR, CARB, SCAQMD, and the City of Los Angeles have yet to establish project-level 
significance thresholds for GHG emissions that would be applicable to the proposed 
Project.  The Draft EIR acknowledges (page IV.B-41 of the Draft EIR) that the San Joaquin 
Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (SJVUAPCD) adopted the first regional policy 
and guidance on addressing and mitigating GHG emission impacts, in which projects 
implementing Best Performance Standards (BPS) would be determined to have a less than 
cumulatively significant impact.  Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions consistent with GHG emission reduction targets established in AB 32 
Scoping Plan from business-as-usual, would be required to determine that a project would 
have a less than cumulatively significant impact.  The GHG significance thresholds used in 
this Draft EIR are consistent with the intent of the SJVUAPCD adopted GHG significance 
thresholds.  It is not clear why the commentor did not acknowledge the SJVUAPCD GHG 
significance thresholds and the Project’s consistency with that adopted threshold.   

Regarding the BAAQMD’s recently adopted CEQA significance thresholds, it should 
first be noted that the thresholds were adopted in June 2010 and subsequent to the release 
of this Draft EIR for public comment.  Regardless, the commentor does not accurately 
portray the BAAQMD’s adopted thresholds.  The BAAQMD does recommend a 1,100 
metric tons of CO2e per year significance threshold for projects, where a project can be 
potentially screened out and the project would not have to go through a more extensive 
analysis (quantification of the reduction in GHG emissions from implementation of project 

                                            

164 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Adopted Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance, June 2, 
2010; http://snipurl.com/zcIx7 [www_baaqmd_gov] or http:// www.baaqmd.gov/-
/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Adopted %20Thresholds %20Table 6 2 10.ashx. 
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features and mitigation measures).  However, for projects that exceed 1,100 metric tons of 
CO2e per year, BAAQMD recommends an efficiency based significance threshold of 4.6 
metric tons of CO2e annually per each proposed resident or employee or whether the 
project complies with a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy.  A GHG Reduction Strategy is 
essentially a plan, such as a general plan or climate action plan, or a collection of climate 
action policies, ordinances, that identify goals, policies and implementation measures that 
would achieve AB 32 goals for the entire community (i.e., reduce emissions to 1990 level 
by 2020 which is equivalent to 28.4 percent below business as usual).  Although the 
adopted BAAQMD significance thresholds are not directly applicable to the proposed 
Project, the GHG significance thresholds applied in this Draft EIR are generally consistent 
with the intent of the BAAQMD guidelines in that the significance thresholds are consistent 
with AB 32 goals. 

The commentor does not accurately portray GHG guidance for San Diego County as 
the 900 metric ton threshold is not a “not to exceed threshold” but instead a “screening 
threshold”.  According to the San Diego County Department of Planning and Land Use 
(DPLU) Interim Guidance for Greenhouse Gas Analysis  (http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/
docs/Interim_Guidance_for_Greenhouse_Gas_Analysis.pdf), a 900 metric ton threshold 
was selected to identify those projects that would be required to prepare a Climate Change 
analysis by calculating emissions and implementing mitigation measures to reduce a 
potentially significant impact. This threshold was identified in the CAPCOA white paper as 
a means of capturing 90 percent or more of likely future discretionary developments.  
According to the DPLU guidance, “Until further direction is provided by the State, the 
County’s interim guideline for determining significance is whether the project would impede 
with implementation of AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act 2006.  To demonstrate 
the project will not impede the implementation of AB 32, the project needs to demonstrate 
the following:  Light Industrial/Non-Stationary Source Uses: The project would reduce 
overall carbon emissions to 33 percent below business as usual.  The 33 percent reduction 
should be an overall reduction for operational emissions, construction-related emissions 
and vehicular-related GHG emissions.” 

According to the San Diego County Greenhouse Gas Inventory (2008), the region 
must reduce its GHG emissions by 33 percent from “business-as-usual” emissions to 
achieve 1990 emissions levels by the year 2020.  “Business-as-usual” refers to the 2020 
emissions that would have occurred in the absence of the mandated reductions.  While 
San Diego County requires a 33 percent reduction from business as usual instead of the 
Statewide average of 28.4 percent, the GHG significance thresholds applied in this Draft 
EIR are generally consistent with the SD DPLU guidelines in that a project needs to 
demonstrate that it would not impede implementation of AB 32 (i.e., demonstration of a 
reduction in project generated emission below business as usual).   
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CAPCOA identified a number of potential approaches for determining the 
significance of GHG emissions in CEQA documents.  In its white paper, CAPCOA 
suggested making significance determinations on a case-by-case basis when no 
significance thresholds have been formally adopted by a lead agency.  As discussed 
above, the City of Los Angeles has not adopted a GHG significance threshold.  However, 
the City has been using the break from “business-as-usual” GHG methodology for projects 
for which the City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency and this methodology is included in 
numerous City of Los Angeles Certified EIRs.  This methodology is also supported by GHG 
guidance documents (e.g., CAPCOA White Paper, Threshold 1.1) and is based on 
substantial evidence.  The approach identified in the CAPCOA White Paper, Threshold 1.1, 
would require a project to meet a percent reduction target.  This target would be based on 
the average reduction from “business-as-usual” emissions identified by CARB as 
necessary to satisfy AB 32's mandate of returning to 1990 levels of GHG emissions by 
2020.  CARB has calculated the necessary reduction to be approximately 28.4 percent 
from “business-as-usual”. 

The CAPCOA White Paper Threshold 1.1 was applied in this Draft EIR and the 
proposed Project results in a 29.8 percent reduction in GHG emissions in comparison to 
business as usual and a less than significant GHG impact.  Please note that this reduction 
in emissions only accounts for Project Design Features and does not account for further 
reductions associated with State mandates (e.g., Pavely, Low Carbon Fuel Standards, and 
California Renewables Portfolio Standards).  

In summary, the GHG significance thresholds applied in this Draft EIR are generally 
consistent with SJVUAPCD, BAAQMD, SDAPCD, and CAPCOA guidance documents as 
the applied significance thresholds demonstrate whether a project would impede 
implementation of AB 32.  The City of Los Angeles has not adopted a GHG significance 
threshold, but the percent reduction below “business-as-usual approach is an accepted 
methodology within the City of Los Angeles and has been used in numerous CEQA 
documents where the City of Los Angeles is the lead agency.  Furthermore, this is one of 
several approaches supported in the CAPCOA White Paper  As discussed above, the 
proposed Project results in a 29.8 percent reduction in GHG emissions in comparison to 
“business-as-usual” without incorporation of State mandates and a less than significant 
GHG impact. 
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Comment No. 27-32 

XI.C  The Draft EIR's Drop-in-a-Bucket Approach to Assessing Impacts Associated 
with Greenhouse Gas Emissions Is Not Permissible and Falls to Identify 
Cumulatively Significant Impacts 

The DEIR appears to conclude that the Project's GHG emissions are de minimis because 
they would only constitute 0.0298% of statewide total annual emissions.165 This "drop in the 
bucket" approach has been rejected by the courts. 

In Communities for a Better Environment v. Calif. Resources Agency the court specifically 
struck down a CEQA Guideline which provided that an EIR need not consider significant de 
minimis contributions to a cumulative impact.166 While the court also noted that" one 
additional molecule" might not be considered a cumulative impact, this Project would 
generate far more than one molecule of greenhouse gas emissions.167 Indeed, almost any 
project would appear insignificant, even an oil refinery or power plant, if compared to the 
entire statewide greenhouse gas emissions inventory. 

CEQA requires an analysis of "cumulative impacts," or the impacts of a project together 
with other past, present and future projects.168 This is precisely the type of impact created 
by greenhouse gas emissions. CEQA Section 21083 requires a finding that a project may 
have a significant effect on the environment if "the possible effects of a project are 
individually limited but cumulatively considerable". 'Cumulatively considerable' means that 
the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects." "Cumulative impacts" are defined as "two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase 
other environmental impact.169 “[I]ndividual effects may be changes resulting from a single 
project or a number of separate projects."170 

                                            

165 Draft ElR, I-37. 
166 103 Cal.App.4th, p.117. 
167 Ibid, p. 120. 
168 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(a). 
169 CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355(a). 
170 CEQA Guidelines section 15355(a). 
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"The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period 
of time."171 A legally adequate cumulative impacts analysis views a particular project over 
time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
probable future projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with those of the 
project at hand. "Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant projects taking place over a period of time."172 

As the court stated in CBE v. CRA, 103 Cal.App.4th at 114: 

Cumulative impact analysis is necessary because the full environmental 
impact of a proposed project cannot be gauged in a vacuum. One of the most 
important environmental lessons that has been learned is that environmental 
damage often occurs incrementally from a variety of small sources. These 
sources appear insignificant when considered individually, but assume 
threatening dimensions; when considered collectively with other sources with 
which they interact. 

Due to the global nature of global climate change, GHGs are precisely the type of pollutant 
for which a cumulative impact analysis is required. The Draft ElR's failure to analyze the 
Project's individual and cumulative greenhouse gas emissions renders the Draft ElR an 
inadequate informational document. 

Response to Comment No. 27-32 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 and 27-31 for a detailed 
discussion regarding use of the appropriate GHG standard.  The GHG impact analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR for the proposed Project did not conclude that the Project's GHG 
emissions are less than significant because they would only constitute 0.0298 percent of 
statewide total annual emissions (de minimis), but instead that the proposed Project would 
be consistent with the goals set forth in AB 32, as well as in CARB’s scoping plan. The 
Project’s GHG emissions reduction of 29.8 percent compared to “business-as-usual” 
constitutes an equivalent or larger break from “business-as-usual” than has been 
determined by CARB to be necessary to meet AB 32’s goals (approximately 28.4 percent 

                                            

171  103 Cal.App.4th, p. 117. 
172 CEQA Guidelines § 15355(b). 
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for 2020).  Therefore, the proposed Project will not have a significant impact on the 
environment due to its greenhouse gas emissions.   

The Draft EIR correctly analyzed GHG emissions from a cumulative standpoint.  In 
fact, as discussed on page IV.B-41 of the Draft EIR, the recently adopted amendments to 
the CEQA Guidelines (December 30, 2009) clarify that the effects of GHG emissions are 
cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA's requirements for cumulative 
impact analysis (see Section 15130(f)). 

A fundamental difficulty in the analysis of GHG emissions is the global nature of the 
existing and cumulative future conditions.  Changes in GHG emissions can be difficult to 
attribute to a particular planning program or project because the planning effort or project 
may cause a shift in the locale for some type of GHG emissions, rather than causing “new” 
GHG emissions.  Whether this represents a net global increase, reduction, or no change 
depends on the GHGs that would exist if the project were not implemented. 

Although the Project is expected to emit GHGs, the emission of GHGs by a single 
project into the atmosphere is not itself necessarily an adverse environmental effect.  
Rather, it is the increased accumulation of GHG from more than one project and many 
sources in the atmosphere that may result in global climate change.  The resultant 
consequences of that climate change can cause adverse environmental effects.  The State 
has mandated a goal of reducing statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, even though 
statewide population and commerce is predicted to continue to expand.  In order to achieve 
this goal, the CARB is in the process of establishing and implementing regulations to 
reduce statewide GHG emissions.  However, currently there are no CARB, SCAQMD, and 
the City of Los Angeles applicable significance thresholds, specific reduction targets, and 
no approved policy or guidance to assist in determining significance at the project or 
cumulative level.  Additionally, there is currently no generally accepted methodology to 
determine whether GHG emissions associated with a specific project represents new 
emissions or existing, displaced emissions. 

The Project’s Project Design Features and State mandates would contribute to GHG 
reductions.  The reduction in GHG emissions associated with project design features 
represent a break from “business-as-usual” and support State goals for emissions 
reduction.  The methods used to establish this relative reduction are consistent with the 
approach used in the CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan for the implementation of AB 
32 through 2020.  Moreover, a sizeable percentage of the operational GHG emissions 
conservatively associated with the Project likely should not be considered new emissions 
attributable to the Project because the future students, employees and residents of the 
Project already generate emissions through their current activities.   
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The Project is consistent with the approach outlined in the CARB’s Climate Change 
Scoping Plan, particularly its emphasis on the identification of emission reduction 
opportunities that promote economic growth while achieving greater energy efficiency and 
accelerating the transition to a low-carbon economy.  The location and design of the 
Project reflect and support these core objectives.  In addition, as recommended by CARB’s 
Climate Change Scoping Plan, the Project would use “green building” features as a 
framework for achieving cross-cutting emissions reductions.    

The Project also would comply with the City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Ordinance.  This Program emphasizes improving energy conservation, energy efficiency, 
increasing renewable energy generation, and changing transportation and land use 
patterns to reduce auto dependence.  The Project’s design features would advance these 
objectives.   

In the absence of applicable adopted standards and established significance 
thresholds, and given the Project’s consistency with State and City GHG emission 
reduction goals and objectives, the contribution to the cumulative impact of global climate 
change was concluded to be less than significant.   

Additionally, as described in the Draft EIR, the Project has incorporated 
sustainability design features and mitigation measures to reduce VMT and to reduce the 
Project's potential impact with respect to GHG emissions.  The Project, by implementing 
the Project design features and GHG reducing measures results in a net decrease in GHG 
emissions that represents a substantial break from “business-as-usual”.  The Project’s 
features and GHG reduction measures make the Project consistent with the goals of 
AB 32.   

Given the Project’s consistency with State and City of Los Angeles GHG emission 
reduction goals and objectives, the contribution to the cumulative impact of global climate 
change was concluded to be less than significant and would not conflict with any applicable 
plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of GHGs.  Similarly, related projects would also be anticipated to comply with these same 
emissions reduction goals and objectives (e.g., City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Ordinance). 
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Comment No. 27-33 

XI.D  The EIR Improperly Fails to Impose Feasible Mitigation Measures to Minimize 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Because the Draft EIR fails to identify GHG impacts as significant, it also fails to impose 
feasible mitigation measures. There are numerous feasible measures available that could 
be implemented for the Project, as discussed in Comment XII.C. These measures should 
either he required for the Project, or specific findings should be made explaining why each 
is infeasible. 

Response to Comment No. 27-33 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 through 27-32, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact and, therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required  However, it should be noted that the proposed 
Project includes many substantial GHG emission reducing measures provided as Project 
Design Features.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the University 
would continue its commitment to smart growth and sustainable practices through the 
provision of new student and faculty housing in proximity to the core Campus area that 
would reduce commuting for large numbers of students, faculty and staff; the enhancement 
of pedestrian and bicycle linkages throughout the Project area to reduce the need for 
vehicles; and accessibility enhancements and linkages that make use of the site’s 
accessibility to nearby freeways, public transit, and in particular, the future Metro Mid 
City/Exposition Boulevard Light Rail Transit Line.  New buildings for the proposed Project 
would be designed and constructed to achieve the equivalent of LEED certification, at a 
minimum.  In addition, the proposed Project would reduce its energy usage for new 
buildings by at least 14 percent below its Title 24 baseline.  Please refer to Section IV.B of 
the Draft EIR on page IV.B-42 for an extensive list of Project Design Features that would 
be incorporated into the proposed Project.  While not specifically listed as mitigation 
measures, these Project Design Features would certainly reduce pollutant emissions 
related to the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 27-34 

XII.  The Draft EIR's Proposed Mitigation Measures Are Inadequate and Fail to 
Minimize Significant Impacts Resulting from Criteria Pollutant and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Associated with Project Construction and Operation to the 
Extent Feasible as Required by CEQA 

The Draft EIR proposes the following 12 mitigation measures to minimize construction 
emissions (six measures to minimize fugitive dust and six measures to minimize 
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combustion exhaust emissions) and one mitigation measure for operational emissions from 
the Project 

Mitigation Measure B-1: All unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be 
wetted at least three times daily during excavation and construction, 
and temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce dust emissions 
and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. Wetting and/or use of soil 
binders could reduce fugitive dust by as much as 61 percent in 
comparison to 55 percent for twice daily. 

Mitigation Measure B-2: The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area 
sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by construction and 
hauling, and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused 
by wind. Mitigation Measure B-3: All loads shall be secured by 
trimming, watering or other appropriate means to prevent spillage 
and dust. 

Mitigation Measure B-4: All materials transported off-site shall be either sufficiently 
watered or securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

Mitigation Measure B-5: All earth moving or excavation activities shall be 
discontinued during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 25 mph), 
so as to prevent excessive amounts of dust.  

Mitigation Measure B-6: All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturer's specifications. 

Mitigation Measure B-7: General contractors shall maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During 
construction, trucks and vehicles in loading and unloading queues 
will have their engines turned off after five minutes when not in use, 
to reduce vehicle emissions. Construction activities should be 
phased and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and pollutant 
emission generating construction activities discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. 

Mitigation Measure B-8: To the extent possible, petroleum powered construction 
activity shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary 
diesel power generators and/ or gasoline power generators.  

Mitigation Measure B-9: Low- and non-VOC containing paints, sealants, 
adhesives, solvents, asphalt, and architectural coatings, or 
prefabricated architectural panels, shall be used to reduce VOC 
emissions. 

Mitigation Measure B-10: All areas where construction vehicles are parked, staged, 
or operating shall be visibly posted with signs stating "No idling in. excess of 5 minutes or 
shut off engines". 
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Mitigation Measure B-11: Heavy-duty diesel-powered construction equipment 
manufactured after 1996 (with federally mandated" clean" diesel engines) shall be used 
when feasible. 

Mitigation Measure B-12: Catalytic converters shall be installed on all heavy 
machinery working on-site, if feasible. 

Mitigation Measure B-13: The University shall schedule deliveries during off-peak 
traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips during the most congested periods.173 

These proposed mitigation measures are not enforceable as a practical matter, ineffective, 
and do not satisfy the City's mandate under CEQA to minimize significant adverse impacts 
on air quality to the extent feasible as discussed in the following comments. There are 
numerous additional feasible mitigation measures available that are routinely required for 
other projects and should be required here. (See Comment XII.C.) 

XII.A  The Proposed Mitigation Measures Are Not Enforceable as a Practical Matter 

Several of the Draft EIR's mitigation measures as written are too vague and therefore 
ineffective in achieving their goals of reducing emissions or are not enforceable because 
they fail to specify a performance goal. 

For example, Mitigation Measure B-2 requires "reasonable control of dust caused by wind." 
Mitigation Measures B-4 and B-5 requires "to prevent excessive amounts of dust." The 
mitigation measures fail to specify what" reasonable" or "excessive" means and how this 
measure would be enforced. 

Further, Mitigation Measure B-8 requires that petroleum-powered construction activity shall 
utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel power generators and/or 
gasoline power generators to the extent possible without specifying what constitutes the 
"extent possible." Mitigation Measure B-11 requires the use of heavy-duty diesel-powered 
construction equipment manufactured after 1996 and Mitigation Measure B-12 requires the 
installation of catalytic converters on all heavy machinery working on-site, if/when feasible. 
The Draft EIR neither specifies how feasibility would be determined nor who would be 
responsible for it. Similarly, simply requiring a contractor to "maintain properly tuned 

                                            

173 Draft EIR, pp. IV.B-76 - IV.B-77, emphasis added. 
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engines" without requiring the presence of an on-site construction mitigation manager who 
enforces this requirement, is meaningless. 

Thus, the Draft EIR's mitigation measures as written cannot be enforced as a practical 
matter. Further, the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR do not stipulate any 
monitoring, feedback, or enforcement in case the construction contractor should fail to 
implement or adequately execute the control measures, thereby rendering the proposed 
mitigation measures essentially meaningless. 

Mitigation measures must be enforceable to assure that they are actually implemented.174 
Enforceability is normally achieved by including mitigation measures in the requests for 
bids and resulting construction contracts, posting bonds, drawing up legal agreements 
between the applicant and the implementing jurisdiction, or recording conditions of 
approval on property titles or in agency permits. Contract specifications stipulate emission 
reduction technology as part of a contract’s terms and conditions. This mechanism has 
been widely used and demonstrated to be successful. Examples include Massachusetts' 
Big Dig, Connecticut's Q Bridge l-95 program, and New York City's Local Law 77, which 
incorporates requirements for off-road diesel emission reductions into all of its public works 
contracts.175 None of the Draft EIR’s proposed mitigation measures include any legally 
binding commitments or methods to ensure implementation and enforcement and, thus, are 
not enforceable. Therefore, all of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR should be 
revised to incorporate enforcement provisions. 

To ensure that the above mitigation measures are implemented effectively, the Draft EIR 
should be revised a) to include a construction mitigation monitoring plan; b) require the 
presence of a construction mitigation monitor on site; and c) explicit language for each 
mitigation measure requiring oversight by the local air district or other entity. 

Response to Comment No. 27-34 

The Draft EIR provided proposed mitigation measures that would, to the extent 
feasible, reduce construction and operational emissions from the proposed Project.  Many 
of the measures are recommended by the City of Los Angeles and SCAQMD.  The 
commentor correctly identifies that the proposed Project does not include many mitigation 

                                            

174 See, for example, South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, p. 11-2. 
175 ICF Consulting, Emission Reduction Incentives for Off-Road Diesel Equipment Used in the Port and 

Construction Sectors, Final Report, Prepared for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, May 19, 
2005, pp. 5-6 and Chapter 5; http//www.epa.gov/sectors/pdf/emission 20050519.pdf, accessed March 18, 
2007. 
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measures to reduce operational emissions.  This is not because the proposed Project 
ignores significant regional operational impacts as the comment purports, but it is instead 
because many of the pollutant emission reducing measures are built into the proposed 
Project as Project Design Features and would be included as conditions of approval.  As 
discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the University would continue its 
commitment to smart growth and sustainable practices through the provision of new 
student and faculty housing in proximity to the core Campus area that would reduce 
commuting for large numbers of students, faculty and staff; the enhancement of pedestrian 
and bicycle linkages throughout the Project area to reduce the need for vehicles; and 
accessibility enhancements and linkages that make use of the site’s accessibility to nearby 
freeways, public transit, and in particular, the future Metro Mid City/Exposition Boulevard 
Light Rail Transit Line.  New buildings for the proposed Project would be designed and 
constructed to achieve the equivalent of LEED certification, at a minimum.  In addition, the 
proposed Project would reduce its energy usage by at least 14 percent below its Title 24 
baseline for new buildings.  Please refer to Section IV.B of the Draft EIR on page IV.B-42 
for an extensive list of Project Design Features that are already incorporated into the 
proposed Project.  While not specifically listed as mitigation measures, these Project 
Design Features would certainly serve to reduce pollutant emissions related to the 
proposed Project. 

Regarding the enforceability of the proposed mitigation measures, it should be noted 
that many of the mitigation measures are directly from the SCAQMD Handbook and Best 
Available Control Measures from SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust).  With that being said, 
based on a review of the mitigation measures and in response to this comment, Mitigation 
Measures B-2, B-4, B-5, B-8, B-11 and B-12 have been revised to strengthen the 
enforceability of the mitigation measures.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to 
the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

In accordance with Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines, all of the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Project have been incorporated into a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) that is included as Section IV of this Final EIR.  The primary 
purpose of the MMRP is to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are 
implemented, thereby minimizing or eliminating identified environmental effects.  The 
MMRP for the Project will be in place through all phases of the project (i.e., pre-
construction (design), construction, and operation (both prior to and post-occupancy).  In 
addition as discussed in Response to Comment No.  27-37, a construction monitor has 
been included as Mitigation Measure B-12 in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  Please also note that all conditions and mitigation measures 
will be recorded in a covenant against the property. 
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Comment No. 27-35 

XII.B  The Draft EIR Fails to Require All Feasible Mitigation for Construction 
Emissions 

The Draft EIR proposes six mitigation measures to reduce exhaust emissions from 
construction equipment and one mitigation measure to reduce VOC emissions from 
architectural paints, sealants, adhesives, solvents, asphalt, coatings, or prefabricated 
panels. The Draft EIR concludes that construction emissions of NOx and VOC would 
remain significant and unavoidable after implementation of these seven mitigation 
measures, The Draft EIR contains no discussion of other mitigation measures that were 
evaluated and rejected. As discussed in Comment XII.C, there are numerous other feasible 
mitigation measures available that would considerably reduce NOx and VOC emissions 
associated with construction. Further, as discussed in Comment IX, the Draft EIR fails to 
identify significant impacts on air quality due to emissions of PM2.5 and, consequently, does 
not require adequate mitigation to minimize the resulting impacts on air quality. Again, 
there are numerous mitigation measures available as discussed in Comment XII.C. All 
feasible mitigation measures must be required to minimize the Project's significant and 
unavoidable adverse impacts on air quality. 

Response to Comment No. 27-35 

The Draft EIR provided proposed mitigation measures that would, to the extent 
feasible, reduce construction emissions from the proposed Project.  Many of the measures 
are recommended by the City of Los Angeles and SCAQMD.  The commentor correctly 
identifies that the proposed Project includes seven mitigation measures to reduce 
construction emissions.  In addition, numerous additional control measures were 
considered based on Response to Comment Nos. 27-37 through 27-42 in this Comment 
Letter.  As discussed in Response to Comment Nos. 27-37 through 27-42, many of the 
recommended measures were incorporated into the EIR and an explanation was provided 
for the measures that were considered infeasible or duplicative of other mitigation 
measures.   

As discussed previously in Response to Comment No. 27-16, the commentor 
provided incorrect calculations of PM2.5 emissions and the proposed Project would result in 
less than significant PM2.5 impacts during construction activities.  The proposed Project 
would not result in any previously undisclosed significant unavoidable air quality impacts.  
The comments to the Draft EIR did not change any of the results or significance 
conclusions for air quality. 
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Comment No. 27-36 

XII.C  The Draft EIR Fails to Require All Feasible Mitigation for Operational 
Emissions 

The Draft EIR finds significant impacts on air quality due to regional emissions of VOC and 
NOx.176 The Draft EIR states that the Project would incorporate numerous Project Design 
Features to reduce operational emissions (e.g., TDM plan, shuttle system, preferential 
parking for alternative-fueled vehicles and carpools, encouraging the use of mass transit 
and encouraging pedestrian and bicycling as viable means of accessing the Project site by 
employees, residents, and visitors)177 and requires one operational mitigation measure for 
Project operational emissions, i.e., scheduling deliveries during off-peak traffic periods to 
encourage the reduction of trips during the most congested periods.178 The Draft ElR 
concludes that after implementation of these measures, regional operational emissions 
would still exceed the SCAQMD daily emission threshold for regional NOx and VOC and, 
therefore, operation of the proposed Project would have significant and unavoidable 
impacts on regional air quality. Cumulative operational air quality impacts would also 
remain significant. There are two major problems with the Draft EIR's analysis and 
conclusion. 

First, the Draft ElR fails to provide a quantitative analysis of mitigated operational 
emissions. 

Second, the Draft EIR alludes to the numerous Project design features that would be 
incorporated but fails to require any of these features as mitigation measures. 

Third, as discussed in Comment XIV below, there are hundreds of mitigation measures 
available that must be analyzed for their feasibility before the City may adopt the Draft 
EIR's finding of significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality. The Draft EIR contains 
no discussion why these mitigation measures were not considered. 

Response to Comment No. 27-36 

The Draft EIR provided proposed mitigation measures that would, to the extent 
feasible, reduce operational emissions from the proposed Project.  Many of the measures 

                                            

176 Draft EIR, Table IV.B-3, p, IV.B-50. 
177 Draft EIR, pp, lV.B-79 - lV.B-80. 
178 Draft EIR, pp. IV.B-76 - IV.B-77. 
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are recommended by the City of Los Angeles and SCAQMD.  The commentor correctly 
identifies that the proposed Project does not include many mitigation measures to reduce 
operational emissions.  This is not because the proposed Project ignores significant 
regional operational impacts as the comment purports, but instead it is because many of 
the pollutant emission reducing measures are built into the proposed Project as Project 
Design Features.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the University 
would continue its commitment to smart growth and sustainable practices through the 
provision of new student and faculty housing in proximity to the core Campus area that 
would reduce commuting for large numbers of students, faculty and staff; the enhancement 
of pedestrian and bicycle linkages throughout the Project area to reduce the need for 
vehicles; and accessibility enhancements and linkages that make use of the site’s 
accessibility to nearby freeways, public transit, and in particular, the future Metro Mid 
City/Exposition Boulevard Light Rail Transit Line.  New buildings for the proposed Project 
would be designed and constructed to achieve the equivalent of LEED certification, at a 
minimum.  In addition, the proposed Project would reduce its energy usage by at least 14 
percent below its Title 24 baseline for new buildings.  Please refer to Section IV.B of the 
Draft EIR on page IV.B-42 for an extensive list of Project Design Features that would be 
incorporated into the proposed Project.  While not specifically listed as mitigation 
measures, these Project Design Features would be incorporated as part of the project to 
reduce pollutant emissions related to the proposed Project and would be conditions of 
approval.  

Regarding the first issue in the comment, all reasonably available mitigation 
measures were applied to the Project and a quantitative analysis of emissions reductions 
associated with each of the mitigation measures is not required under CEQA unless the 
Draft EIR concludes that impacts would change from significant to less than significant as a 
result of implementation of the mitigation measure.  In addition, while Chapter 11, of the 
SCAQMD Handbook recommends quantification of mitigation measures, it also states that 
“not all effective mitigation measures can reasonably be quantified.  Once all reasonably 
available mitigation measures have been applied to a project, it is appropriate to apply 
qualitative measures whose specific emission reductions are not known.  Such a qualitative 
analysis can be used to further reduce air quality impacts of a project.”  As an example, 
proposed Mitigation Measure B-13 requires “The University shall schedule deliveries during 
off-peak traffic periods to encourage the reduction of trips during the most congested 
periods.”  While the measure would certainly help to reduce overall emissions because it 
would help ease traffic congestion and idle time, it certainly is not a measure that is readily 
quantifiable. 

Regarding the third issue, many of the measures included in Comment Nos. 27-43 
through 27-47 were considered in the Draft EIR and incorporated as Project Design 
Features.  Further, in Response to Comment Nos. 27-43 through 27-47, a number of 
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additional recommended measures have been incorporated into the EIR and an 
explanation has been provided for the measures that were considered infeasible or 
duplicative of other mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 27-37 

XIII.  Additional Feasible Mitigation to Minimize Emissions of Criteria Pollutants, 
Toxic Air Contaminants, and Greenhouse Gases Associated With Project 
Construction 

The following sections discuss the numerous additional measures that could, and should, 
be implemented to minimize criteria pollutant, toxic air contaminant, and greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with Project construction. 

XIII.A  Require On-site Construction Mitigation Manager  

To ensure compliance with SMAQMD Rule 403, the City should require an on-site 
construction mitigation manager. This construction mitigation manager should be identified 
prior to construction and should be required to have a current CARB certification for Visible 
Emission Evaluation prior to the commencement of ground disturbance. Duties of the 
construction mitigation manager should include but are not limited to: 

 Implement a comprehensive communications strategy including 
establishment of a construction mitigation hotline. 

 Create construction surveys and monitoring plans to control dust, vibrations, 
work hours, and noise as well as issues such as preventing contractor 
parking on residential streets. 

 Implement a procedure to address complaints in a timely and effective 
manner. 

 Provide transportation plans for truck routes and queuing. The truck routes 
shall be designed to reduce truck traffic and, in areas with sensitive receptors, 
to eliminate back up alarms to the extent possible. 

Response to Comment No. 27-37 

Per the commentor’s request, the following mitigation measure has been included in 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR to ensure that 
construction activities comply with proposed construction mitigation measures:  
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 Mitigation Measure B-12:  To ensure compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 and 
dust control requirements and mitigation measures, a person shall be designated 
as an on-site construction mitigation manager.  This construction mitigation 
manager shall be identified prior to construction.  Where applicable for large 
operations as defined in SCAQMD Rule 403, this person shall have completed 
the AQMD Fugitive Dust Control Class and been issued a valid Certificate of 
Completion and have a current CARB certification for Visible Emission 
Evaluation.  Duties of the construction mitigation manager should include but are 
not limited to: 

– Implementing a comprehensive communications strategy including 
establishment of a construction mitigation hotline. 

– Create construction surveys and monitoring plans to control dust, vibrations, 
work hours, and noise as well as issues such as preventing contractor 
parking on residential streets. 

– Implementing procedures to address complaints in a timely and effective 
manner. 

– Monitoring the dust control program and ordering increased watering, as 
necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. 

The recommended measure regarding truck routes in proximity to sensitive 
receptors is already effectively implemented as a Project Design Feature in Section IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.  Specifically, the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan requires the following:  (1) Identify designated transport routes for haul 
trucks and heavy trucks to be used over the duration of the proposed Project; (2) Develop a 
plan for staging trucks prior to arriving at the site; (3) Trucks should not be permitted to 
travel along residential streets serving the neighborhoods surrounding the Project site. 

Comment No. 27-38 

XIII.B  Require a Construction Traffic Control Plan 

Agencies also frequently require larger projects to prepare a traffic control plan ("TCP") that 
includes, at a minimum: 

 Specify safe detours around the project construction site; 

 Provide temporary traffic control (e.g., flag person) during concrete transport 
and other construction-related truck hauling activities; 
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 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.  

 Consolidate truck deliveries. 

 Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-peak travel periods. 

 Route construction traffic through areas of least impact sensitivity. 

 Limit lane closures and detours to off-peak travel periods. 

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on and off site. 

 Establish a staging zone for trucks that are waiting to load or unload material 
at the work zone in a location where diesel emissions from the trucks 'Will 
have minimum impact on abutters and the general public. 

Response to Comment No. 27-38 

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-37, Section IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, the Draft EIR requires a Construction Traffic Management 
Plan that would implement extensive traffic control measures during construction activities 
well beyond what is recommended in this comment.  The commentor is referred to page 
IV.K-46 of Section IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR for a complete discussion of what is required in 
the Construction Traffic Management Plan.  A detailed discussion of each recommended 
measure requested by the commentor is provided below.  

– Recommended Measure: Specify safe detours around the project 
construction site.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan in the Draft EIR 
requires “In the event of temporary lane or sidewalk closures, a worksite 
traffic control plan, approved by the City of Los Angeles, should be 
implemented to route vehicular traffic or pedestrians around any such 
closures.”  The Construction Traffic Management Plan in the Draft EIR 
effectively implements the recommended measure. 

– Recommended Measure:  Provide temporary traffic control (e.g., flag person) 
during concrete transport and other construction-related truck hauling 
activities.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan in the Draft EIR 
requires “Construction equipment traffic access to City streets from the site 
shall be controlled by flagmen.”  The Construction Traffic Management Plan 
in the Draft EIR effectively implements the recommended measure. 
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– Recommended Measure: Configure construction parking to minimize traffic 
interference.  This measure has been included in the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan requirements as a Correction and Addition to the Draft 
EIR.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 
Final EIR.  However, it should be noted that the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan would require to the maximum extent feasible, 
construction worker parking to be accommodated on the Project site.  Where 
not feasible, parking would not be allowed on residential streets in the 
neighborhood north of Jefferson Boulevard and a plan shall identify alternate 
parking location(s) for construction workers and the method of transportation 
to and from the Project site (if beyond walking distance) for approval by the 
City 30 days prior to commencement of construction. 

– Recommended Measure:  Consolidate truck deliveries.  This measure has 
been included in the Construction Traffic Management Plan requirements as 
a Correction and Addition to the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section II, Corrections 
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  However, it should be noted 
that the Construction Traffic Management Plan would require coordination of 
deliveries and pick-ups to reduce the potential of trucks waiting to load or 
unload for protracted periods of time.”  Therefore, adding “consolidation” to 
this measure would further serve to reduce the number of construction 
delivery trucks accessing the Project site. 

– Recommended Measure:  Schedule receipt of construction materials to non-
peak travel periods.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan in the Draft 
EIR requires “Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials to 
non-peak travel periods, to the extent feasible.”  The Construction Traffic 
Management Plan in the Draft EIR effectively implements the recommended 
measure. 

– Recommended Measure:  Route construction traffic through areas of least 
impact sensitivity.  The Construction Traffic Management Plan requires 
“Trucks should not be permitted to travel along residential streets serving the 
neighborhoods surrounding the Project site.”  However, as there are schools 
and other sensitive receptors within the project area, this measure has been 
included in the Construction Traffic Management Plan requirements as a 
Correction and Addition to the Draft EIR. Refer to Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Limit lane closures and detours to off-peak travel 
periods. The Construction Traffic Management Plan in the Draft EIR requires 
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the following two measures: “Establish requirements for loading/unloading 
and storage of materials on the Project site where parking spaces would be 
encumbered and length of time in traffic travel lanes can be encumbered.” 
and “In the event of temporary lane or sidewalk closures, a worksite traffic 
control plan, approved by the City of Los Angeles, should be implemented to 
route vehicular traffic or pedestrians around any such closures.” The 
Construction Traffic Management Plan effectively implements the suggested 
measure. 

– Recommended Measure:  Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of 
construction trucks and equipment on and off site.  The intent of this measure 
has been included in the Construction Traffic Management Plan requirements 
as a Correction and Addition to the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section II, Corrections 
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  As many of the development 
sites would not have the necessary space to implement this measure, the 
measure will be revised as follows: “Provide dedicated turn lanes for 
movement of construction trucks and equipment, where space is available 
and would not result in a safety concern for pedestrians and motorists.” 

– Recommended Measure:  Establish a staging zone for trucks that are waiting 
to load or unload material at the work zone in a location where diesel 
emissions from the trucks will have minimum impact on abutters and the 
general public.’    This measure has been included in the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan requirements as a Correction and Addition to the Draft 
EIR.  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 
Final EIR. 

Comment No. 27-39 

XIII.C  Feasible Mitigation for Construction Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

Numerous control measures are available for controlling emissions of diesel particulate 
matter and other pollutants from construction equipment. Options include requiring the use 
of best practices in construction management and the use of new or newer equipment. 
Emissions from existing older construction equipment can be dramatically reduced 
following the five "Rs" of emissions reduction, i.e., refuel, replace, rebuild, repower, and 
retrofit. Both the California Air Resources Board ("CARB") and the US. Environmental 
Protection Agency maintain extensive lists of recommended diesel retrofit alternatives and 
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alternative fuels.179,180 Depending on the engine type of on-road or off-road equipment, the 
use of alternative fuels in combination with retrofit technologies, e.g., diesel particulate 
filters, selective catalytic reduction, exhaust gas recirculation in new equipment can 
achieve emission reductions of up to 89% PM10, 90% carbon monoxide ("CO"), 93% 
reactive organic gases ("ROG"), and 40% nitrogen oxides ("NOx").181 A combination of 
these options provides the greatest benefit and is frequently required as CEQA mitigation. 

a) Reduction of Fleet-average Emissions 

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District ("SMAQMD") requires as 
standard CEQA mitigation that all heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be 
used in a construction project shall achieve a project-wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx 
reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet-
average at time of construction, When the standard mitigation does not reduce the impact 
to below the threshold, the SMAQMD requires payment of an off-site mitigation fee of 
$16,000 per ton of emissions.182 The SMAQMD provides the following effective language: 

Category 1: Reducing NOx emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment 

The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the lead agency and SMAQMD, 
demonstrating that the heavy-duly (>50 horsepower) self-propelled off-road vehicles 
to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor 
vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 
percent particulate reduction1 compared to the most recent CARB fleet average at 
time of construction; and The project representative shall submit to the lead agency 
and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, 
equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more 
hours during any portion of the construction project. The inventory shall include the 
horsepower rating, engine production year, and projected hours of use for each 
piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly 
throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory shall not be required 

                                            

179 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program, Verified Products; 
http://www.epa.gov(otaq/retrofit/verif-Iist.htm, accessed July 25, 2010. 

180 California Air Resources Board, Currently Verified Technologies, 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm; accessed July 25, 2010. 

181 Ibid. 
182 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Construction Air Quality Mitigation Plan 

Protocol, July 7, 2008; http.www.airquality.org/ceqa/ConstructionMitigationProtocol.pdf, accessed July 25, 
2010. 
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for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. At least 48 hours prior 
to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall 
provide SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timeline including start date, and 
name and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman. 

and: 

Category 2: Controlling visible emissions from off-road diesel powered equipment 

The project shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment 
used on the project site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three 
minutes in anyone hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or 
Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the lead agency and SMAQMD 
shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A 
visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a 
monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted throughout file 
duration of file project, except that the monthly summary shall not be required for 
any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly summary 
shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each 
survey. The SMAQMD and/ or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections 
to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall supercede [sic] other 
SMAQMD or state rules or regulations. 

and/or:  

If at file time of construction, the SMAQMD has adopted a regulation 
applicable to construction emissions, compliance with the regulation may 
completely or partially replace this mitigation. Consultation with SMAQMD 
prior to construction will be necessary to make this determination.183 

1Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of newer model 
year engines, low-emission diesel products alternative fuels, engine retrofit 
technology, after-treatment products, and/ or other options as they become 
available. 

                                            

183 Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, SMAQMD Recommended Mitigation for 
Reducing Emissions from Heavy-Duty Construction Vehicles, Revised December 1, 2008; 
http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml#construction, accessed July 20, 2010. 
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It is undoubtedly feasible for the Applicant to a) require construction contractors to meet a 
20 percent reduction in total NOx emission and a 45 reduction in total particulate matter 
emissions. 

Response to Comment No. 27-39 

As discussed in the comment, depending on the engine type of the construction 
equipment, the use of alternative fuels in combination with retrofit technologies (e.g., diesel 
particulate filters, selective catalytic reduction, exhaust gas recirculation in new equipment) 
can achieve substantial reductions in pollutant emissions.  Often a combination of these 
technologies is used to meet federal and state standards.   

Based on a review of SCAQMD comments on other recent CEQA documents and in 
response to this comment, the following mitigation measure will be included in the Final 
EIR and will effectively reduce off-road construction equipment emissions by the amount 
specified as feasible (20 percent for NOx and 45 percent for PM10) in this comment, but 
will have the benefit of being supported by the SCAQMD and will be more straightforward 
to enforce: 

 Mitigation Measure B-11:  The project representative shall make available to 
the lead agency and SCAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road 
construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used 
an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of the construction project.  
The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, and 
certification of the specified Tier standard.  A copy of each unit’s certified tier 
specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or AQMD operating permit shall 
be provided onsite at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of 
equipment.  Off-road diesel-powered construction equipment shall meet the Tier 
standards based on the following schedule: 

o January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2014: All off-road diesel-powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 off-road 
emissions standards. In addition, all diesel construction equipment shall 
be outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control 
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are 
no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control 
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. 

o Post-January 1, 2015: All off-road diesel-powered construction equipment 
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where 
available.  In addition, all diesel construction equipment shall be outfitted 
with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used 
by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than 
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what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for 
a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations, until such time 
that a Tier 4 replacement equipment is available. 

The off-road diesel engine standards are structured as a 4-tiered progression.  Each 
tier involves a phase in over several years for new model years and as the tiers increase so 
do the requirements for new or retrofitted cleaner engines.  The most stringent Tier 4 
standards are being phased in through 2015 and require that emissions of PM and NOX be 
further reduced by about 90 percent.   

The SCAQMD provides mitigation measure tables located at the following website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM_offroad.html.  According to 
Table II-D, Off-road Engine Emission Rates and Comparison of Uncontrolled to Tiered 
Rates and Tiered to Tiered Rates, Tier 3 equipment greater than 175 hp compared to 
Tier 1 equipment would result in a reduction of 59% NOX, 85% VOC, and 63% PM; Tier 4 
in comparison to Tier 1 results in a reduction of 78% NOX (interim), 96% NOX (final), 86% 
VOC, and 96% PM.  Such a reduction in emissions would meet the objective of the 
recommended mitigation measure by the commentor for NOX and PM10 exhaust emissions.   

As shown in Appendix B-1, implementation of this mitigation measure would 
substantially reduce regional NOX impacts because off-road emissions comprise a 
substantial portion of the pollutant emissions.  VOC and PM10 would be reduced to a lesser 
extent because off-road emissions comprise a much smaller percentage of the overall 
emissions, whereas architectural coatings (VOC) and fugitive dust emissions (PM10) are 
the predominate sources for these pollutants.  Regardless, regional VOC and NOX 
emissions as well as localized NO2 and PM10 impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Construction activity compliance determinations are currently addressed through 
compliance with AQMD performance standards (i.e., SCAQMD Rule 403).  As part of Rule 
403, visible emissions are not allowed to cross any property line and are not allowed to 
exceed 20 percent opacity (as determined by the appropriate test method included in the 
Rule 403 Implementation Handbook), if the dust emission is the result of movement of a 
motorized vehicle.  The proposed Project would also be required to comply with SCAQMD 
Rule 402, which prohibits a person from discharging from any source whatsoever such 
quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or 
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the 
comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have 
a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.  Compliance with 
these SCAQMD rules would effectively satisfy the intent of the recommended opacity 
mitigation measure discussed in this comment.  In addition, the proposed mitigation 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-542 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

measure discussed above would require equipment to be certified Tier III through IV, 
depending on construction year, which would effectively identify any non-compliant 
equipment.  However, in response to this comment the following mitigation measure has 
been included in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

 Mitigation Measure B-13: The University shall ensure that emissions from all 
off-road diesel powered equipment used on the Project site do not exceed 40 
percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment 
found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired 
immediately, and the lead agency and SCAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours 
of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation 
equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual 
survey results shall be kept on site throughout the duration of the Project, except 
that the monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no 
construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the quantity and 
type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey. The SCAQMD 
and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine 
compliance. 

Comment No. 27-40 

b)  Specific Mitigation Measures to Reduce Combustion Exhaust Emissions 

Alternatively, the City could require a combination of specific mitigation measures to reduce 
emissions and reduce the Projects adverse impact on air quality in the vicinity and 
contributing to the region's existing problems with high concentrations of diesel soot and 
ozone. These include:  

Refuel 

Switching to cleaner fuels such as alternative fuels or alternative diesel fuels can achieve 
considerable reductions in hazardous and criteria air pollutants. These fuels can also 
facilitate the use of advanced retrofit technologies, resulting in even less pollution. A 
number of different fuels are available that would reduce emissions from construction 
equipment including emulsified diesel, fuel borne-catalysts, and alternative fuels184 such as 
compressed natural gas, liquefied natural gas, propane, ethanol, and methanol. 

                                            

184 Information on the availability of alternative fuels is available from the Department of Energy's Alternative 
Fuels Data Center, which can be accessed online at: http:/ /afdcmap2.nrel.gov/locator/findpane.asp. 
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Emulsified Diesel 

Emulsified diesel fuels are diesel fuel blended with up to 20% water and a proprietary 
additive, Emulsified diesel fuels have been recognized by the CARB as a viable control 
strategy to improve air quality in California for use in heavy-duty diesel engines including 
off-road engines.185 Currently available emulsified fuels include Aquazole, Clean Fuels 
Technology's water emulsified diesel fuel, and O2DieseL CARB determined that Aquazole 
achieved a 16% reduction in NOx, a 60% reduction in particulate matter, and at least 25% 
reduction in ROG emissions compared to CARB diesel.186 Clean Fuels Technology's water 
emulsified diesel fuel was found to reduce NOx by 15%, particulate matter by 58% and 
ROG by at least 25% compared to CARB diesel.187 O2Diesel was found to reduce NOx by 
1,6%, particulate matter by 20%, and ROG by at least 25% compared to CARB diesel.188 
(The CARB-verified Purina fuel is no longer available,.189)  

Emulsified fuels can be used in any direct-injection, heavy-duty compression ignition 
engine and is compatible with existing engines and existing storage, distribution, and 
vehicle fueling facilities. Operational experience indicates little or no difference in 
performance and startup time, no discernable operational differences, no increased engine 
noise, and significantly reduced visible smoke.190 

Emulsified fuels have been successfully used in heavy-duty off-road and on-road 
equipment, including by the Tri-Delta Transit Authority fleet in Contra Costa County, by the 
County of Sacramento at the Keifer Landfill and North Transfer station, in off-road 
construction equipment at very large residential construction projects in Sacramento, in 
truck fleets operated by Pacific Cement in San Francisco and Ramos Oil in Dixon, in yard 
hostlers at the Port of Long Beach, in off-road equipment operated by Hanson Aggregate in 

                                            

185 http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/diesel/altdiesel/altdiesel.htm 
186 Dean Simeroth, California Air Resources Board, Letter to Phillippe Mulard, TotalFinalElf, August 2002; 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/diesel/altdiesel/080902aquzl.pdf, accessed December 21, 2006. 
187 Dean Simeroth, California Air Resources Board, Letter to Dan Klaich, Clean Fuels Technology, Inc., 

September 2003; http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/diesel/altdiesel/090903clnftech,pdf. accessed December 
21,2006. 

188 Dean Simeroth, California Air Resources Board, Letter to James Peeples, O2Diesel, Inc" September 23, 
2003, http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/diesel/altdiesel/092303o2dsl.pdf, accessed December 21, 2006. 

189 Personal communication, Petra Pless with PuriNOx Manufacturer, November 19, 2006. 
190 Personal communication, Petra Pless/Phyllis Fox with Hep Hepner, Ramos on Co" Dixon, CA, (916-371-

3289, ext, 242) and Bill Hagstrand, Lubrizol (440-347-6592), March and June 2004. 
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San Francisco, and in yard haulers at the Port of Houston.191,192 Six yard tractors have 
been operating on emulsified fuels at the Port of Houston since April 2000. The SCAQMD 
also required the use of emulsified fuels for construction of the Chevron EI Segundo heavy-
crude project.193 

Fuel-borne Catalysts 

Fuel-borne catalysts ("FBC") are liquid fuel additives that condition diesel fuel, improving 
combustion and reducing emissions. An FBC can either be added to bulk fuel or directly to 
the construction vehicle's fuel tank. An FBC typically contains small amounts of precious 
metals such as platinum, cerium, or iron compounds. Use of an FBC product can also 
improve fuel economy by up to 10% and increase horsepower by up to 5%. Currently, the 
U.S. EPA has verified one FBC, called Platinum Plus.194 

Compressed and Liquefied Natural Gas 

Compressed natural gas ("CNG") is a colorless, tasteless, and non-toxic fuel that is mostly 
derived from methane. To use CNG, one must purchase a vehicle designed specifically for 
CNG use. According to the U.S. Department of Energy, commercially available medium 
and heavy-duty natural gas engines have demonstrated over 90% reduction of CO and PM 
and more than 50% reduction in NOx relative to commercial diesel engines.195 Available 
LNG-powered equipment for the construction sector includes haul trucks. 

Liquefied natural gas ("LNG") is natural gas that has been cooled to temperatures of 260 
degrees below zero, but it is typically kept at high pressure so that it does not have to be so 
cold. Similar to compressed natural gas, LNG can be used in the heavy-duty on-road 

                                            

191 Ibid. 
192 Peter Howes, An Evaluation of the Effects of PuriNOx on Exhaust Emission from Yard Haulers at the Port 

of Houston, April 2000. 
193 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Chevron Products Company, EI Segundo Refinery Heavy 

Crude Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report, April 2006, p. 4-32. 
194 See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Diesel Retrofit Technology Verification; 

http://www.epa.gov/oms/retrofit/. 
195 Environmental Defense Fund, Cleaner Diesel Handbook, Bring Cleaner Fuel and Diesel Retrofits into Your 

Neighborhood, April 2005, (hereafter "EDF Cleaner Diesel Handbook"), pp. 25-26; 
http://www.environmentaldefense.org/documents/4941 cleanerdieselhandbook.pdf. 
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sector, e.g., for haul trucks, but is not commercially available for the off-road sector at this 
time.196 

Propane 

Propane, known also as liquefied petroleum gas ("LPG"), is a colorless and nontoxic fuel 
produced as a byproduct of natural gas processing or crude oil refining. Application of 
moderate pressure can convert the gas into a liquid, increasing the ease with which it is 
stored and transported. This fuel is widely used in the off-road sector, and has been 
successfully used by off-road vehicles such as forklifts or loaders. According to the US. 
Department of Energy, propane vehicles can produce fewer ozone-forming emissions than 
vehicles powered by reformulated gasoline. In addition, tests on light-duty, bifuel vehicles 
have demonstrated a 98% reduction in the emissions of toxics, including benzene, 1,3-
butadiene, formaldehyde, and acetaldehyde, when the vehicles were running on propane 
rather than gasoline.197 

Replace, Repower, or Rebuild 

If equipment is old and near the end of its life, replacing it with a new lower-emission model 
ahead of schedule can result in substantial emission reductions depending on the condition 
of the old equipment. Because emissions gradually increase over the life of an engine, 
performing routine maintenance and periodic engine rebuilds can keep emission rates at or 
near original levels. 

Another strategy to reduce emissions from older, higher-polluting equipment is to repower 
the equipment by replacing the in-use engine with an emissions-certified engine instead of 
rebuilding the existing engine to its original specifications. The body or chassis of some 
equipment can last through many decades of use, beyond the life of the original engine. 
Installing a new low-emission engine in an older chassis can allow the machine to run for 
many more years. Significant NOx and particulate matter ("PM") benefits may be 
achievable due to the high emissions levels of the uncontrolled engine being replaced. For 
example, replacing a 475-horsepower ("hp") engine in a 1975 through 1986 Caterpillar 

                                            

196 Ibid. 
197 Ibid. 
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631-D Scraper with a Caterpillar engine meeting EPA Tier 1 standards198 would produce a 
40% reduction in NOx and a 62% reduction in PM. Replacing the same engine with one 
meeting Tier 2 standards would produce a 62% reduction in NOx and an 81 % reduction in 
PM. However, it is important to note that there are Significant technical issues that may 
make it impossible for some older higher polluting engines (Tier 0 and Tier 1) to be 
repowered with newer, cleaner engines (Tier 2 and Tier 3).199 This equipment should be 
replaced. 

The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program provides funds on an 
incentive basis for the incremental cost of cleaner than required engines and equipment. 
Funding is available for off-road equipment with 50 hp or greater.200 

Retrofit 

One of the most effective ways to reduce diesel pollution from existing equipment that still 
has some useful life left is to combine the cleaner fuels, discussed previously, with retrofit 
technology. Retrofit technologies can be geared towards PM or NOx reduction, though 
many also reduce CO and HC emissions as well. 

Retrofit technologies are available for a variety of applications, which could considerably 
reduce construction equipment exhaust emissions. For example, diesel oxidation catalysts, 
selective catalytic reduction, lean NOx catalysts, and exhaust gas recirculation have been 
successfully retrofitted on off-road vehicles and these technologies offer opportunities to 
greatly reduce PM10, CO, ROG, and NOx emissions. In addition, many projects have 
demonstrated the feasibility of installing verified on-road technologies on construction 
equipment. 

Retrofits are remarkably cost-effective when compared to other means of reducing air 
pollution. For example, the average cost for most applications of a diesel oxidation catalyst 

                                            

198 U.S. EPA Tier 0 standards refer to unregulated diesel engines. Tier 1 standards refer to the off-road diesel 
engine emissions control regulations adopted by EPA in 1994. The regulations came into effect for new 
off-road diesel engines greater than 37 kilowatts (50 hp) between 1996 and 2000. Tier 2 standards refer to 
stricter regulations that were phased in between 1999 and 2000. Tier 3 standards applied to engines 
between 37 kilowatts and 560 kilowatts (50 and 750 hp), and will be phased in between 2006 and 2008. 
Source: US. Environmental Protection Agency, Nonroad Diesel Equipment, Basic Information; 
http://www.epa.gov/nonroaddiesel/basicinfo.htm, accessed December 20, 2006. 

199 EDF Cleaner Diesel Handbook, pp. 7 and 8. 
200 California Air Resources Board, Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program; 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/moyer.htm. 
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is approximately $2,500 (excluding installation) and for a diesel particulate filter between 
$7,000-12,000 (excluding installation). The CARB estimates that the average cost of 
retrofitting an engine of 275 horsepower with a catalyzed diesel particulate filter ranges 
between $6,900-$9,000. By comparison, the average base price for a 200 to 300-hp wheel 
loader is $275,000. Retrofitting an engine with a catalyzed diesel particulate filter in this 
price range or with a $2,500-diesel oxidation catalyst costs only a small fraction (2.5 to 
3.2% and less than 1%, respectively) of the cost of replacing the entire vehicle with one 
that pollutes less.201 

These technologies have been required as mitigation measures for other projects and 
should be required for this Project to reduce its significant emissions from construction. 

Diesel Particulate Filters 

A diesel particulate filter ("DPF") is an emissions control technology that traps diesel 
particulate matter from engine exhaust until the trap becomes loaded to the point that a 
regeneration cycle is implemented to bum off the trapped particulate matter. Diesel 
particulate filters can reduce PM2.5, PM10, HC, and CO emissions by up to 90% and 
significantly reduce emissions of other toxins, including aldehydes. However, DPFs do not 
remove NOx. Over 20,000 DPFs have been installed off-road engines worldwide, for 
example, on generators (600-kilowatt ("kW") generator with active DPP at the World Trade 
Center 7), on wheel loaders (CAT966 with passive DPF and Johnson Matthey CAT 966GII 
with passive DPF at the World Trade Center 7, NYC) and dump trucks (Cummins, CAT, 
and ITEC engines with passive DPF in Los Angeles and Riverside County).202 

Diesel Oxidation Catalysts 

Diesel oxidation catalysts ("DOCs") installed on engines burning 500 ppm or less sulfur fuel 
have achieved total particulate matter reductions of 20% to 50%, ROG reductions of 60% 
to 90% (including those hydrocarbon species considered toxic), and significant reductions 
of CO203, smoke, and odor.204 DOCs can be used in conjunction with EGR to 

                                            

201 EDF Cleaner Diesel Handbook, p. 9. 
202 Ibid, pp. 27-29. 
203 Diesel Technology Forum, Retrofit; http://www.dieselforum.org/retrofit-tool-kit-homepage/what-is-retrofit/ 

retrofit/, last accessed May 30, 2006. 
204 Manufacturers of Emission Controls Association, Case Studies of Construction Equipment, Diesel Retrofit 

Projects, March 2006, (hereafter "MECA 03/06"), p. 3; http://www,meca.org. 
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simultaneously reduce diesel particulate and NOx emissions.205 DOCE should be 
considered for equipment where installation of a DPF is not feasible. 

Retrofitting diesel engines with DOCs has been taking place for well over twenty years in 
the off-road vehicle sector, including the construction fleet. For example, the I-95 New 
Haven Harbor Crossing Corridor Improvement Program in New Haven, CT ("Connecticut 
Q-Bridge") project has successfully installed DOCs on approximately 70 pieces of 
construction equipment as part of Connecticut's Clean Air Construction lnitiative.206 The 
City of Houston Fleet Retrofit project retrofitted about 30 to 40 off-road engines such as 
backhoes and water pumps with DOCs.207 The Central Artery Project in Boston, also 
known as the "Big Dig," resulted in the installation of DOCs on approximately 200 pieces of 
construction equipment this includes small in-tunnel cranes, 47 lifts, excavators, bulldozers, 
generators and compressors without experiencing adverse operational problems or 
additional maintenance costs.208 

Selective Catalytic Reduction 

Selective catalytic reduction ("SCR"), using urea as a reducing agent, can reduce NOx 
emissions from 75% to 90% while simultaneously reducing ROG emissions by up to 80% 
and PM emissions by 20% to 30%. SCR systems can be used in conjunction with diesel 
particulate filters and diesel oxidation catalysts and have been successfully demonstrated 
on off-road vehicles.209,210 

For example, the City of Houston Diesel Field Demonstration Project has demonstrated an 
84% reduction of NOx emissions by using a DPF/SCR combination on a 1992 MY 
Cummins Gradall G3WD (5.9L 190 horsepower). As a result of this field demonstration 
program, the City of Houston retrofitted 33 rubber tire excavators and a dump truck with 
SCR systems.211 

                                            

205 Manufacturers of Emission Control, Association, Retrofitting Emission Controls On Diesel-Powered 
Vehicles, April 2006, (hereafter "MECA 04/06"), p. 28; http://www.meca,org. 

206 MECA 03/2006, p. 3. 
207 MECA 03/2006. 
208 EDF Cleaner Diesel Handbook, pp. 15 and 16. 
209 MECA 04/2006, pp, 2-3. 
210 MECA 03/2006, p. 17. 
211 MECA 03/2006, p. 12. 
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Lean NOx Catalysts 

Lean NOx catalyst ("LNC”) technology can achieve a 10% to 40% reduction in NOx 
emissions. LNC technology does not require any core engine modifications and can be 
used to retrofit older engines. This retrofit technology can be combined with diesel 
particulate filters or diesel oxidation catalysts to provide both NOx and PM10 reductions. 
An LNC added to an exhaust system using a DPF can reduce NOx emissions from 10% to 
25%.212 

Lean NOx catalyst technology has been demonstrated and commercialized for a variety of 
off-road retrofit applications, including heavy-duty earthmoving equipment.213 

Exhaust Gas Recirculation 

Exhaust gas recirculation ("EGR") reduces NO, by reducing the temperature at which fuel 
bums in the combustion chamber. Engines employing EGR recycle a portion of engine 
exhaust back to the engine air intake. The oxygen-depleted exhaust gas is mixed into the 
fresh air that enters the combustion chamber, which dilutes the oxygen content of the air in 
the combustion chamber. This reduction in oxygen reduces the engine bum temperature, 
and hence reduces NOx emissions.214 In some cases, EGR can be used in conjunction 
with DPFs.215 

Engine retrofits with low pressure EGR in conjunction with a DPF can achieve NOx 
reductions of over 40% and PM reductions of more than 90% and have been successfully 
demonstrated on off-road equipment.216 

Best Management Practices 

In addition to reducing idling time and requiring inspection and maintenance programs, the 
following measures can also help reduce exposure to diesel pollution: 

                                            

212 MECA 03/2006, p. 14. 
213 MECA 03/2006, p. 19. 
214 Diesel Technology Forum, Retrofit; http://www.dieselforurn.org/retrofit-tool-kit-homepage/what-is: retrofit/ 

retrofit/. 
215 MECA 04/2006, p.7. 
216 MECA 04/2006, p. 14. 
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 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 

 Consolidate truck deliveries when possible. 

 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on and off site. 

 Suspend use of all construction equipment operations during second stage 
smog alerts. 

 Establish a staging zone for trucks that are waiting to load or unload material 
at the work zone in a location where diesel emissions from the trucks will 
have minimum impact on abutters and the general public. 

 Locate construction equipment away from sensitive receptors such as fresh 
air intakes to buildings, air conditioners and operable windows. 

 Require all diesel trucks used by construction contractor(s) at the site, or for 
on-road hauling of construction material, to be post-1996 models. 

 Purchase or create local offsets for the duration of the construction period. 

 Employ a construction site manager to verify that engines are properly 
maintained and keep a maintenance log. 

 Diesel portable generators less than 50 horsepower shall not be allowed at 
the construction site. 

Response to Comment No. 27-40 

It should be noted that the recommended measures in this Comment No. 27-40 are 
noted by the commentor as an alternative to the measures recommended in Comment No. 
27-39.  Given the adoption of the recommended mitigation measures in Response to 
Comment No. 27-39, the commentor’s concerns for Comment No. 27-40 are already 
addressed.  Notwithstanding, the additional measures in this Comment No. 27-40 are 
considered below to further ensure a reduction in emissions. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would include Project Design 
Features and mitigation measures to reduce construction exhaust emissions.  In addition, 
in response to this comment letter, a combination of additional construction exhaust 
reducing measures have been included in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR, to further reduce exhaust emissions during construction of the 
proposed Project.  In Response to Comment No. 27-39, mitigation measure B-11 has been 
revised in Section II., Corrections and Addition of this Final EIR to require construction 
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equipment to meet federal and State tier standards at an accelerated rate, which would 
substantially reduce construction emissions.  To meet the emission limits set by the federal 
and State tier standards, equipment used for construction of the proposed Project would 
consider the combination of the recommended measures and emission reduction 
technologies (e.g., diesel particulate traps, SCR, LNC).  However, setting a performance 
standard for emission reductions is the preferred manner in reducing emissions, as it does 
not limit the emission reduction technologies to specific technologies noted in the comment 
such as refuel, emulsified diesel, fuel borne catalysts, CNG or LNG, propane, replacement, 
repowering or rebuilding equipment, retrofit, diesel particulate filters, diesel oxidation 
catalysts, selective catalytic reduction, lean NOX catalysts, or exhaust gas recirculation.  As 
noted by the commentor, construction of the proposed Project will occur over nearly a 
20-year period.  Therefore, limiting the Project to a specific technology instead of a 
performance standard could potentially not achieve an equivalent reduction as Mitigation 
Measure B-11.   

The best management practices related to configuring construction parking to 
minimize traffic interference, consolidating truck deliveries, dedicated turn lanes for 
construction activities, and diesel exhaust from staging zones were raised in Comment 
27-38 and addressed in Response to Comment No. 27-38.  Please see Response to 
Comment No. 27-38 for a discussion of these three measures. 

The recommended measure regarding second stage smog alerts is already included 
as a mitigation measure.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure B-7 requires “General 
contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust 
emissions.  During construction, trucks and vehicles in loading and unloading queues will 
have their engines turned off after five minutes when not in use, to reduce vehicle 
emissions.  Construction activities should be phased and scheduled to avoid emissions 
peaks and pollutant emission generating construction activities discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts.” 

In addition, the following mitigation measures have been included in Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR:   

 Mitigation Measure B-14:  The University shall locate stationary construction 
equipment (e.g., generators) exhaust away from sensitive receptors such as 
fresh air intakes to buildings, air conditioners and operable windows; and 

 Mitigation Measure B-15:  The University shall employ a construction site 
manager to verify that engines are properly maintained and keep a maintenance 
log. 
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Regarding the use of post-1996 on-road diesel trucks for all deliveries and hauling of 
construction material, the measure could ultimately result in more pollutant emissions if 
adopted as the commentor has proposed.  One example of where this measure could 
result in additional pollutant emissions is if a supplier that is making multiple deliveries to 
different construction sites cannot make the delivery or is turned away from the project site 
because of the recommended requirement.  This measure could result in additional diesel 
truck trips and longer trips (i.e., a FedEx truck having to make a special trip from the 
distribution facility for a single delivery rather than making multiple stops for other sites).  
Ultimately this could result in a very long trip distance for the delivery instead of a very 
short trip distance.  This measure could also result in long queuing for trucks as trucks 
could potentially be turned away resulting in back-ups.  The following measure is 
recommended and will be included in Corrections and Additions of this Final EIR, which will 
serve to increase the use of post-1996 on-road diesel trucks used during construction of 
the proposed Project.   

 Mitigation Measure B-16:  Diesel trucks used by construction contractor(s) at 
the site shall meet post-1996 diesel requirements.  In addition, suppliers and 
vendors (e.g., soil export, concrete, lumber) that potentially could result in more 
than one delivery per day to the Project site shall have written into contracts a 
requirement that diesel trucks accessing the Project site must meet EPA’s on-
road diesel post-1996 requirements.   

It is not clear how the recommended mitigation measure “diesel portable generators 
less than 50 horsepower shall not be allowed at the construction site” would serve to 
reduce air pollutant emissions.  This could potentially result in larger diesel power 
generators operating at the Project site than necessary.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 
B-8 already requires electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel power 
generators, where safe.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure B-8 sufficiently addresses potential 
emissions from diesel power generators as the recommended measure could potentially 
increase construction emissions. 

Purchasing emission offset credits to reduce regional construction air quality impacts 
is a measure that has been used for several projects within the SCAQMD jurisdiction but is 
not widely used.  While purchasing emission offset credits can reduce a project’s regional 
impacts, it does very little to reduce overall emissions within the region or bring the Air 
Basin into attainment for CAAQS and NAAQS and would not result in a reduction of 
localized impacts near a project site.  Nevertheless, consideration of emission offset credits 
to reduce the proposed Project’s regional VOC and NOx construction impacts is discussed 
below. 
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For VOC emissions, the analysis of regional construction air quality impacts 
presented in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR and detailed calculation sheets 
presented in Appendix B of the Draft EIR demonstrate that the potential regional VOC 
impacts would be limited to two years of construction (Years 2013 and 2015) and would 
primarily be emitted by the application of coatings (e.g., paints).  Based on this comment, 
further consideration of the duration allotted for application of coatings was conducted.  For 
Subareas 1 and 2, a two-month duration was included during the 21-month building 
construction stage.  The two month duration was a reasonable estimate of the duration 
given that the building square footage was between 75,000 and 250,000 square feet and 
would typically involve a small number of buildings.  In the case of Subarea 3a (east of 
Orchard Avenue), the Draft EIR included a five-month duration during the 26-month 
building construction stage.  Given that this area would result in the construction of 
approximately 2.2 million square feet of building space with a substantial number of 
individual buildings, it was overly conservative to assume that the application of coatings 
would all occur in such a short duration.  During the 26-month building construction stage, 
the completion of individual buildings would be staggered.  Thus, many of the buildings 
would require application of coatings much earlier than accounted for in the Draft EIR and 
VOC emissions from the application of coatings would occur over a longer duration.  It is 
anticipated that application of coatings would begin approximately 16 months into the 
building construction stage.  Thus, building coating emissions would occur over a 10-month 
duration instead of five months.  In the case of Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue), the 
Draft EIR included a two month duration during the 22-month building construction stage 
for construction of approximately 967,000 square feet of building space with a substantial 
number of buildings.  Similar to the construction east of Orchard Avenue, it was overly 
conservative to assume that the application of coatings would occur in such a short 
duration.  Buildings would require application of coatings approximately 16 months into the 
building construction stage and, thus, building coating emissions would occur over a 
six-month duration instead of two months.  

The Draft EIR also conservatively did not account for the reduction in VOC 
emissions associated with Mitigation Measure B-9, which requires the use of low- and non-
VOC containing paints, sealants, adhesives, solvents, asphalt, and architectural coatings, 
or prefabricated architectural panels.  This mitigation measure would reduce the VOC 
content from approximately 250 grams of VOC per liter of coating to approximately 100 
grams of VOC per liter of coating or 60 percent. 

VOC emissions for Year 2013 and Year 2015 have been recalculated to account for 
the use of low- and non-VOC coatings and the adjusted duration for application of coatings.  
The VOC calculations are provided below.  
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 Year 2013:  Maximum daily VOC emissions presented in Draft EIR equals 222 
pounds per day of which 189 pounds are from coatings and 33 pounds per day 
are from off-road construction equipment.  (Coating emissions = 189 pounds per 
day x 100 grams of VOC/liter / 250 grams of VOC/liter x 5 month duration / 10 
month duration = 38 pounds per day of VOC.  38 pounds per day of VOC from 
coatings + 33 pounds per day of VOC from off-road equipment = 71 pounds of 
VOC per day).  The maximum daily VOC emissions in Year 2013 are less than 
the SCAQMD daily significance threshold of 75 pounds per day for VOC. 

 Year 2015:  Maximum daily VOC emissions presented in Draft EIR equals 210 
pounds per day of which 191 pounds are from coatings and 19 pounds per day 
are from off-road construction equipment.  (Coating emissions = 191 pounds per 
day x 100 grams of VOC/liter / 250 grams of VOC/liter x 2 month duration / 6 
month duration = 26 pounds per day of VOC.  26 pounds per day of VOC from 
coatings + 19 pounds per day of VOC from off-road equipment = 45 pounds of 
VOC per day).  The maximum daily VOC emissions in Year 2013 are less than 
the SCAQMD daily significance threshold of 75 pounds per day for VOC. 

It should be noted that the analysis provided in the Draft EIR also did not account for 
two additional mitigation measures included in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR 
based on this comment letter (Response to Comment Nos. 27-39 and 27-41).  Refer to 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  Specifically, 
Mitigation Measure B-11 would reduce VOC emissions from off-road diesel powered 
construction equipment by approximately 85 percent.  Mitigation Measure B-17 would 
prohibit the use of conventional cut-back asphalt for paving and restrict the maximum VOC 
content of asphalt emulsion to standards set in SCAQMD Rule 1108.1.  These two 
measures would further reduce potential VOC emissions.  Notwithstanding, with the 
conservative assumptions used in the Draft EIR, the VOC impact may be significant without 
the use of VOC emission offsets.  Per the commentor’s recommendation, to further reduce 
regional VOC emissions from construction of the proposed Project an additional mitigation 
measure has been included in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 
Final EIR. 

Regarding the purchasing of NOx offset credits for the construction period, it should 
first be noted that the regional construction NOx impact is limited to the first four years of 
construction (628 pounds per day in Year 2011, 205 pounds per day in 2012, 310 pounds 
per day in 2013, and 159 pounds per day in 2014) and is representative of  the maximum 
daily construction activity (e.g., heaviest use of construction equipment, haul truck activity, 
and construction worker commute) over the entire year for all three combined subareas 
occurring on the same day.  Thus, the Draft EIR likely overstates potential construction air 
quality impacts. 
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The SCAQMD has approval authority over the use of NOX emission credits to offset 
construction impacts. The SCAQMD has a CEQA policy for the approval and use of such 
emission credits entitled “Revised CEQA Policy and Procedure in Allowing the Use of 
Emission Credits to Mitigate Significant Air Quality Impacts from Construction Phase (Rev 
3/07)”.  To obtain SCAQMD approval to allow the use of emission credits to mitigate 
significant air quality impacts from the construction phase of a project, the University would 
need to follow the procedure in order to comply with this SCAQMD CEQA Policy.  The 
Procedure states that “Initially, the project applicant should attempt to reduce construction 
NOx emissions by using off-road construction equipment that meets lower future emission 
standards, alternative fuels and control technology on the construction equipment.  If the 
project applicant is unsuccessful in locating equipment retrofitted with NOx oxidation 
catalysts and meeting the California 2001 off-road emission standards, the project 
applicant may request the SCAQMD’s approval to surrender emission credits as CEQA 
mitigation to mitigate the exceedances in construction NOx emissions as a good faith effort 
to the SCAQMD and the lead agency.” 

As discussed in Response 27-39, the proposed Project would include Mitigation 
Measure B-11 which would require equipment to be certified Tier III through IV, depending 
on construction year and would satisfy this first step in the SCAQMD procedure.   

The second step of the SCAQMD procedure requires “Prior to the approval of the 
mitigation measure, the project applicant shall provide a localized air quality modeling 
analysis to demonstrate that localized NO2 impacts would be less than significant… ”  As 
shown in Table IV.B-4, Unmitigated Proposed Project—Maximum Ambient Construction 
Pollutant Impacts, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would result in a short-term 
significant and unavoidable localized NO2 impact (1-hour NAAQS).  The proposed Project 
would result in a localized NO2 impact and, therefore, use of offset credits would not 
mitigate this impact and would not reduce the adverse impact on air quality in the vicinity of 
the Project or reduce the exposure to diesel pollution.  This recommended mitigation 
measure is considered infeasible according to the SCAQMD CEQA policy memo since the 
Project fails the second step of the SCAQMD procedure (i.e., the Project would result in 
significant localized construction impacts) and the Project would not be eligible for 
purchase of credits through the SCAQMD for use of mitigating construction impacts.  .  

It should also be noted that the mobile source emission reduction credits (MSERCs) 
have been scarce in recent years due to the limited number of vehicles being scrapped in 
today’s economy.  It is important to ensure there are enough credits available in the market 
and have sufficient life to properly mitigate the construction emissions.  Also, the MSERCs 
have a limited time period to be used.  Therefore, from the SCAQMD’s standpoint it is 
better for these MSERCs to expire (net benefit to air quality in the Air Basin).  As discussed 
above, it is the SCAQMD’s preference that the University should reduce construction NOX 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-556 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

emissions by using off-road construction equipment that meets lower future emission 
standards and is consistent with the mitigation approach used in this Draft EIR.  

 

Comment No. 27-41 

XIII.D  Additional Mitigation Measures for Fugitive VOC Emissions 

Project construction would result in fugitive VOC emissions from asphalt paving, painting, 
and other construction activities using materials with high-VOC contents. The following 
measures are feasible and should be required: 

 Prohibit the use of conventional cut-back asphalt for paving and restrict the 
maximum VOC content of asphalt emulsion. 

 Use low-ROG paints and other low-VOC construction materials. 

Response to Comment No. 27-41 

Asphalt paving emissions within the South Coast Air Basin are controlled via 
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1108 and 1108.1.  SCAQMD Rule 1108, Cutback Asphalt, 
limits VOC emissions to less than 0.5 percent by volume for cutback asphalt.  SCAQMD 
Rule 1108.1, Emulsified Asphalt, limits VOC emissions to less than three percent by 
volume for emulsified asphalt.  These rules are the result of considerable rule-making 
activity and reflect the most stringent industry-wide standards achievable in practice.  
However, in response to this comment the requested mitigation measure to prohibit the use 
of conventional cut-back asphalt has been included in Section II, Corrections and Additions 
to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. However, it should be noted that asphalt emissions 
represent a small fraction of the overall VOC emissions.  As an example, on the peak day 
of construction in Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue), asphalt activities results in 0.36 
pounds of VOC of the 200 pounds of VOC emissions from this subarea.  Therefore, this 
mitigation measure would not substantially change the results or conclusions of the Draft 
EIR.   

Regarding use of low-ROG and other low-VOC construction materials, the Draft EIR 
already includes Mitigation Measure B-9 “Low- and non-VOC containing paints, sealants, 
adhesives, solvents, asphalt, and architectural coatings, or prefabricated architectural 
panels, shall be used to reduce VOC emissions.”  Thus, the recommended measure is 
effectively implemented.  However, in response to this comment, Mitigation Measure B-9 
will be strengthened to further limit potential VOC emissions during construction.  Refer to 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 
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Comment No. 27-42 

XIII.E  Additional Mitigation Measures for Fugitive Dust Emissions 

The Draft ElR contains six mitigation measures that address fugitive dust emissions. 
Numerous additional mitigation measures exist that would substantially reduce fugitive dust 
emissions from Project construction and would alleviate the adverse impacts on ambient air 
quality and the associated health impacts. 

For example, there are numerous additional relevant and reasonable measures contained 
in the CEQA Guidelines and rules of air districts and other agencies that should be required 
for this Project. Further, several agencies have conducted comprehensive studies of 
fugitive dust control measures to bring their region into compliance with national ambient 
air quality standards on PM10. For example, Clark County, Nevada, has sponsored 
research, passed regulations (Rule 94), and published best management practices for 
controlling fugitive dust from construction activities.217 Clark County's Construction 
Activities Notebook contains a comprehensive list of best management practices. Similarly, 
Arizona has developed guidance to control fugitive PM10 emissions.218 

Some of the measures included in these agency guidelines are feasible and therefore 
should be considered for adoption here. Examples of such feasible mitigation measures 
are listed below: 

 For backfilling during earthmoving operations, water backfill material or apply 
dust palliative to maintain material moisture or to form crust when not actively 
handling; cover or enclose backfill material when not actively handling; mix 
backfill soil with water prior to moving; dedicate water truck or large hose to 
backfilling equipment and apply water as needed; water to form crust on soil 
immediately following backfilling; and empty loader bucket slowly; minimize 
drop height from loader bucket. (CCHD)219 

                                            

217 P.M. Fransioli, PMI0 Emissions Control Research Sponsored by Clark County, Nevada, Proceedings of 
the Air &Waste Management Association's 94" Annual Conference & Exhibition, Orlando, FL, June 24-28, 
2001. 

218 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality ("ADEQ"), Air Quality Exceptional and Natural Events Policy 
PM10 Best Available Control Measures, June 5, 2001. 

219 The following acronyms are used in this listing of mitigation measures: ADEQ = Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality; BCAQMD Butte County Air Quality Management District; CCHD = Clark County 
(Nevada) Health Department; MBUAPCD = Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District; SBCAPCD 

(Footnote continued on next page) 
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 During clearing and grubbing, prewet surface soils where equipment will be 
operated; for areas without continuing construction, maintain live perennial 
vegetation and desert pavement; stabilize surface soil with dust palliative 
unless immediate construction is to continue; and use water or dust palliative 
to form crust On soil immediately following clearing/grubbing. (CCHD) 

 While clearing forms, use single stage pours where allowed; use water spray 
to dear forms; use sweeping and water spray to clear forms; use industrial 
shop vacuum to clear forms; and avoid use of high pressure air to blow soil 
and debris from the form. (CCHD) 

 During cut and fill activities, prewater with sprinklers or wobblers to allow time 
for penetration; prewater with water trucks or water pulIs to allow time for 
penetration; dig a test hole to depth of cut to determine if soils are moist at 
depth and continue to prewater if not moist to depth of cut; use water 
truck/pull to water soils to depth of cut prior to subsequent cuts; and apply 
water or dust palliative to form crust on soil following fill and compaction. 
(CCHD) 

 For large tracts of disturbed land, prevent access by fencing, ditches, 
vegetation, berms, or other barriers; install perimeter wind barriers 3 to 5 feet 
high with low porosity; plant perimeter vegetation early; and for long-term 
stabilization, stabilize disturbed soil with dust palliative or vegetation or pave 
or apply surface rock. (CCHD) 

 In staging areas, limit size of area; apply water to surface soils where support 
equipment and vehicles are operated; limit vehicle speeds to 15 mph; and 
limit ingress and egress points. (CCHD) 

 For stockpiles, maintain at optimum moisture content; remove material from 
downwind side; avoid steep sides or faces; and stabilize material following 
stockpile-related activity. (CCHD) 

 To prevent trackout, pave construction roadways as early as possible; install 
gravel pads; install wheel shakers or wheel washers, and limit site access. 
(CCHD, SLOCAPCD)  

                                                                                                                                         

= Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District; SJVUAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Unified Air 
Pollution Control District; SLOCAPCD = San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District. 
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 When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, 
effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, or at least six inches of 
freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained. (BAAQMD, 
SJVUAPCD, ADEQ) (Maintain at least 12 inches of freeboard. (SLOCAPCD) 

 All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or 
dirt from adjacent public streets at least once every 24 hours when operations 
are occurring. (BAAQMD) (The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly 
prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to 
limit the visible dust emissions) (Use of blower devices is expressly 
forbidden.). (SJVUAPCD) 

 Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the 
surface of outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of 
fugitive dust emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer I 
suppressant. (SJVUAPCD, ADEQ) 

 During initial grading, earth moving, or site preparation, projects 5 acres or 
greater may be required to construct a paved (or dust palliative treated) 
apron, at least 100 ft in length, onto the project site from the adjacent site if 
applicable. (BCAQMD)  

 Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact 
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and lake corrective 
action within 24 hrs. (BCAQMD, MBUAPCD, CCHD) 

 Prior to final occupancy, the University demonstrates that all ground surfaces 
are covered or treated sufficiently to minimize fugitive dust emissions. 
(BCAQMD) 

 Gravel pads must be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud 
on to public roads. (SBCAPCD) 

 The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the 
dust control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to 
prevent transport of dust offsite. (SBCAPCD, SLOCAPCD) 

 Prior to land use clearance, the University shall include, as a note on a 
separate informational sheet to be recorded with map, these dust control 
requirements. All requirements shall be shown on grading and building plans. 
(SBCAPCD, SLOCAPCD) 
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 All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., to be paved should be completed as 
soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as soon as 
possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. (SLOCAPCD) 

 Limit fugitive dust sources to 20 percent opacity. (ADEQ)  

 Require a dust control plan for earthmoving operations. (ADEQ) 

While some of these measures are included in the SCAQMD's Rule 4.03 and are therefore 
required for the Project, some of the above measures could additionally be incorporated. 
All of these measures are feasible and various combinations of them are routinely required 
elsewhere to reduce fugitive PM10 emissions. See, for example, the fugitive dust control 
program for the Big Dig (Kasprak and Stakutis 2000220), for the El Toro Reuse Draft ElR221, 
and for the Padres Ballpark Final EIR.222 

Response to Comment No. 27-42 

The commentor incorrectly assumes that the only fugitive dust measures that the 
proposed Project would implement would be limited to the mitigation measures identified in 
the Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Page IV.B.-43 of the Draft EIR identifies 
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 for control of fugitive dust emissions as a Project 
Design Feature and fugitive dust measures were included as examples.  SCAQMD 
imposes some of the strictest rules in the nation with regard to the control of fugitive dust. 
SCQAMD Rule 403 is the result of considerable rule-making activity and reflects the most 
stringent industry-wide standards achievable in practice.  SCAQMD Rule 403(d)(2) states 
that “no person shall conduct active operations without utilizing the applicable best 
available control measures included in Table 1 of this Rule to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions from each fugitive dust source type within the active operation.”  The entire rule 
including Table 1 (Best Available Control Measures (BACM)) was included in the Draft EIR 

                                            

220 A. Kasprak and P.A. Stakutis, A Comprehensive Air Quality Control Program for a Large Roadway Tunnel 
Project, Proceedings of the Air & Waste Management Association's 93rd Annual Conference & Exhibition, 
June 18-22, 2000. 

221 County of Orange, Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 573 for the Civilian Reuse of Marine Corps Air 
Station EI Toro and the Airport System Master Plan for John Wayne Airport and Proposed Orange County 
International Airport, Draft Supplemental Analysis, Volume 1, April 2001, pp. 2-121 to 2-123. 

222 City of San Diego, Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report to the Final Master Environmental 
Impact Report for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and Addressing the Centre City Community 
Plan and Related Documents for the Proposed Ballpark and Ancillary Development Projects, and 
Associated Plan Amendments, V. IV. Responses to Comments, September 13, 1999, pp. IV-254 to 
IV-256. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-561 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

as Appendix B-2.  Compliance with a rule is not considered mitigation under CEQA and 
was therefore not included as a mitigation measure.  Many of the fugitive dust control 
measures provided in this comment are either exactly or very similar as to what is required 
under SCAQMD Rule 403. 

The backfilling fugitive dust control measures provided in this comment are very 
similar to control measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix 
B-2, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that backfilling operations must stabilize the backfill 
material when not actively handling, during handling, and at the completion of activity.  The 
guidance recommends mixing backfill soil with water prior to moving; dedicating water truck 
or high capacity hose to backfilling equipment; emptying the loader bucket slowly so that no 
dust plumes are generated, and to minimize the drop height from the loader bucket.  As 
SCAQMD Rule 403 requires stabilization of the material, this could be done with water or 
as the comment suggests with a dust palliative.  Implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 
BACM requirements for backfilling activities would achieve a similar reduction of fugitive 
dust emissions and no additional mitigation measures are necessary for these activities.   

The clearing and grubbing fugitive dust control measures provided in this comment 
are very similar to control measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in 
Appendix B-2, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that clearing and grubbing operations must 
maintain stability of soil through pre-watering of site prior to clearing and grubbing, stabilize 
soil during clearing and grubbing activities, and stabilize soil immediately after clearing and 
grubbing activities.  The guidance recommends maintaining live perennial vegetation where 
possible and applying water in sufficient quantity to prevent generation of dust plumes.  
Implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 BACM requirements for clearing and grubbing 
activities would achieve a similar reduction of fugitive dust emissions and no additional 
mitigation measures are necessary.   

The clearing forms fugitive dust control measures provided in this comment are very 
similar to control measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix 
B-2, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that clearing forms operations must use water spray to 
clear forms; or use sweeping and water spray to clear forms; or use vacuum system to 
clear forms.  The guidance states that use of high pressure air to clear forms may cause 
exceedance of Rule requirements.  Implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 BACM 
requirements for clearing forms would achieve a similar reduction of fugitive dust emissions 
and no additional mitigation measures are necessary for these activities. 

The cut and fill fugitive dust control measures provided in this comment are very 
similar to control measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix 
B-2, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that cut and fill activities must pre-water soils prior to cut 
and fill activities and stabilize soil during and after cut and fill activities.  The guidance 
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recommends for large sites to pre-water with sprinklers or water trucks and allow time for 
penetration.  Also, use water trucks/pulls to water soils to depth of cut prior to subsequent 
cuts.  Although SCAQMD Rule 403 does not specifically state that a test hole should be 
dug to the depth of cut to determine if soils are moist at depth, it is implied as you would not 
be able to determine whether soils were watered to the depth of cut without verification.  
Therefore, this additional language is not necessary.  Implementation of SCAQMD Rule 
403 BACM requirements for cut and fill operations would achieve a similar reduction of 
fugitive dust emissions and no additional mitigation measures are necessary for these 
activities. 

It is not clear as to what the commentor defines as a large tract of disturbed land.  
However, given that the recommended measure is from Clark County, Nevada this 
measure would be much more applicable to rural desert “large” tracts of land and would not 
be applicable to the proposed Project, which is located in a built-out urban environment.  
Please note that Mitigation Measure H-1 for potential construction noise impacts would also 
serve to reduce windblown dust.  Specifically, it requires “A temporary, continuous and 
impermeable minimum 10 feet high, sound barrier wall shall be erected between the 
Project construction area and adjacent off-site noise sensitive receptors when construction 
activities are within 250 feet of the noise sensitive receptors and there are no intervening 
buildings between the construction area and the noise receptors.”  In addition, SCAQMD 
Rule 403 requires in instances where vacant lots are 0.10 acre or larger and have a 
cumulative area of 500 square feet or more that are driven over and/or used by motor 
vehicles and/or off-road vehicles to prevent motor vehicle and/or off-road vehicle 
trespassing, parking and/or access by installing barriers, curbs, fences, gates, posts, signs, 
shrubs, trees or other effective control measures (e.g., soil stabilization). 

The staging area control measures provided in this comment are very similar to 
control measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix B-2, 
SCAQMD Rule 403 requires stabilizing staging areas during use and soils at project 
completion.  The guidance recommends limiting the size of the staging area, limiting 
vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour, and limiting the number and size of staging area 
entrances/exits.  SCAQMD Rule 403 does not specifically state that a project should apply 
water to surface soils where support equipment and vehicles are operated.  However, it 
does require stabilizing staging areas during use.  Thus, application of water to surface 
soils is one of many ways that could be implemented to stabilize soils and limiting the 
project to one method of stabilization may not be appropriate for all development sites.  
Implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 BACM requirements for staging area operations 
would achieve a similar reduction of fugitive dust emissions and no additional mitigation 
measures are necessary for these activities. 
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The stockpile control measures provided in this comment are very similar to control 
measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix B-2, SCAQMD Rule 
403 requires stabilizing stockpiled materials and stockpiles within 100 yards of off-site 
occupied buildings must not be greater than eight feet in height or must have a road bladed 
to the top to allow water truck access or must have an operational water irrigation system 
that is capable of completed stockpile coverage.  The guidance recommends adding or 
removing material from the downwind portion of the storage pile and maintaining storage 
piles to avoid steep sides or faces.  Once again, SCAQMD Rule 403 does not specifically 
state that a stockpile must maintain an optimum moisture content.  However, optimum 
moisture content is not defined and SCAQMD Rule 403 does require stabilizing stockpiles.  
As discussed above, this could be done via a water truck or a water irrigation system.  
Thus, application of water to the stockpile is one of many ways that could be used for 
stabilization of the material and limiting the project to one method of stabilization may not 
be appropriate for all development sites.  Implementation of SCAQMD Rule 403 BACM 
requirements for stockpile operations would achieve a similar reduction of fugitive dust 
emissions and would allow use of chemical stabilizers.  No additional mitigation measures 
are necessary for these activities. 

The traffic area and materials transport control measures provided in this comment 
(i.e., preventing trackout, covering materials during off-site transport, removing 
accumulation of mud or dirt from public streets, and additional track out requirements for 
project 5 acres or greater) are very similar to control measures required under SCAQMD 
Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix B-2, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires stabilizing all off-road 
traffic and parking areas, haul routes, and direct construction traffic over established haul 
routes.  The guidance recommends applying gravel/paving to all haul routes as soon as 
possible to all future roadway areas and barriers can be used to ensure vehicles are only 
used on established parking areas/haul routes.  In addition, SCAQMD Rule 403(d)(4) 
states that no person shall allow track-out to extend 25 feet or more in cumulative length 
from the point of origin from an active operation.  Notwithstanding the preceding, all track-
out from an active operation shall be removed at the conclusion of each workday or 
evening shift.  SCAQMD Rule 403(d)(5) also requires for all sites of 5 acres or more or with 
a daily import/export of 100 cubic yards to install one of the following:  (1) a pad consisting 
of washed gravel; (2) pave the surface extending at least 100 feet; (3) utilize a wheel 
shaker/wheel spreading device; (4) install and utilize a wheel washing system; or (5) any 
other control measures approved by SCAQMD.  SCAQMD requires these additional 
measures for sites greater than 5 acres (e.g., Subarea 3) or with 100 cubic yards of 
import/export as these are the sites that would generally require substantial numbers of 
haul trucks.  Conversely, smaller projects without large amounts of import/export (e.g., 
Subareas 1 and 2) would generally not have much haul truck activity and installation of 
wheel washers, gravel pads, etc. would not be warranted.  Thus, implementation of 
SCAQMD Rule 403 BACM requirements would achieve a similar reduction of fugitive dust 
emissions and no additional mitigation measures are necessary.  Nonetheless, Mitigation 
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Measure B-3 of the Draft EIR will be supplemented with the BAAQMD and SJVUAPCD 
recommended measures regarding use of dry rotary brushes and blowers. 

This revised mitigation measure is included in Section II., Corrections and Addition 
of this Final EIR. 

The fugitive dust opacity control measures provided in this comment is very similar 
to control measures required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  As shown in Appendix B-2, 
SCAQMD Rule 403(d)(1) states that “No person shall cause or allow the emissions of 
fugitive dust from any active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area such 
that the dust emission exceeds 20 percent opacity…”  Therefore, no additional mitigation 
measure is warranted as compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 is mandatory.  

The recommended measures to require a dust control monitor and a dust control 
plan for earthmoving operations with the measures to be included on grading and building 
plans have been incorporated into Mitigation Measure B-12 as a Correction and Addition in 
Response to Comment No. 27-37. Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

The following remaining mitigation measures are considered feasible and have been 
included as mitigation measures in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR: 

 Mitigation Measure B-18:  A publicly visible sign with the telephone number and 
person to contact regarding dust complaints shall be clearly posted at the Project 
site. This person shall respond and take corrective action within 24 hrs.  

 Mitigation Measure B-19:  Prior to land use clearance, the University shall 
include, as a note on a separate informational sheet to be recorded with map, 
dust control requirements. All requirements shall be shown on grading and 
building plans.  In addition, prior to final occupancy, the University shall 
demonstrate that all ground surfaces are covered or treated sufficiently to 
minimize fugitive dust emissions.  

 Mitigation Measure B-20:  All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, etc., to be paved 
should be completed as soon as possible. In addition, building pads shall be laid 
as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used. 

In summary, the vast majority of the recommended fugitive dust control measures or 
similar versions are already required under SCAQMD Rule 403.  Given that the Air Basin is 
non-attainment for PM10, SCAQMD imposes some of the strictest rules in the nation with 
regard to the control of fugitive dust. SCAQMD Rule 403 is the result of considerable rule-
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making activity and reflects the most stringent industry-wide standards achievable in 
practice.  Where the recommended measures could potentially result in further reductions 
in fugitive dust emissions, these measures were included as mitigation measures in 
Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 27-43 

XIV.  Additional Feasible Mitigation to Minimize Emissions of Criteria Pollutants, 
Toxic Air Contaminants, and Greenhouse Gases Associated With Project 
Operation 

As discussed in Comment XII.C, the Draft ElR contains only one mitigation measure to 
minimize emissions of criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases 
associated with the Project's operational phase. 

There are many siting, design and construction measures that could be incorporated into 
the Project to reduce future GHG emissions from buildings and transportation. Many of 
these measures would also reduce the Project's operational criteria pollutant emissions. 
Therefore, feasible measures that would reduce GHG emissions and criteria pollutant 
emissions from Project operations are addressed jointly below. Most of these measures 
provide other environmental benefits, e.g., reduced impacts on storm water runoff or on 
biological resources. 

In considering which mitigation measures to implement, the City has many resources 
available. It can consider, for example, the dozens of measures set out in the CAPCOA 
white paper, those developed by other municipalities, counties, and air districts and 
required in CEQA documents for other large-scale developments or regional plans, and 
those set forth in the list on the Attorney General's website.223 Comment XIV.B through 
XIV.F summarize feasible mitigation measures and discuss some in more detail. 

The Draft EIR should be revised to include these additional measures and recirculated for 
public review. Some technologies and their feasibility for the Project alternatives and a 
number of projects that incorporate sustainable building principles are discussed in more 
detail in the comment, below. Regardless of which alternative will ultimately be chosen for 
the Project, the City should quantify the emissions reductions that could be achieved with 

                                            

223 Edmund G. Brown, Attorney General, State of California, The California Environmental Quality Act, 
Addressing Global Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level, updated May 21, 2008; 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwanning/pdf/GW mitigation measures.pdf, accessed August 20, 2008. 
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each mitigation measure, evaluate the feasibility of each measure and provide a discussion 
in case a measure is found not feasible, and require all feasible measures to mitigate the 
Project's significant adverse impacts on the already severely compromised air quality in the 
region and reduce its contribution to global climate change. 

XIV.A Feasible Project-specific Measures 

The City should develop mitigation measures specific to the Project. These should be 
developed in collaboration with the local community and could, for example, include: 

 Purchase and install centralized ventilation (filtration) systems for the 
impacted community, including the 32nd Street Elementary School, the 
proposed K-8 school, the Jessie L. Terry Manor senior housing, etc., and 
provide ongoing maintenance in order to ensure that residents living at the 
Project site would not be exposed to excessive levels of particulate matter in 
their homes. The filtration systems should have a minimum efficiency 
reporting value (“MERV") of MERV-13 to MERV-16224 depending on the 
anticipated severity of the impacts at the receptors. The mitigation measure 
should specify what rating would be installed at each of the sensitive 
receptors and how the rating was derived. 

 Schedule monthly routine testing of emergency generators on different days 
to minimize short-term emissions. If the emergency generators are owned by 
private enterprises leasing space from USC, specify the day on which the 
generators may be tested in the lease.  

Response to Comment No. 27-43 

The commentor correctly identifies that the proposed Project does not include many 
mitigation measures to reduce operational emissions.  However, this is because many of 
the pollutant emission reducing measures are already built into the proposed Project as 
Project Design Features.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the 
University would continue its commitment to smart growth and sustainable practices 
through the provision of new student and faculty housing in proximity to the core Campus 
area that would reduce commuting for large numbers of students, faculty and staff; the 
enhancement of pedestrian and bicycle linkages throughout the Project area to reduce the 

                                            

224 Minimum efficiency reporting value ("MERV") consistent with the American Society of Heating 
Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers (“ASHRAE") 52.2 Standards. 
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need for vehicles; and accessibility enhancements and linkages that make use of the site’s 
accessibility to nearby freeways, public transit, and in particular, the future Metro Mid 
City/Exposition Boulevard Light Rail Transit Line.  New buildings for the proposed Project 
would be designed and constructed to achieve the equivalent of LEED certification, at a 
minimum.  In addition, the proposed Project would reduce its energy usage for new 
buildings by at least 14 percent below its Title 24 baseline.  Please refer to Section IV.B of 
the Draft EIR on page IV.B-42 for an extensive list of Project Design Features that would 
be incorporated into the proposed Project.  While not specifically listed as mitigation 
measures, these Project Design Features would certainly reduce pollutant emissions 
related to the proposed Project. 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 through 27-32, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact and, therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required.  The Project’s GHG emissions reduction of 
29.8 percent compared to “business-as–usual” constitutes an equivalent or larger reduction 
from “business-as-usual” than has been determined by CARB to be necessary to meet AB 
32’s goals (approximately 28.4 percent for 2020).  Please note that the reduction in GHG 
emissions provided in the analysis only included Project Design Features and did not 
account for measures provided in CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan required under 
AB 32, which would further reduce Project-related emissions.  The largest source of 
emissions from land use development projects is related to mobile source emissions.  As 
shown in Table IV.B-8 of the Draft EIR, on road mobile sources account for approximately 
75 percent of the total GHG emissions from the proposed Project.  Scoping Plan Measures 
T-1 (Pavley) requires a 45 percent GHG reduction from 2020 model year vehicles and T-2 
(Low Carbon Fuel Standards) are estimated to further reduce GHG emissions by 
approximately nine percent.  The second largest source of emissions from the proposed 
Project is electricity usage at 11 percent of total GHG emissions.  The GHG analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR also conservatively did not account for the California Renewables 
Portfolio Standard included in the Scoping Plan as E-3.  This measure requires utility 
companies to meet 20 percent of the electricity production via renewable sources.  
Although mitigation measures would not be required for Project-related GHG emissions, 
the recommended mitigation measures cited in the subsequent comments were considered 
as they potentially could reduce criteria pollutant emissions.  The commentor references 
specific recommended mitigation measures provided in Comment XIV.B through XIV.F 
(27-44 through 27-47).  Therefore, the commentor is referred to Response to Comment 
Nos. 27-44 through 27-47 for the detailed responses to their Comment XIV.B through 
XIV.F. 

Regarding the recommended filtration measure provided in this comment, it should 
first be pointed out that potential localized PM10 impacts are short-term impacts only during 
site grading/excavation activities and limited to immediate areas surrounding Subarea 3 or 
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approximately 100 meters beyond the Project boundary of Subarea 3 (see Table IV.B-4 of 
the Draft EIR).  Grading and excavation activities for Subarea 3a (east of Orchard Avenue) 
and Subarea 3b (west of Orchard Avenue) are anticipated to occur for approximately 8 
months and 2 months, respectively.  Secondly, a MERV rating of 13 to 16 is well beyond 
what would be required to reduce the maximum PM10 offsite sensitive receptor impact of 
20.6 μg/m3 to a less than significant level (SCAQMD recommended localized significance 
threshold is 10.4 μg/m3).  According to the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and 
Air Conditioning (ASHREA) Section 52.2 (www.ashrae.org), a MERV 8 would have a 
minimum efficiency of 75 percent for particles 3-10 microns.  The vast majority of 
construction PM10 is fugitive dust and would be within this range.  MERV 8 filters would 
reduce the maximum impact of 20.6 μg/m3 to 5.2 μg/m3 and well below the SCAQMD’s 
localized significance threshold.  A rating of MERV 10 corresponds to 50 to 65 percent 
efficiency for particles 1–3 microns and above 85 percent efficiency for particles 3–10 
microns.  A rating of MERV 13 corresponds to a minimum 90 percent efficiency for particles 
1–3 microns and above 90 percent efficiency for particles 3–10 microns.  Further, the 
proposed Project would not result in any localized PM2.5 impacts during construction (see 
Table IV.B-4).  Although, the proposed Project would exceed the newly adopted 1-hour 
NO2 NAAQS during overlapping construction of subareas, use of filters would not reduce 
localized NO2 impacts. 

Given that potential localized impacts for particulate would be limited to PM10, occur 
only during site preparation/excavation of Subarea 3, and occur for approximately a 
10-month period over an approximate 20 year construction duration, purchasing and 
installation of centralized ventilation systems is not a reasonable mitigation measure.  
However, in response to this comment the following mitigation measure has been included 
as a mitigation measure in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 
Final EIR: 

 Mitigation Measure B-21:  The University shall establish a program to make 
available MERV 10 filters during site grading/excavation activities within Subarea 
3.  Recipients shall be limited to sensitive uses (e.g., residential, schools, 
daycare centers) within the following area: south of West 29th Street; east of 
South Vermont Avenue; north of West Jefferson Boulevard; and west of uses 
immediately east of Hoover Street and also including the 32nd Street Elementary 
School.  

If implemented by the sensitive uses that are significantly impacted, MERV 10 filters 
would reduce the maximum PM10 impact of 20.6 μg/m3 to approximately 3.1 μg/m3, which 
would be below the SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold. 

The primary pollutant of concern from emergency generators is diesel particulate 
matter, which is a carcinogenic toxic air contaminant.  Carcinogenic risk is estimated in 
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terms of a 24-hour, 7 day a week, 52 weeks a year, and 70 year exposure duration. 
Therefore, establishing a monthly routine testing of emergency generators on different days 
would not make a difference in terms of cancer risk.  However, to limit emissions from 
emergency generators on a daily basis the following measure has been provided in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR: 

  Mitigation Measure B-22:  Monthly routine testing of emergency 
generators shall be scheduled on different days to minimize short-term 
emissions.  If the emergency generators are owned by private enterprises 
leasing space from USC, the day on which the generators may be tested 
shall be specified in the lease. 

Comment No. 27-44 

XIV.B  Building Design and Energy Efficiency 

Buildings are responsible for about 37% of energy-related GRG emissions in North 
America and studies have found that implementation of "[c]urrent best practices can reduce 
carbon emissions for buildings by at least 60% for offices and up to 70% for homes.225 

 Design buildings to employ passive energy efficiency. Site buildings to take 
advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce 
energy use.226,227 

 Project buildings shall include energy-efficient technologies or measures that 
exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards or comply with Energy Star home 
energy standards. 

 Increase walls and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements (228,229).  

 Install double-paned windows. 

 Install built-in energy-efficient appliances. 

                                            

225 U.S, Climate Change Science Program, First State of the Carbon Cycle Report: The North American 
Carbon Budget and Implications for the Global Carbon Cycle, May 2006, p, 96. 

226 Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District, Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental 
Documents, September 1997. 

227 Butte County Air Quality Management District, Indirect Source Review Guidelines, March 1997. 
228 San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, August 1997. 
229 South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, April 1993. 
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 Reduce the urban heat island effect by using" cool" roofs with the highest 
commercially available solar reflectance and thermal emittance. 

 Reduce standard paving and use lighter-colored pavements when feasible.230 

 Shade HVAC equipment from direct sunlight. 

 Use ozone-destruction catalyst on air condition systems, 

 Install the most efficient commercially available heating and heating and 
cooling systems; use solar heating automatic covers, and the most efficient 
pumps and motors for pools and spas. 

 Use centralized water-heating systems231; 

 Install efficient lighting and lighting control systems. Use daylight as an 
integral part of lighting systems in buildings. 

 Develop and follow a "green streets guide" that requires light emitting diodes 
(LEOs") for traffic, street and other outdoor lighting minimal amount of 
concrete and asphalt, permeable pavement, and incorporating shade trees 
where feasible.232 

 Limit the hours of operation of outdoor lighting. 

 Use energy-efficient low sodium parking lot and street lights. 

 Provide information on energy management services for large energy users. 

 Provide education on energy efficiency. 

a)  Install LED Lighting 

Since lighting comprises approximately 20 percent of all electrical energy use in California, 
employment of energy-efficient lighting technologies is an important aspect in designing 

                                            

230 See Http://eetd.Ibl.gov/HeatIsland/ and www. Epa.gov/heatisld/images/extra/level3 pavingproducts.html. 
231 Ventura County Air Pollution Control District, Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan, Appendix G- 

94, Guidelines for the Preparation of Air Quality Impact Analyses, October 1989. 
232 See Irvine Sustainable Travelways "Green Street" Guidelines; 

www.ci.irvine.ca.us/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp ?BloblD~89M; and CooIHouston Plan; 
www.harc.edu/Proiects/CooIHouston. 
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new projects. light-emitting diodes, or LEDs, can drastically reduce electricity demand 
compared to normal light bulbs or halogen lights as demonstrated by a recent installation at 
a major retail shopping center in Sacramento. The MR16-halogen lighting system at the 
shopping center was replaced by an LED lighting system, with estimated annual energy 
savings of more than 14,000 kilowatt-hours and estimated annual cost savings of about 
$1,800.233 

b) Use Light-colored Reflective Roof Products 

Many commercial and residential buildings have dark roofs. Dark roofs absorb 80% to 90% 
of the incident sunlight, heating the roof and plenum space. Because the air distribution 
system is typically installed in the plenum space between the roof deck and the dropped 
ceiling over the finished interior space, this raises the summertime cooling demand. In 
addition, heating the roof heats the air that passes over the roof. Thus, the entire region 
around a dark roof becomes warmer, increasing the formation of ozone. 

Intercepting the sunlight before it heats a building keeps its surface cooler and reduces the 
heat flow into the building. This reduces the demand for air conditioning. This can be 
accomplished by using light-colored, reflective roofs. A light-colored roof can reduce the 
amount of energy needed for cooling by 20% to 70%, depending on the amount of 
insulation under the roof and design of the air ducting system. This is achieved by reflecting 
most of the energy, rather than absorbing it. The difference between the roof surface and 
ambient air temperatures may be as high as 90°F, while for reflective roofs, the difference 
is only about 18°F. This reduces peak cooling demand, cooling costs, the size of the 
heating, ventilation, and air-conditioning (“HVAC") system, and the rating and amount of 
insulation required in a building, and increases the lifetime of the roof. This also reduces air 
pollution by reducing the amount of external power that must be produced and the amount 
of ambient ozone that is formed in the vicinity of the development from the heat island 
effect. 

Normal asphalt-based roofing products typically have a reflectivity of 10% to 20%. Energy 
Star-labeled roof products are roofing products certified to achieve at least 65% reflectivity 
and to maintain a reflectivity of 50% under normal conditions for three years after 
installation. The program is sponsored by the U.S. EPA and the DoE. There are currently 
over 5 manufacturers enrolled in the program. Reflective roofing is also recognized as an 

                                            

233 Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Customer Advanced Technologies Program, Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) Lighting Systems, July 12, 2003; 
http://www.smud.org:!education/cat/cat pdf/LEDLightingSystemsFV.pdf. 
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acceptable design option in the latest edition of the American Society of Heating, 
Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers ("ASHRAE”) Standards 90.1234 and 90.2 on 
energy-efficient buildings. 

Energy Star roof products are economical to apply and maintain and can be cheaper than 
or comparable to conventional roofing products, which cost from $1.50 to $2.50 per square 
foot ("ft2") installed.235 Cool roofs come in a variety of styles, including reflective coatings, 
reflective membranes, or metal roofs made of galvanized or other coated metal. Coatings 
have a consistency of thick paint and cost from $0.75 to $1.50 per square foot installed. 
Membranes are single-ply, pre-fabricated sheets applied in a single layer, typically made of 
PVC (poly vinyl chloride), TPO (tripolymer olefin), Hypalon, or CPA (copolymer alloy) and 
cost from $1.50 to $3.00 per square foot. A reflective roof can be installed or applied over 
almost any type of roof material, including directly on a plywood deck in place of asphalt. 

The performance of reflective roofing materials has been extensively documented. At a 
single family residence in Sacramento, increasing the reflectivity of the roof from 18% to 
79% by painting with a white coating reduced the cooling energy use over the June to 
October period by 66% and the peak power by 17%. At a one-story school in Sacramento, 
increasing the reflectivity of the roof from 8% to 68% by painting with a white coating 
reduced the cooling energy use over the June to October period by 34% and peak power 
by 32%.236 In another Sacramento study, daily air conditioning savings of 17%, 26%, and 
39% were documented in an office, museum, and hospice with high reflectivity roofs.237 

At a one·story [sic], 31,700- ft2 Kaiser medical office building in Davis, increasing the 
reflectivity of an R-19 flat roof from 24% to 60% reduced summertime average weekday air 
conditioning by 18%. At another one-story, 23,800-ft2 Kaiser medical office building in 
Gilroy, increasing the reflectivity of an R-7 flat roof from 25% to 65% reduced the 
summertime average weekday air conditioning by 13%. At a 33,000-ft2 drug store in San 

                                            

234 American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air·Conditioning Engineers, Inc., Energy Standard for 
Buildings Except Low·Rise Residential Buildings, Standard 90.1-1999. 

235 R.S. Means, Square Foot Costs, 21st Ed., 2000, Division 5, Roofing. 
236 H Akbari, S. Bretz, D. Kurn, and j, Hanford, Peak Power and Cooling Energy Savings of High-Albedo 

Roofs, Energy and Buildings, v. 25, 1997, pp. 117·126. 
237 E.W. Hildebrandt, W. Bos, and R. Moore, Assessing the Impacts of While Roofs on Building Energy 

Loads, ASHRAE Technical Data Bulletin, v.14, no. 2, 1998. 
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Jose, increasing the reflectivity of a foil barrier flat roof from 18 % to 28% reduced the 
summertime average daytime air condition by 2%.238 

Reflective coatings reduced cooling energy costs by 12% to 18% in two other commercial 
buildings in California.239 The reflectivity of a conventional unsurfaced galvanized 
corrugated metal roof of seven retail stores in a strip mall in Florida was increased from 
29% to 75% with a white coating. This reduced the summer space cooling energy use by 
25%, with a range in savings of 13% to 48%, depending on the temperature maintained in 
the shops. Those maintaining the lowest interior temperatures saved the least on a 
percentage basis. The cost of the application was $0.53/ft2 with a payback period of about 
9 years.240 In nine Florida homes, daily air conditioning energy use was reduced by 2% to 
43% and peak demand was reduced by an average of 22%. The amount of energy savings 
was inversely correlated with the amount of ceiling insulation and duct system location, with 
the largest savings in poorly insulated homes and those with duct systems in the attic 
space and smaller savings in well-insulated homes.241 A high-reflective coating on an office 
building in Mississippi reduced cooling energy demands by 22%.242 In addition to field 
studies, computer simulations of reflective roofs have documented cooling energy savings 
in residential and commercial buildings.243 Cool roofs have been widely used in California, 
including on the American Airline airport terminal in San Jose, on control towers at the 
Stockton and Palmdale airports, at the 300,000 ft2 Honda distribution warehouse in 
Stockton, the 200,000 ft2 J.C. Penny [sic] warehouse in Buena Park, and numerous 
buildings in Silicon Valley. 

                                            

238 H. Akbari, L. Gartland, and S. Konopacki, Measured Energy Savings of Light-Colored Roofs: Results from 
Three California Demonstration Sites, Proceedings of the 1998 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy 
Efficiency in Buildings, v. 3, no. 1, 1998. 

239 S. Konopacki, H. Akbari, L. Gartland, and L. Rainer, Demonstration of Energy Savings of Cool Roofs, 
LBNL Report 40673,1998. 

240 D. Parker, J. Sonne, and J. Sherwin, Demonstration of Cooling Savings of Light Colored Roof Surfacing in 
Florida Commercial Buildings: Retail Strip Mall, Florida Solar Energy Center Report FSEC-CR-964-97, 
1997. 

241 D.S. Parker and others, Measured and Simulated Performance of Reflective Roofing Systems in 
Residential Buildings, ASHRAE Proceedings (Winter Meeting), Atlanta, GA, 1998. 

242 C. Boutwell and Y. Salinas, Building for the Future - Phase I: An Energy Saving Materials Research 
Project, Mississippi Power Co., Rohm and Haas Co and the University of Mississippi, 1986. 

243 See, for example: H. Akbari. S. Konopacki, C. Eley, B. Wilcox, M. Van Geem and D. Parket, Calculations 
for Reflective Roofs in Support of Standard 90.1, ASHRAE Transactions, v. 104, no. 1,1998, pp. 984-996; 
L. Gartland, S. Konopacki, and H. Akbari, Modeling the Effects of Reflective Roofing, ACEEE 1996 
Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Buildings, v. 4, 1996, pp. 117-124. 
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Thus, this measure would save a substantial amount of energy and money over the life of 
the Project and would cost no more than a standard roof. Further, it would reduce pollution 
by reducing the generation of power and the formation of ozone from the heat island effect. 
In light of the already severely compromised air quality of the region and the ready 
availability of Energy Star-Iabeled or equivalent roofing materials, the City should require 
that the Project use such roofing materials on all roofs. This requirement should be 
incorporated into a revised Draft EIR for the Project. 

Response to Comment No. 27-44 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 through 27-32, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact and, therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required.  Notwithstanding, many of the recommended 
measures provided in this comment are very similar to what is already provided as Project 
Design Features in Section IV.B., Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR provides the following Project Design Feature regarding passive 
controls:  “Incorporation of energy saving features into building design (e.g. use of passive 
controls, shading, solar energy, ventilation, and appropriate building materials).”  However, 
in response to this comment a Correction and Addition has been included as part of this 
Final EIR to supplement this Project Design Feature to include “Site buildings to take 
advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use.”  
Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

The Draft EIR provides the following Project Design Feature regarding the urban 
heat island effect:  “Green/cool roofs with ratings in accordance with LEED certification 
standards, including a possible sports field on the rooftop of the eastern parking garage in 
Subarea 3.”  The recommended measure uses the term “highest” which could be left to 
interpretation and does not account for green roofs.  The comment also recommends use 
of “Energy Star-labeled roof products” which are certified to achieve at least 65 percent 
reflectivity.  LEED has specific requirements regarding allowable solar reflectance for roofs 
and Title 24 provides mandatory requirements for cool roofs and specifies solar reflectance 
and allowable thermal emittance levels (Title 24, Part 6, Section 118).  Therefore, in 
response to this comment and to further clarify the Project Design Feature, this has been 
revised as follows: “Green/cool roofs with ratings in accordance with LEED certification 
standards and Title 24, Part 6, Section 8 for solar reflectance and thermal emittance, 
including a possible sports field on the rooftop of the eastern parking garage in Subarea 3.  
In addition, roofs would be constructed with Energy Star-Labeled or equivalent roofing 
materials.”  Refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 
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On January 27th, 2010, the University of Southern California Campus Planning 
Committee of the Board of Trustees approved six resolutions to further strengthen the 
University's commitment to sustainability including that the University design and construct 
all new buildings to meet or exceed LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design) standards.  Consistent with the Project Design Feature provided in Section IV.B, 
Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, a new building must be at least 14% more efficient than 
Title-24 and for existing building renovations at least 7 percent more efficient than Title 24.  
The Project Design Feature provided in the Draft EIR sets a performance standard that 
would implement the recommended “exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards.”  
Including specific measures such as “install double-paned windows”  could potentially limit 
what the proposed Project could implement to reduce energy efficiency beyond Title 24 by 
14 percent.  Therefore, the recommended measures will be incorporated into the Project 
Design Feature as examples of energy efficiency measures that would be considered on a 
case-by-case basis to achieve the 14 percent reduction.  Specifically, the Project Design 
Feature has been changed to the following in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR:   

“The proposed Project would reduce its energy usage by at least 14 percent in new 
buildings below its Title 24 baseline with the Project Design Features provided below. 

 Green/cool roofs with ratings in accordance with LEED certification standards 
and Title 24, Part 6, Section 8 for solar reflectance and thermal emittance, 
including a possible sports field on the rooftop of the eastern parking garage in 
Subarea 3.  In addition, roofs would be constructed with Energy Star-Labeled or 
equivalent roofing materials. 

 Low-energy lighting. 

 Incorporation of energy saving features into building design (e.g. use of passive 
controls, shading, solar energy, ventilation, and appropriate building materials). 

 Site buildings to take advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun 
screens to reduce energy use. 

 Reduction of standard paving and use of lighter-colored pavements when 
feasible. 

 Shading of HVAC equipment from direct sunlight. 

 Use ozone-destruction catalyst on air condition system. 

 Provision of information regarding energy management services for large energy 
users. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-576 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

 Provision of education on energy efficiency.” 

“Additional measures to be considered on a case-by-case basis to reduce new 
building energy efficiency beyond Title 24 by 14 percent would include, but would not be 
limited to the following measures: 

– Increase walls and attic insulation beyond Title 24 requirements; 

– Install double-paned windows; 

– Install built-in energy-efficient appliances; 

– Install efficient commercially available heating and heating and cooling 
systems; use solar heating automatic covers, and the efficient pumps and 
motors for pools and spas;  

– Use centralized water-heating systems ; 

– Install efficient lighting and lighting control systems. Use daylight as an 
integral part of lighting systems in buildings; and  

– Limit the hours of operation of outdoor lighting” 

Comment No. 27-45 

XIV.C Landscaping 

Landscaping considerations can also reduce operational emissions of criteria pollutants 
and greenhouse gases. Mitigation can, for example, include: 

 Landscape with drought-resistant species, and use groundcovers rather than 
pavement to reduce heat reflection; 

 PIant low-VOC emitting shade trees, e.g., in parking lots to reduce 
evaporative emissions from parked vehicles (see below); 

 Use CARB-certified or electric landscaping equipment in project and tenant 
operations; and 

 Introduce electric lawn and garden equipment exchange program. 
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Plant Shade Trees with Low Ozone-Forming Potential 

PIanting shade trees on parking lots and around buildings can mitigate the urban heat 
isIand effect. By shading homes and offices, trees reduce power generation emissions. 
Fully grown, properly placed trees can cut home cooling costs by up to 40 percent. Trees 
also reduce evaporative emissions from vehicles and other fuel storage.244 Additionally, 
general cooling reduces the speed of chemical reactions that lead to the formation of ozone 
and particulate matter, which are damaging to the human respiratory system. Trees also 
contribute to the removal of air pollutants. Furthermore, trees reduce overall greenhouse 
gas emission, through carbon sequestration and storage.245,246 Many municipalities 
recognize these beneficial impacts of shade trees. 

However, trees and other plants can emit a substantial amount of hydrocarbons, so-called 
biogenic volatile organic compounds ("VOCs"). These compounds can react with nitrogen 
oxides that are emitted by combustion sources such as cars and power plants to form 
ozone and therefore can adversely affect local and regional air quality. Emission rates for 
biogenic VOCs vary significantly from one tree species to the next. Some plant species can 
release as much as 10,000 times more biogenic VOCs than others. Low-emitters include 
the Chinese Hackberry, Avocado, Peach, Ashes, Sawleaf Zelkova and the Eastern 
Redbud. A few of the high emitters include eucalyptus, London Plane, California Sycamore, 
Liquidambar, Chinese Sweet Gum, Goldenrain Tree, and the Scarlet, Red and Willow 
Oaks.247,248 Large scale planting can therefore affect air quality through regional 
concentrations of ozone and fine particles. To reduce ozone concentrations in urban areas 
it is therefore important to use low emitting species. When selected appropriately, trees and 
other plants can improve local cooling, reduce energy use, and slow the chemical reactions 
that lead to the formation of ozone, or urban smog.249, 250 

                                            

244 Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Free Shade Trees; http://www.smud.org/residentialltrees/, accessed 
July 25, 2008. 

245 California Air Resources Board, Trees and Air Quality; http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/ecosys/tree-
aq/tree-aq.htm, accessed July 25, 2008 

246 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Vegetation & Air Quality; accessed July 24, 2008. 
247 California Air Resources Board, News Release 01-20, July 9, 2001; http://www.fraqmd.org/

Tree%20Emissions.htm. accessed July 25, 2010. 
248 Cal Poly State University, Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute, SelecTree, A Tree Selection Guide; 

seIectree.calpoly.edu/ accessed July 23, 2010. 
249 California Air Resources Board, Trees and Air Quality; http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/ ecosys/tre-aq/tree-

aq.htm, accessed July 25, 2010. 
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Considering the large scale of the Project and its significant impacts on air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, the City should require the Project to implement a mitigation 
measure requiring the planting of low-emitting species shade trees. This is a feasible 
mitigation measure that could substantially reduce ozone formation and greenhouse gas 
emissions. The EIR for the San Ramon City Center Project located in the San Francisco 
Bay Area included such a mitigation measure requiring that at least 50 percent of the total 
project landscaping consist of drought-tolerant trees with low ozone-forming potential and 
identified climate-specific tree species with low ozone forming potential.251 There are 
several resources available for the City to identify climate-specific trees that are least likely 
to emit high levels of biogenic VOCs: The tree species database maintained by the Urban 
Forest Ecosystems Institute at Cal Poly State University.252 The East Bay Municipal Utility 
District's publication "Plants and Landscapes for Summer-Dry Climates of the San 
Francisco Bay Region" provides information on drought-tolerance, exposure, and climate 
zones.253 The U.S. Forest Service's Urban Forest Effects model (“UFORE") can be used to 
provide estimates of hourly amount of pollution removed by the urban forest, and 
associated percent air quality improvement throughout a year. Pollution removal is 
calculated for ozone, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter (<10 microns). The model also provides estimates of hourly urban forest volatile 
organic compound emissions and the relative impact of tree species on net ozone and 
carbon monoxide formation throughout the year and total carbon stored and net carbon 
annually sequestered. In addition, the model provides information on effects of trees on 
building energy use and consequent effects on carbon dioxide emissions from power 
plants.254 

                                                                                                                                         

250 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Vegetation & Air Quality; 
http://www.epa.gov!ord/seiencenews!sciencene/scinews trees-and-air-pollution.htm. accessed July 24, 
2010. 

251 City of San Ramon, San Ramon City Center, Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, San 
Ramon, Contra Costa County, California, SCH# 2007042022, October 26, 2007, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, MM-AIR-7, p. 4 and Appendix B "Low-OFP Trees Listed in EBMUD's "Plants and 
Landscapes for Summer-Dry Climates." 

252 Cal Poly State University, Urban Forest Ecosystems Institute, SelecTree, A Tree Selection Guide; 
http://selectree.calpoly.edu/, accessed July 23, 2010. 

253 East Bay Municipal Utility District, Plants and Landscapes for Summer-DIY Climates of the San Francisco 
Bay Region, 2004. 

254 U.S. Forest Service, Assessing Urban Ecosystems; 
http://itreetools.org/urbanecosyste/introductionstep1.shtm], accessed July 25, 2008. 
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XIV.D Roof Photovoltaic Energy Systems 

Photovoltaic energy systems generate electricity using solar panels and are becoming 
increasingly popular and cost-effective for both residential and commercial applications. 
These systems reduce air pollution by reducing the demand for electricity from the grid, 
which is produced largely from fossil fuels. 

A wide variety of photovoltaic systems are available in today's markets. Most of them can 
be grouped into two main categories facade systems and roofing systems. Facade systems 
include curtain wall products, spandrel panels, and glazings. Roofing systems include tiles, 
shingles, standing seam products, and skylights. However, for a new project that has not 
been designed, building-integrated photovoltaic ("BIPV") electric power systems, which are 
incorporated directly into the building shell design, are more cost effective and efficient 
because they can be designed to replace other standard building elements, such as 
spandrel panels. This technology has been demonstrated to be technically feasible for 
many years and has been used extensively in Europe for many years. 

Photovoltaic systems require negligible maintenance. They are typically guaranteed for 
90% one 1 kW to one Megawatt ("MW") of electricity at 10 net watts per square foot. In 
commercial applications, they are commonly designed to provide 25% to 35% of the peak 
power demand. In residential applications, they can be designed to provide 100% of the 
electricity demand year-round, and can be tied into the utility grid to turn the residence into 
a net exporter in times of lower demand. For example, a 5-kW solar photovoltaic system 
reliably powers a 2,000-square foot home generating 740 kWh per month.1255 

The seven alternative reuse concepts feature between 150 and 400 acres of commercial 
buildings. Large commercial buildings, in particular, with their largely underutilized roof 
areas present a unique potential to reduce conventional energy demand by installing 
photovoltaic energy systems. In the past decade, photovoltaic systems have seen 
increased interest and are now frequently installed on commercial buildings. These include 
4 Times Square in New York, the National Air and Space Museum in Washington, D.C., 
and the State University of New York in Albany, among many others.256 For example, 
FedEx installed a 904-Kilowatt photovoltaic system on its Oakland hub that covers over 

                                            

255 MC Solar Engineering, Residential, http://www.mcsolar.com/residential/residential pv.htm. accessed 
December 21, 2006. 

256 P. Eiffert and G.J. Kiss, Building-Integrated Photovoltaic Designs for Commercial and Institutional 
Structures. A Source Book for Architects, U.5. Department of Energy, 2000. 
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90% of the hub's electricity demand.257 Another example is the 230,000-square foot LEED-
certified Artists for Humanity EpiCenter in Boston, MA, whose 49-Kilowatt roof-mounted, 
grid-connected photovoltaic array provides renewable energy for the building.258 A number 
of buildings in Sacramento have recently included photovoltaics, including 30 kW on the 
roof of the Cal EPA office tower, a 75-kW system on the roof of the Cal Expo parking 
structure, and the Sacramento Zoo. 

Shopping centers with their large flat roofs are also prime locations for photovoltaics. One 
of largest roof-mounted photovoltaic systems in the world, a 270-MWh solar system is 
installed on the Shopping Center Copal in Grevenmacl1er, Belgium. The first shopping 
center in the United States with a photovoltaic system was dedicated at Lovington Square 
Shopping Center (New Mexico) in 1981. The center included a roof-mounted 100-Kilowatt 
photovoltaic system.259 The Arden Fair Mall in Sacramento installed a roof-mounted 34-
Kilowatt photovoltaic system.260 The Porter Square Shopping Center in the greater Boston 
area has a 20-Kilowatt, roof-mounted photovoltaic system installed that provides 
approximately 30 percent of the shopping centers common area needs including elevators, 
air conditioning, and exterior lighting.261 

According to solar energy authority Steve Strong, if the roof area of every shopping mall in 
the U.S. were used to gather photovoltaic electric power, it would be possible to provide 
electricity to every home in the country. Particularly in California, this technology has a 
huge potential for electricity generation. Installing photovoltaic panels would considerably 
reduce the Project's wasteful energy consumption and reduce its air pollutant and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

On smaller buildings, where photovoltaic panels are not feasible, photovoltaic shingles or 
cells and photovoltaic glazing can be incorporated into the building envelope, Examples 
include the Thoreau Center for Sustainability in the Presidio National Park, San Francisco 
                                            

257 Solar Power Plants in California; http://www.industcards.com/solar-usa-ca.htm. 
258 American Institute of Architects, AlA/COTE Top Ten Green Projects, 2007 Top Ten Award Winners; 

http://www.aiatopten.org/hpb/, accessed July 25, 2010. 
259 V.V. Risser, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Inc., The Lea County Electric 

100·lGIowatt Gri·connected photovoltaic system, 1982; http://pdf.aiaa.org/preview/1982/PV1982 67.pdf. 
260 Sacramento Municipal Utility District, SMUD Continues its Commitment; http:// 

www.californiasolarcenter.org/ solareclips (2002.08/20020820-3.html. 
261 H.S. Cole, D.A. Ciolfi, J.C. Civilinski, H.W. deVries, and L.J. McAleer, Toward Sustainable Shopping 

Centers:  Progress And Problems, October 1999; 
http://www.hcoleenvironmental.comAttachments/Sustaninable 
%20Shopping%20Shopping%20Centers.pdf 
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the Capitol Mall Centennial Plan in Phoenix, AZ, which features parking structures with 
photovoltaic canopies; the California State University parking lot in Sacramento the 
Sacramento Dan McAuliffe Memorial Ballpark; and the Cal Expo Solarport in Sacramento, 
CA, the world's largest parking lot solar electric shade structure. 

Response to Comment No. 27-45 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 through 27-32, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact and, therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required.  The proposed Project, however, would result 
in a significant unavoidable regional operational impact for VOC, NOX, and PM10.  The 
predominate source of operational emissions from the proposed Project are from vehicular 
travel to and from the Project site.  As an example, mobile sources (primarily from 
re-entrained roadway dust) results in 98 percent of the total proposed Project emissions 
and 88 percent of VOC is from mobile sources.  Therefore, the measures recommended in 
Comment No. 27-45 would do very little to reduce potential Project-related emissions.  
Nevertheless, the recommended measures were considered and a discussion of each 
measure is provided below.   

Many of the recommended measures provided in this comment are very similar to 
the Project Design Features already provided in Section IV.B., Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  
The Draft EIR provides the following Project Design Feature regarding landscaping:  “60 
percent use of native/drought tolerant plant materials for all new landscaping” as well as 
others (e.g., use of artificial turf for the sports field) to encourage water conservation from 
landscaping.  However, in response to this comment the Project Design Feature has been 
supplemented with a Correction and Addition that includes “and use groundcovers rather 
than pavement to reduce heat reflection, where appropriate.”  Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

The following additional recommended measures have also been included as 
Project Design Features within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this 
Final EIR: 

– Plant shade trees with low ozone forming potential; and    

– New and replacement landscaping equipment shall be CARB-certified or 
electric.”  

Regarding the recommended lawnmower exchange program, it should be noted that 
the SCAQMD already provides a lawn mower exchange program that is available to all 
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SCAQMD residents.  As this program is already available to all SCAQMD residents, no 
specific/redundant USC program is warranted.   

The Draft EIR already provides a Project Design Feature regarding the use of 
photovoltaic (PV) panels (see Response to Comment No. 27-44) and the incorporation of 
energy saving features into building design.  As discussed above in Response to Comment 
No. 27-44, a Project Design Feature is included in the Draft EIR that requires new buildings 
to be at least 14 percent more energy efficient beyond Title 24.  As installation of PV panels 
may not be feasible or cost effective for all new buildings and technological advances are 
almost certain to occur over the approximate 20 year construction period, committing the 
proposed Project to a specific technology may limit other more advantageous energy 
reduction measures in the future.  Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately applied an energy 
performance standard as a Project Design Feature rather than specific measures (e.g., PV 
panels). 

Comment No. 27-46 

XIV.E  Building Design Certification 

Several building design certification programs are available as standards or 
environmentally sustainable building design and construction. These include, for example, 
the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design ("LEED") Green Building Rating 
System, developed and administered by the U.S, Green EBuilding Council ("USGBC").262 

For a recent large-scale development, the Westborough at Easton Specific Plan, the 
Attorney General suggested consideration of both systems as mitigation measures for 
reducing the Project's GHG emissions: 263 

 All retail and commercial buildings shall be LEED Silver initially, and LEED 
Gold beginning in 2012, 

 All residential buildings shall be Green Point Rated (under the "Build It Green" 
system) with a minimum of 90 points (or use an equivalent rating system for 
homes), 

                                            

262 See the U.S, Green Building Council, LEED, http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage,aspx?CategoryID=19 
263 Edmund G. Brown, Attorney (Letter, Letter to Ben Ritchie, Environmental Coordinator City of Rancho 

Cordova, RE: Notice of Preparation of ElR for Westborough at Easton SCH Number: 2007102084, 
December 17, 2007. 
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LEED Certification 

Since its inception in 1998, LEED has grown to encompass projects in all 50 U.S, 
states and 41 countries including 391 new commercial office buildings, LEED standards 
include the above discussed mitigation measures in addition to a variety of other measures 
that improve the sustainability of a project. The USGBC provides assistance in 
incorporating LEED principles and guidance for certification to developers through its Core 
and Shell pilot program, which would also be available to the developer of the Project. 

Many commercial projects have incorporated some or all recommended LEED 
measures, For example, Archon Group L.P.' s 405,000-square-foot Fairlane Green Phase I 
project in Allen Park, MI, became the first multi-tenant retail project in the United States to 
receive Gold Level LEED certification. Going beyond the core and shell development, 
tenants of Fairlane Green are encouraged to pursue sustainability within their buildings. 
Target, for example, has partnered with Ford to contribute to this environmentally sound 
development. In addition to sustainable elements found at all Target stores, such as white 
roof membranes and high-efficiency heating and cooling systems, this store will include 
several innovative sustainable features. More than 250 skylights will save energy by 
allowing light fixtures to be turned off when conditions allow natural daylight to illuminate 
the sales floor, and a cistern on the roof will recycle rainwater.264 

In 2005, the Abercorn Common shopping center became the first all-retail LEED 
certified in Savannah, GA. The sustainable features incorporated into the 16,620-square 
foot center included: 

 Numerous transportation alternatives including preferred parking for hybrid 
vehicles and bike racks and showers for employee use; 

 100% of irrigation provided by rainwater harvested at Abercorn Common, 
saving 5.5 million gallons of water annually; 

 A “vegetated n green" roof covering 9,000 square feet of roof space, 
providing insulation and storm water management; 

 The green roof, tight building envelope, solar hot water heating and high 
efficiency HVAC reduce energy consumption over 25%; 

                                            

264 Ford Motor Land Development, Ford Announces New Green Retail Development in Allen Park; 
http://www.fordlanddevelopment.com/fairlane/assets/news/release 07 29 fairlane green.pdf. 
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 Shops core energy use operating on 100% green power; 

 A solar panel on the roof provides free hot water heating to tenants; 

 Use of low-ROG paints, sealants and adhesives throughout; 

 A 100% white concrete parking lot, which reflects heat and reduces the heat 
island effect; 

 The green roof and an infiltration ditch provide all opportunity for 100% of the 
stormwater to infiltrate on-site; 

 Selection of materials that have high recycled material content and are 
manufactured within a 500 mile radius of the project site; 

 Use of 100% sustainably harvested wood as certified by the Forest 
Stewardship Council; 

 Recycling of over 80% of the construction and demolition waste, preventing 
over 1,300 tons of waste from reaching the landfill; 

 Installation of 1-gallon per flush toilets and waterless urinals, reducing water 
use by over 40%; 

 Installation of a high-albedo white thermoplastic polyolefin roof membrane;  

 Installation of high-efficiency HVAC with hot-gas reheat; 

 Installation of formaldehyde-free insulation; and 

 Use of recycled-content gypsum board.265 

Another project planning to obtain LEED certification is the Destiny USA regional 
mall in Syracuse, NY, which will include a mix of shopping, entertainment, dining and 
hospitality choices.266 On September 25, 2006, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
("U.S. EPA") and Destiny USA signed a Memorandum of Understanding ("MoU"), 
committing the developer to use environmentally sound practices in constructing and 
running its proposed project. The agreement touches on design, construction and 
                                            

265 Shops Six Hundred at Abercorn Common:  http://www.abercorncomon.com/images/stories/Abercorn
CommonShops 600CaseStudy.pdf; and eco-structure, By Following Core Values, a Developer Makes the 
Impossible Possible, the Magic of Abercorn Common, May/June 2006:  http://www.abercorncommon.com/
images/stories/EcoStructureTheMagicOfAbercornCommon.pdf. 

266 http://www.destinyusa.com/ 
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operational principles ensuring the planned complex meets the highest environmental 
standards. In the MoU, Destiny USA commits to: 

 Using green building design, construction, and operation principles to obtain 
the highest levels of certification from the USGBC's LEED program; 

 Retrofitting more than 100 construction vehicles with diesel particulate filters 
and using clean fuel, which will reduce emissions by nearly 85 percent; 

 Implementing techniques to reduce idling of vehicles during construction; 

 Becoming partners in the US. EPA's EnergyStar and WaterSense programs, 
which require the use of energy- and water-efficient appliances; 

 Using over 3,000 tons of coal ash in place of using newly-manufactured 
Portland Cement, which will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by over 3,000 
tons; 

 Developing a comprehensive set of tools to manage environmental, health 
and safety matters, also known as an environmental management system 
("EMS); 

 Taking part in the U.S. EPA's Resource Conservation Challenge, a voluntary 
program that promotes the reduction, reuse and recycling of solid waste, 
including electronics; 

 Increasing the number of hybrid and biodiesel vehicles in its fleet; 

 Implementing a commuter benefits program that qualifies for the U.S. EPA's 
National Standard of Excellence; and 

 Promoting the U.S. EPA's SmartWay Transport Partnership to its carriers, 
shippers and tenants to reduce diesel emissions and conserve energy.267 

Many of these measures are equally applicable to the Project's commercial (and 
some to residential) components and should be required to reduce the Project's significant 
impacts on the environment and to reduce the Project's contribution to global climate 
change. 

                                            

267 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2: Newsroom, EPA and Destiny USA Announce 
"Memorandum of Understanding," September 25,2006; http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/
4d84d5d9a8c85257018005467c2/51dbfdcc14dce9dce9db852571f40059eb9a!OpenDocument. 
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Response to Comment No. 27-46 

As discussed above in Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 through 27-32, the 
proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact and, therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required. The proposed Project, however, would result in 
a significant unavoidable regional operational impact for VOC, NOX, and PM10.  The 
predominate source of operational emissions from the proposed Project are from vehicular 
travel to and from the Project site.  As an example, mobile sources (primarily from re-
entrained roadway dust) results in 98 percent of the total proposed Project emissions and 
88 percent of VOC is from mobile sources.  Therefore, the measures recommended in 
Comment No. 27-46 would do very little to reduce potential Project-related emissions.  
Nevertheless, the recommended measures were considered and a discussion of each 
measure is provided below. 

Recognizing that over 40 percent of GHG emissions are generated from buildings, 
the City of Los Angeles recently adopted a green building ordinance (Ordinance 179,820) 
in April 2008 to address the impact on climate change from new development. The new 
ordinance establishes the Green Building Program, whereby certain new development 
projects of 50,000 square feet or more or with more than 50 residential units must at a 
minimum meet the intent of the “certified” performance level under the US Green Building 
Council’s (USGBC) Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design program (LEED). In 
meeting this requirement, the developer must submit a LEED checklist, provide a signed 
declaration from a LEED accredited professional stating that the project meets the intent of 
LEED certification, and provide a set of plans that identifies the LEED measures.   

As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-43, the University would 
continue its commitment to smart growth and sustainable practices through the provision of 
new student and faculty housing in proximity to the core Campus area that would reduce 
commuting for large numbers of students, faculty and staff; the enhancement of pedestrian 
and bicycle linkages throughout the Project area to reduce the need for vehicles; and 
accessibility enhancements and linkages that make use of the site’s accessibility to nearby 
freeways, public transit, and in particular, the future Metro Mid City/Exposition Boulevard 
Light Rail Transit Line.  New buildings for the proposed Project would be designed and 
constructed to achieve the equivalent of LEED certification, at a minimum.  In addition, the 
proposed Project would reduce its energy usage for new buildings by at least 14 percent 
below its Title 24 baseline.  Please refer to Section IV.B of the Draft EIR on page IV.B-42 
for an extensive list of Project Design Features that would be incorporated into the 
proposed Project.     

While it is highly likely that many individual buildings as part of the proposed Project 
would be able to qualify for LEED Silver or Gold, a requirement for all buildings to be LEED 
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Silver or Gold would not necessarily reduce GHG or air pollutant emissions.  Again, please 
note that the proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact.  
Therefore, the commitment to a level of LEED must be evaluated as to how it would reduce 
Project-related significant regional operational air quality impacts for VOC, NOX, and PM10 
and not based on whether it would further sustainability efforts.   

The LEED 2009 Checklist for New Construction provides a point system based on a 
series of credits for sustainability measures (e.g., water efficiency, energy and atmosphere, 
materials and resources).  LEED Certified requires 40 to 49 points; Silver 50-59 points; and 
Gold 60 to 79 points.  As many of the sustainability measures would not reduce air 
pollutant emissions in any meaningful way, it is entirely possible to have a LEED certified 
project quality for LEED Silver or Gold without actually reducing air pollutant emissions. 
Provided below are examples of sustainability credits that would not reduce air pollutant 
emissions. 

 Site Selection Credit 1 (1 Point)-Avoid development of inappropriate sites; Do not 
develop buildings on prime farmland; 

 Site Selection Credit 3 (1 Point)-Brownfield redevelopment; 

 Site Selection Credit 5.1 (1 Point)-Protect or restore habitat; 

 Site Selection Credit 5.2 (1 Point)-Maximize open space; 

 Site Selection Credit 6.1 (1 Point)-Stormwater Design-Quantity Control (limit 
disruption of natural hydrology by reducing impervious cover, increasing on-site 
infiltration, reducing or eliminating pollution from stormwater runoff and 
eliminating contaminants); 

 Site Selection Credit 6.2 (1 Point)-Stormwater Design-Quality Control (limit 
disruption and pollution of natural water flows by managing stormwater runoff); 

 Site Selection Credit 8 (1 Point)-(minimize light trespass from the building and 
site, reduce sky-glow to increase night sky access, improve nighttime visibility 
through glare reduction and reduce development impact from lighting on 
nocturnal environments; 

 Materials and Resources Credit 6 (1 Point):  Rapidly Renewable Materials 
(reduce the use and depletion of finite raw materials and long-cycle renewable 
materials by replacing them with rapidly renewable materials; 

 Materials and Resources Credit 6 (1 Point):  Certified Wood (encourage 
environmentally responsible forest management); 
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 Indoor Air Quality Credit 1 (1 Point):  Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring (provide 
capacity for ventilation system monitoring to help promote occupant comfort and 
well-being); 

 Indoor Air Quality Credit 2 (1 Point):  Increased Ventilation (provide additional 
outdoor air ventilation to improve indoor air quality (IAQ) and promote occupant 
comfort well-being and productivity); 

 Indoor Air Quality Credit 3.2 (1 Point):  Construction Indoor Air Quality 
Management Plan-Before Occupancy (reduce indoor air quality (IAQ) problems 
resulting from construction or renovation to promote the comfort and well-being 
of construction workers and building occupants); 

 Indoor Air Quality Credit 5 (1 Point):  Indoor chemical and Pollutant Source 
Control (minimize building occupant exposure to potentially hazardous 
particulates and chemical pollutants); 

 Innovation in Design (1 to 5 Points):  Provide design teams and projects the 
opportunity to achieve exceptional performance above the requirements set by 
the LEED Green Building Rating System and/or innovative performance in Green 
Building categories not specifically addressed by the LEED Green Building 
Rating System; 

 Innovation in Design (1 Point):  LEED Accredited Professional (support and 
encourage the design integration required by LEED to streamline the application 
and certification process); and 

 Regional Priority (1 to 4 Points):  Regional Priority (provide an incentive for the 
achievement of credits that address geographically-specific environmental 
priorities or environmental importance for a project’s region).  

Based on the above information, a project could have 49 points (LEED Certified) 
and select just one of the above sustainability measures to reach LEED Silver, but not 
actually reduce air pollutant emissions.  In addition, a project could have 49 points (LEED 
Certified) and add sustainability measures (11 of the 23 points discussed above) to reach 
LEED Gold, but not actually reduce air pollutant emissions.  Therefore, simply requiring a 
project to reach a higher level of LEED does not necessarily reduce air pollutant emissions.   

Instead of relying upon a specified LEED level, the Draft EIR provided Project 
Design Features and mitigation measures, many of which are based on LEED 
sustainability measures, that would reduce air pollutant emissions (e.g., the proposed 
Project would reduce its energy usage for new buildings by at least 14 percent below its 
Title 24 baseline).  Therefore, the proposed Project will remain committed to achieving 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-589 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

LEED Certified, but will likely have many individual buildings that would be able to qualify 
for LEED Silver or Gold.  

The “Build it Green” system and LEED have many similar building design strategies.  
However, it is slightly different than LEED in that it focuses more on single family and 
multifamily dwelling units. As the City’s Green Building Program applies to development 
projects of more than 50 residential units (applicable to the proposed Project) and uses 
LEED for compliance with the ordinance, introduction of another point system would further 
complicate the mitigation and monitoring process.   

The commentor provides measures that individual projects selected to demonstrate 
consistency with LEED.  The proposed Project has many individual development sites, 
each with many specific factors that would determine which measures are appropriate for 
that individual site.  A one size fits all approach would not provide enough flexibility for the 
proposed Project to demonstrate consistency with LEED and would perhaps lock the 
project into a specific technology when a more efficient and less expensive alternative is 
available.  The proposed Project instead introduced performance standard based Project 
Design Features that would serve to substantially reduce pollutant emissions.  Again, 
please note that the proposed Project would result in a less than significant GHG impact 
and that these measures are being considered as they relate only to criteria pollutant 
emissions.  Specifically, the proposed Project would reduce its domestic water demand by 
at least 20 percent and 14 percent for new buildings below its Title 24 baseline. 

The following discussion addresses each of the specific measures provided in this 
comment. 

– Recommended Measure: Numerous transportation alternatives including 
preferred parking for hybrid vehicles and bike racks and showers for 
employee use.  Project Design Features provided in Section IV.B., Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR already address parking for hybrid vehicles and bike 
racks.  Specifically, the following two features are provided: (1) “On-site 
secure, bicycle storage areas for occupants and residents”; and (2) “Preferred 
parking for low-emitting (Zero Emission Vehicles) and fuel-efficient vehicles 
for the retail and office components of the proposed Project.”  Although 
showers for employee use is not specifically addressed as a Project Design 
Feature in the Draft EIR, the University already provides this amenity for 
employees and the recommended measure has been included as a Project 
Design Feature within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, 
of this Final EIR. 
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– Recommended Measure:  100% of irrigation provided by rainwater harvested 
at Abercorn Common, saving 5.5 million gallons of water annually.  Given the 
low average annual rainfall within Los Angeles, it is not feasible for the 
proposed Project to irrigate 100 percent of the landscape with harvested 
rainwater.  However, the proposed Project does provide a Project Design 
Feature that requires a weather-based irrigation controller with rain shutoff.  
In response to this comment, a Project Design Feature will be incorporated 
into the proposed Project to incorporate rain water as an irrigation source. 

– Recommended Measure:  A “vegetated n green" roof covering 9,000 square 
feet of roof space, providing insulation and storm water management.  The 
Draft EIR already provides the following Project Design Feature regarding 
green roofs:  “Green/cool roofs with ratings in accordance with LEED 
certification standards, including a possible sports field on the rooftop of the 
eastern parking garage in Subarea 3.”  Green (e.g., synthetic turf) roofs would 
be used as part of the proposed Project, but use of cool roofs would also 
serve to reduce the heat island effect.   In addition, roofs would be 
constructed with Energy Star-Labeled or equivalent roofing materials.  
Therefore, the intent of this recommended measure is included in the Draft 
EIR.       

– Recommended Measure:  Shops core energy use operating on 100% green 
power. USC receives all of their electrical needs from the LA Department of 
Water and Power, which limits the University’s ability to purchase power from 
other entities.  LADWP has adopted a policy to provide renewable energy 
sources and has a goal to have 35% of its power load supplied by renewable 
sources by year 2020.  Additionally, LADWP is currently evaluating expediting 
retirement of long-term contracts for purchased electricity from coal 
generated plants from 2027 to 2020, further reducing LADWP GHG 
emissions.  

– Recommended Measure:  A solar panel on the roof provides free hot water 
heating to tenants. The Draft EIR already provides a Project Design Feature 
regarding the use of photovoltaic (PV) panels (see Response to Comment 
No. 27-44) and the incorporation of energy saving features into building 
design.  As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-44, a Project 
Design Feature is included in the Draft EIR that requires new buildings to be 
at least 14% more energy efficient beyond Title 24.  As installation of PV 
panels may not be feasible or cost effective for all new buildings and 
technological advances are almost certain to occur over the approximate 20 
year construction period, committing the proposed Project to a specific 
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technology may limit other more advantageous energy reduction measures in 
the future.  Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately applied an energy 
performance standard as a Project Design Feature rather than specific 
measures (e.g., PV panels). 

– Recommended Measure:  Use of low-ROG paints, sealants and adhesives 
throughout. As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-41, the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District imposes the strictest rules in the 
nation with regard to the application of architectural paints and coatings.  
Specifically District Rule 1113 restricts volatile organic compounds (VOCs): 
virtually all types of paints and coatings, including but not limited to, wood 
finishes, lacquers, concrete-curing compounds, fire-proofing exterior coatings, 
paints, floor coatings, coatings for signs, mastic coatings, roof coatings, 
stains, swimming pool coatings, wood preservatives, and water-proofing 
sealers.  This rule is the result of considerable rule-making activity and 
reflects the most stringent industry-wide standards achievable in practice.  
The Project Developer will comply with all SCAQMD Rules applicable to 
paints and other architectural surfaces and coatings since the SCAQMD has 
deemed only those measures feasible when it adopted them on a District-
wide basis. 

– Recommended Measure:  A 100% white concrete parking lot, which reflects 
heat and reduces the heat island effect. Use of a 100 percent white concrete 
parking lot may not be appropriate for all individual project development sites.  
Therefore, the following recommended measure in a previous comment will 
be introduced as a Project Design Feature: “Reduce standard paving and use 
lighter-colored pavements when feasible.” 

– Recommended Measure: Selection of materials that have high recycled 
material content and are manufactured within a 500 mile radius of the Project 
site.  While this recommended measure is primarily related to a reduction in 
GHG emissions and the proposed Project results in a less than significant 
GHG impact, the recommended measure has been included as a Project 
Design Feature within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, 
of this Final EIR to give preference to use of materials that are manufactured 
within a 500 mile radius of the Project site. Please note that Section IV.L.3, 
Utilities-Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, already provides the following Project 
Design Feature that would require use of high recycled material:  “The 
proposed Project would divert at least 75 percent of construction and 
demolition debris from Project construction from landfills and would utilize 
building materials with 20 percent recycled-content.” 
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– Recommended Measure:  Use of 100% sustainably harvested wood as 
certified by the Forest Stewardship Council.  This recommended measure 
would only serve to reduce GHG emissions and would not materially reduce 
emissions from criteria pollutants.  As the proposed Project would result in a 
less than significant GHG impact, this measure was not considered further. 

– Recommended Measure:  Recycling of over 80% of the construction and 
demolition waste, preventing over 1,300 tons of waste from reaching the 
landfill.  As discussed above, Section IV.L.3, Utilities-Solid Waste, of the Draft 
EIR, a Project Design Feature is provided that requires the proposed Project 
to divert at least 75 percent of construction and demolition debris from Project 
construction from landfills.  This is the highest rate of diversion provided in the 
LEED Checklist for New Construction.  While certain individual development 
sites within the Project area would likely be able to exceed the diversion rate, 
as a whole 75 percent is more likely and is supported by LEED as what is 
potentially achievable.  

– Recommended Measure:  Installation of 1-gallon per flush toilets and 
waterless urinals, reducing water use by over 40%. Project Design Features 
provided in Section IV.B., Air Quality, of the Draft EIR already address these 
measures.  Specifically, the following two features are provided: (1) “High-
efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gallons per flush), including dual-flush water 
closets”; and (2) “High-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.125 gallon per flush) or 
waterless urinals.” 

– Recommended Measure:  Installation of a high-albedo white thermoplastic 
polyolefin roof membrane. As discussed above, the Draft EIR already 
provides the following Project Design Feature regarding cool roofs:  
“Green/cool roofs with ratings in accordance with LEED certification 
standards, including a possible sports field on the rooftop of the eastern 
parking garage in Subarea 3.”  A high-albedo white thermoplastic polyolefin 
roof is a specific type of cool roof, which may not be applicable to all roof 
applications.  Therefore, the Project Design Feature provided in the Draft EIR 
provides more flexibility and the intent of this recommended measure is 
included in the Draft EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Installation of high-efficiency HVAC with hot-gas 
reheat.  As discussed above in Response to Comment No. 27-44, a Project 
Design Feature is included in the Draft EIR that requires new buildings to be 
at least 14% more energy efficient beyond Title 24.  As installation of high-
efficiency HVAC may not be feasible or cost effective for all new buildings 
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and technological advances are almost certain to occur over the approximate 
20 year construction period, committing the proposed Project to a specific 
technology may limit other more advantageous energy reduction measures in 
the future.  Therefore, the Draft EIR appropriately applied an energy 
performance standard as a Project Design Feature rather than specific 
measures.  Please note that the proposed Project did incorporate the 
following specific Project Design Feature “Prohibit the use of single-passing 
cooling equipment. Prohibition of such equipment shall be indicated on the 
building plans and incorporated into tenant lease agreements.” 

– Recommended Measure:  Installation of formaldehyde-free insulation.  As this 
recommended measure could potentially reduce VOC emissions, it has been 
included as Project Design Feature within Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Use of recycled-content gypsum board. This 
recommended measure would only serve to reduce indirect GHG emissions 
and would not materially reduce emissions from criteria pollutants.  However, 
this recommended measure has been included as Project Design Feature 
within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Using green building design, construction, and 
operation principles to obtain the highest levels of certification from the 
USGBC's LEED program.  As discussed above, the proposed Project is 
committed to achieving LEED Certified.   

– Recommended Measure:  Retrofitting more than 100 construction vehicles 
with diesel particulate filters and using clean fuel, which will reduce emissions 
by nearly 85 percent. In response to this comment and Comment No. 27-39, 
Mitigation Measures B-13 has been included in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.   This mitigation measure would 
require EPA and CARB certified Tiered equipment based on the following 
schedule: Tier 3 in 2011; and Tier 4 in 2015.  SCAQMD provides mitigation 
measure tables located at the following website: http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/
handbook/mitigation/offroad/MM_offroad.html.  According to Table II-D, Off-
road Engine Emission Rates and Comparison of Uncontrolled to Tiered Rates 
and Tiered to Tiered Rates, Tier 3 in comparison to Tier 1 results in a 
reduction of 59% NOx, 85% VOC, and 63% PM; Tier 4 in comparison to Tier 
1 results in a reduction of 78% NOx (interim), 96% NOx (final), 86% VOC, 
and 96% PM.  Such a reduction in emissions would meet the objective of the 
recommended measure. 
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– Recommended Measure:  Implementing techniques to reduce idling of 
vehicles during construction.  The Draft EIR provides a mitigation measure 
that reduces idling of vehicles during construction.  Specifically, Mitigation 
Measure B-7 requires “General contractors shall maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions. During 
construction, trucks and vehicles in loading and unloading queues will have 
their engines turned off after five minutes when not in use, to reduce vehicle 
emissions. Construction activities should be phased and scheduled to avoid 
emissions peaks and pollutant emission generating construction activities 
discontinued during second-stage smog alerts.” 

– Recommended Measure:  Becoming partners in the US. EPA's EnergyStar 
and WaterSense programs, which require the use of energy- and water-
efficient appliances.  As stated above, the proposed Project is committed to 
substantially reducing energy and water use by achieving the performance 
standards included as Project Design Features.  The use of EnergyStar and 
WaterSense appliances would certainly be part of achieving the necessary 
reductions.  Therefore, this recommended measure has been included as a 
Project Design Feature within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Using over 3,000 tons of coal ash in place of using 
newly-manufactured Portland Cement, which will reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by over 3,000 tons. This recommended measure would only serve 
to reduce GHG emissions and would not materially reduce emissions from 
criteria pollutants.  In fact, importing coal ash would likely result in more 
transportation related criteria pollutant emissions.  As the proposed Project 
would result in a less than significant GHG impact, this measure was not 
considered further. 

– Recommended Measure:  Developing a comprehensive set of tools to 
manage environmental, health and safety matters, also known as an 
environmental management system ("EMS”).  The University already has in 
place an EMS Program.  A summary of the Program is provided below. 

The University of Southern California initiated the University's Environmental 
Management System (EMS) by highly committing to their environmental policy and 
continuously building and reinventing new environmental management process based on 
their already existing excellent environmental program.  The University’s Environmental 
Health and Safety (EHS) Department primarily coordinates the EMS program and serves 
as primary resources with respect to regulatory and technical issues.  EHS also takes 
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leadership of the EMS program as a vital component of the campus sustainability 
movement and goes beyond regulatory compliance requirements in order to support 
campus green activities.  The key components for their EMS program are to reduce 
pollution by increasing efficiency and wasting fewer resources, to integrate reuse, recycle, 
reduce into daily operations and activities, to engage campus community to participate in 
the support of environmental compliance and green activities, and to stay consistent with 
USC's environmental policy and leadership principles.  The EMS Review Committee has 
been formed and serves as a review panel to assist in developing and implementing the 
EMS program.  The committee ensures the University's environmental compliance with 
federal, state, and local regulatory requirements and the best practices to protect the 
University community as well as environment. 

– Under the EMS Review Committee, EHS constantly identifies USC activities 
and services impacting the environment - air, soil, water and resources.  EHS 
performs an EMS progress evaluation and regulatory compliance review on a 
regular basis in order to ensure that their EMS is operating as intended. EHS 
also has developed a compliance check list and calendar to manage their 
scheduling to anticipate the regulatory reporting obligations.  EHS has been 
continuously building and improving on the existing environmental programs, 
including pollution prevention, recycling, compliance improvement, 
environmental audit and monitoring, etc. 

– Recommended Measure:  Taking part in the U.S. EPA's Resource 
Conservation Challenge, a voluntary program that promotes the reduction, 
reuse and recycling of solid waste, including electronics. This recommended 
measure has been included as a Project Design Feature within Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Increasing the number of hybrid and biodiesel 
vehicles in its fleet.  As discussed In Response to Comment 27-47, Mitigation 
Measure K.1-1:  Transportation Demand Management Program, USC would 
expand its existing TDM program, which includes a Car Sharing Program with 
vehicles that are hybrid or highly rated “green” vehicles.  Mitigation Measure 
K.1-1 would expand USC’s existing car-sharing program by adding 6 more 
cars in the immediate future to the 16 cars that are currently available to 
students, faculty and staff.  Thus, this recommended measure has already 
been implemented in the Draft EIR. 

– Recommended Measure:  Implementing a commuter benefits program that 
qualifies for the U.S. EPA's National Standard of Excellence.  As discussed in 
Response to Comment No. 27-47, the University already has in place an 
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extensive TDM Program, which includes subsidizing transit passes in 
exchange for parking permits to encourage transit use among students, 
faculty and staff as their primary mode of transportation to/from the 
University. In addition, the proposed Project would include free parking 
spaces in retail/commercial areas reserved for electric cars and reduced cost 
parking for carpools. The University would also charge reduced or no parking 
fees for EVs and CNG vehicles.  As discussed in Section IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR, the University, for a number 
of years, has been committed to encouraging alternative modes of travel for 
students, staff and faculty.  The TDM Program has had great success in 
reducing commuter related trips.  This program would implement the intent of 
the recommended measure.  

– Recommended Measure:  Promoting the U.S. EPA's SmartWay Transport 
Partnership to its carriers, shippers and tenants to reduce diesel emissions 
and conserve energy.  This recommended measure has been included as a 
Project Design Feature within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 27-47 

XIV.F Transit-Related Mitigation Measures 

Commercial, office, and light industrial uses: 

 Establish carpool/vanpool program. 

 Require the developer 10 subsidize a car-share "pod(s)" (i.e., "Zipcar") at 
accessible locations in the development, using hybrid, electric or ultra-low 
emission vehicles. 

 Local hiring requirement for construction workers.  

 Provide on-site shops and services for employees, such as cafeteria, bank/ 
ATM, dry cleaners, convenience market, etc. 

 Provide on-site child care or contribute to off-site child care within walking 
distance. 

 Provide preferential parking for carpool/vanpool vehicles. 

 Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees. 
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 Provide direct safe, direct bicycle access to adjacent bicycle routes. 

 Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work. 

 Short-term bicycle parking for retail customers and other non-commute trips. 

 Design and locate buildings to facilitate transit access, e.g., locate building 
entrances near transit stops, eliminate building setbacks, etc. 

 Provide shuttle service to food service establishments/ commercial areas. 

 Provide shuttle service to transit stations/multimodal centers. 

 Implement parking fee for single-occupancy vehicle commuters. 

 Implement parking cash-out program for non-driving employees. 

 Provide direct, safe, attractive pedestrian access from project to transit stops 
and adjacent development. 

 Implement compressed work week schedule. 

 Implement home-based telecommuting program. 

 Provide electric vehicle ("EV") and compressed natural gas ("CNG") vehicles 
in vehicle fleets. 

 Install EV charging facilities. 

 Install CNG fueling facility. 

 Provide preferential parking locations for EVs and CNG vehicles. 

 Charge reduced or no parking fee for EVs and CNG vehicles. 

Residential Uses: 

 Provide neighborhood-servicing shops and services within ½ mile of 
residential areas. 

 Connect bicycle lanes/paths to city-wide network. 

 Construct transit facilities such as bus turnouts/bus bulbs, benches, shelters, 
etc. 
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 Design and locate pedestrian routes and bike paths and minimize road 
crossings to allow safe walking and bicycling to school. 

 Provide funding to the school district to expand the area where bus service to 
and from the project's schools is provided. 

 Establish free parking spaces in retail/commercial areas reserved for electric 
cars and free parking spaces at the transit station reserved for carpools. 

 Use parking pricing to discourage driving to the light rail station and 
discourage shopping trips by car, and to encourage walking and biking. 

 Substitute materials, e.g., use water-based paint. 

Many of these measures are equally applicable to the Project and should be 
required to reduce the Project's significant impacts on the environment and to reduce its 
contribution to global climate change. 

Response to Comment No. 27-47 

When discussing transit-related mitigation measures, it is important for the 
commentor to first have an understanding of the extensive TDM program the University 
already has in place.  As discussed in Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Draft EIR, the University, for a number of years, has been committed to encouraging 
alternative modes of travel for students, staff and faculty. As part of its commitment, USC 
currently has a comprehensive TDM program for the Campus. A TDM Program is a set of 
strategies, measures, and incentives to encourage Campus commuters to walk, bicycle, 
use public transportation, carpool, or use other alternatives to driving alone. TDM 
measures produce more mobility using existing transportation systems, boost economic 
efficiency of the current transportation infrastructure, improve air quality, save energy, and 
reduce traffic congestion. The following is a summary of USC’s existing TDM program, 
which it plans to continue:  

 USC Shuttle/Tram Service - Transit service within the USC community is 
provided by a tram service operated by Trojan Transportation. Twenty-one active 
routes are provided during spring and fall semesters. The number of active 
routes during the summer semester is reduced in response to decreased 
Campus activity. Ten of the 21 routes serve the UPC. Four routes serve the 
campus and University Park area with approximately 50 stops. A fifth route 
connects the campus to the Parking Center. In addition to the above tram routes, 
USC also provides shuttle service to/from various regional links. These include 
Health Sciences Campus (HSC), the Union Station, Bunker Hill (Downtown), 
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Marina Del Rey, Alhambra, and a late night fixed route service known as the 
“Campus Cruiser”. 

 Car Sharing Program - Zipcar is a car sharing program available to faculty, staff 
and students. The program currently has 16 cars on the UPC and the North 
Campus. The program allows drivers 18 years and older to become a member 
and have access to an automobile per their need. There are currently over 1,000 
members enrolled in this program. The vehicles are hybrid or highly rated “green” 
vehicles and the membership includes car insurance, gas and maintenance 
costs. Each Zipcar is currently being used between 48% and 75% of the time. 

 Carpool - Carpooling is the shared use of a car by the driver and one or more 
passengers, usually for commuting. Carpoolers use pool members’ private cars, 
or a jointly hired vehicle, for private shared journeys. USC has issued 
approximately 570 carpool permits and offers discounts on permits. According to 
recent data from the AQMD, just the employee carpool has increased from 
approximately 2,010 trips in Year 2005 to approximately 5,750 trips in Year 2009. 

 Vanpool - USC currently has 20 vanpools in operation. At this time, there are a 
total of 180 full-time and part-time riders with open seats available. The vans for 
this program are available through Midway Rideshare. Maintenance (vehicle 
insurance, fuel, washing and cleaning) of the vans is arranged by USC on a 
weekly basis. The program features a “guaranteed emergency ride home” 
available through USC Transportation. Each Vanpool rider receives 3 free 
parking passes monthly. 

 Metro (Bus) and Metrolink (Rail) - USC subsidizes Metro Bus and Metrolink 
monthly passes for faculty, staff and students (over and above student discount) 
Individuals can decline their monthly parking permit in favor of a $30 discount on 
a transit pass. In addition, the University also runs free shuttle service from Union 
Station, Downtown, Marina Del Rey, and Alhambra to assist Metro and Metrolink 
riders to travel to/from UPC. The program has seen a constant increase in transit 
passes from an average of 1,500 per month in 2005 to 2,520 per month in Year 
2009. 

 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities - The University maintains a network of bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities both within the campus and on the perimeter of the 
campus. These facilities require constant maintenance and provide improved 
connectivity with the city facilities off-campus such that University staff and 
student are encouraged to use these facilities, thus reducing the auto-trips 
to/from campus. 

In addition, as part of the proposed Project, USC would incorporate Mitigation 
Measure K.1-1: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program that expands its 
existing TDM program.  Specifically, a preliminary TDM program will be prepared and 
provided for DOT review prior to the issuance of a building permit for the Project’s first new 
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building that is more than 50,000 square feet and a final TDM program approved by DOT is 
required prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the Project’s first new 
building that is more than 50,000 square feet. The TDM plan shall include, but is not limited 
to, the following additional measures: 

 Tram/Shuttle System Modifications: USC would modify its tram and shuttle 
system and make route, shuttle-stop modifications, and additions which would 
result in increased connectivity to the Expo LRT (currently under construction) 
and other public transit services like the Downtown Area Shuttle (DASH), Metro 
bus lines, Metro Rapid, etc. 

 On-Campus TDM Coordinator: USC would employ a full-time on campus TDM 
coordinator to implement the various TDM programs provided by the University. 
Some of the activities a coordinator would oversee include assisting students, 
faculty and staff with questions about various TDM programs offered, 
coordinating University’s efforts with other public/private agencies, etc. 

 Transit-Use Training during Student Orientations: USC would include transit-use 
(rail, bus, University tram, and shuttle-bus) training as part of new student 
orientations. This would inform new students about the various programs and 
subsidies offered by the University to encourage transit use. The training may 
also include information relating to other TDM programs such as Carpool, 
Vanpool, Ride-Share etc. 

 Subsidize Transit Passes: USC would continue to subsidize transit passes in 
exchange for parking permits to encourage transit use among students, faculty 
and staff as their primary mode of transportation to/from the University. 

 Mobility Hub: USC would contribute towards establishing a “Mobility Hub” on- or 
along the perimeter of the campus. The “Mobility Hub” is likely to include secure 
bike parking, bike sharing, fold-n-go bike leasing program, and car sharing 
system. USC would provide a storefront space (approx 250 square feet) on-
campus and shared car parking spaces within its parking facilities to facilitate the 
Mobility Hub operations. 

 Transportation Information Center: USC would establish a transportation 
information center on-campus which would provide transit-maps, schedules, and 
information related to available alternative transportation modes and TDM 
programs offered by the University. 

 Work with MTA and LADOT to Implement First/Last Mile Strategies: USC would 
work with MTA and LADOT to assist in implementing first/last mile strategies to 
connect students, faculty, staff and visitors to various transit lines, stations, bus-
stops, etc. 
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 Shuttle To/From LA Live and USC: USC would provide a shuttle-bus between LA 
Live and the University campus for students traveling to/from LA Live. 

 Expansion of Car Share Program: USC would expand its existing car-sharing 
program, ZipCar, by adding 6 more cars in the immediate future to the 16 cars 
that are currently available to students, faculty and staff. 

 Daily Car Rentals: USC would collaborate with a national car rental company to 
establish a car rental facility on-campus. The rental car company would provide 
daily car rentals to students, faculty and staff. 

 Expansion of Vanpool Program: USC would expand the existing Vanpool 
program by adding services to Santa Clarita and Oxnard in the immediate future. 
This service could also be extended to other locations over time if demand 
becomes feasible. 

 Ride-Share Matching System: USC is collaborating with Zimride, an online social 
networking site for ridesharing. Membership to the site would be free and the 
system would allow for student, faculty and staff to share seats in cars or ride 
with other USC patrons to/from common locations. The site would help USC 
patrons to offer or request rides for commutes, road trips, and popular events. 

The new TDM measures described above would further reduce the trip generation of 
both the Project and the existing campus population.   The TDM measures implemented by 
the University directly implement many of the recommended measures.  For the measures 
not specifically addressed above, further discussion is provided below. 

 Local hiring requirement for construction workers.  The University already has a 
local hire preference and will also commit to doing this for construction. 

 Provide on-site child care or contribute to off-site child care within walking 
distance. The University already has on-site child care, but a specific TDM 
measure has been included within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

 Provide secure, weather-protected bicycle parking for employees. In response to 
this recommended measure, a TDM measure has been included within Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

 Provide showers and lockers for employees bicycling or walking to work. The 
University already implements this TDM measure.  However, in response to this 
recommended measure, a TDM measure has been included within Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 
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 Implement compressed work week schedule.  A compressed work week 
schedule is not applicable to the proposed Project as a University operates 
largely on class schedules and not a typical 40-hour 5 day work week.  However, 
it should be pointed out that the University does offer a number of programs that 
would serve the same purpose of reducing traffic congestion.  As an example, 
the University offers educational courses through an innovative highly interactive 
online studies program.  Thus, effectively eliminating the need to drive to the 
University and reduce Project-generated vehicular trips and congestion. 

 Install EV charging facilities.  The University has EV charging facilities and will 
provide additional EV charging facilities to meet demand. A TDM measure has 
been included within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR of this 
Final EIR. 

 Install CNG fueling facility. The University has a CNG fueling facility and will 
provide additional capacity to meet demand. A TDM measure has been included 
within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR of this Final EIR. 

 Charge reduced or no parking fee for EVs and CNG vehicles. In response to this 
recommended measure, a TDM measure has been included within Section II, 
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. 

 Provide funding to the school district to expand the area where bus service to 
and from the project's schools is provided.  As stated in the comment, this 
recommended measure is for conventional residential uses and would not be 
applicable to the proposed Project.  However, it should be noted that the 
University provides bus services from Union Station and a neighborhood shuttle 
which would serve to expand alternative transportation.   

 Establish free parking spaces in retail/commercial areas reserved for electric 
cars and free parking spaces at the transit station reserved for carpools.  In 
response to this recommended measure, a TDM measure has been included 
within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  

 Use parking pricing to discourage driving to the light rail station and discourage 
shopping trips by car, and to encourage walking and biking; Implement parking 
fee for single-occupancy vehicle commuters; and Implement parking cash-out 
program for non-driving employees.  While these measures are not specifically 
included in the TDM program, USC subsidizes Metro Bus and Metrolink monthly 
passes for faculty, staff and students (over and above student discount).  
Individuals can decline their monthly parking permit in favor of a $30 discount on 
a transit pass. In addition, the University also runs free shuttle service from Union 
Station, Downtown, Marina Del Rey, and Alhambra to assist Metro and Metrolink 
riders to travel to/from UPC. The program has seen a constant increase in transit 
passes from an average of 1,500 per month in 2005 to 2,520 per month in Year 
2009.  This successful program has substantially reduced the use of single-
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occupancy vehicle commuting to the University and effectively implements the 
recommended measures. 

In summary, the University has in place an extensive TDM program and the new 
TDM measures described above would further reduce the trip generation of both the 
Project and the existing campus population. 

Comment No. 27-48 

XV.  Conclusion 

As discussed in my comments above, the Draft EIR is premature, not properly 
documented, and its analyses are severely deficient. Specifically, the Draft EIR fails to 
properly analyze the adverse individual and cumulative impacts on local and regional air 
quality and global climate change that would be caused by emissions associated with the 
Project's construction and operation. Most importantly, however, the Draft ElR fails to fulfill 
its mandate under CEQA to require all feasible mitigation to minimize the Project's 
significant adverse impacts. Numerous additional mitigation measures are available that 
would reduce both criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions and that are routinely 
required for other projects in California and are required here to reduce the Project's 
substantial contribution to the already severely compromised local and regional air quality 
and protect the health of its student body and residents in the local and regional vicinity. 

All told, the Draft EIR reads more like a programmatic EIR than a project EIR. The 
Draft EIR is among the poorest CEQA documents I have reviewed in my practice. It is 
simply not acceptable that a project as large and complex as the implementation of the 
UCP Master Plan is not as adequately analyzed and, more importantly, mitigated, as most 
small-scale residential or commercial developments undergoing CEQA review. This is 
inexcusable, especially in this neighborhood and region which already suffer from severely 
compromised air quality, among the worst in the country. 

Response to Comment No. 27-48 

As indicated by the responses above, the Draft EIR contains a complete and 
thorough analysis of the Project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and lacks 
the deficiencies indicated by the commentor. The Draft EIR determined that the Project, 
which has not been approved to date, would cause significant unavoidable environmental 
impacts associated with aesthetics, air quality, historic resources, noise, transportation and 
circulation, and solid waste. The Draft EIR provides feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
the Project’s significant environmental impacts for these environmental topic areas, where 
possible.  Additional mitigation measures have also been provided in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIR.  
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As stated in the responses above, the Draft EIR is a Project EIR, as defined by 
Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 27-49 

To summarize the sad state of local and regional air quality and its adverse health 
effects: The South Coast air basin is currently designated as non-attainment of all short-
term and long-term state and federal ambient air quality standards for ozone (“O3"), 
respirable particulate matter ("PM10"), and fine particulate matter ("PM2.5") and existing 
concentrations of these pollutants are at exceedingly unhealthy levels. Nitrogen dioxide 
("NO2") concentrations in the past years also exceed the short-term federal ambient air 
quality standard. Major concerns for human health from exposure to PM10 include: 
adverse effects on breathing and respiratory systems, damage to lung tissue, cancer, and 
premature death. Fine particles are believed to pose the greatest health risks. Because of 
their small size (approximately 1/30th the average width of a human hair), fine particles can 
lodge deeply into the lungs. The elderly, children, and people with chronic lung disease, 
influenza, or asthma, are especially sensitive to the effects of particulate matter, High levels 
of ozone, which is formed when volatile organic compounds ("VOCs") and nitrogen oxides 
("NOx") undergo photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight, irritate the lungs and 
breathing passages. Long-term exposure may lead to lung scarring and lower lung 
efficiency. People with asthma and other respiratory ailments are particularly affected. 
Nitrogen dioxide, a highly reactive and corrosive molecule which also contributes to the 
formation of ozone and particulate matter, mainly acts as an irritant affecting the mucosa of 
the eyes, nose, throat, and respiratory tract. Continued exposure to high levels of nitrogen 
dioxide can contribute to the development of acute or chronic bronchitis. Low level 
exposure may cause increased bronchial reactivity in some asthmatics, decreased lung 
function in patients with chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and increased risk of 
respiratory infections, especially in young children. Emissions associated with the Project 
would further add to the existing unhealthy concentrations of these and other pollutants in 
the ambient air, thus further impairing the already severely compromised air quality and 
contributing to the resulting adverse health effects that are experienced by residents of the 
local community as well as the region. 

Thus, the University can make a difference by choosing to minimize its impact on 
the environment and putting its best efforts forward to become a good neighbor or it can 
choose to ignore its responsibility for the health of the community, For a respected 
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institution where cutting edge research is conducted on "preventing, detecting and curing 
diseases prior to causing human harm,"268 the choice should be clear. 

Response to Comment No. 27-49 

It should first be noted that the commentor’s 66 page Comment Letter did not result 
in any changes to the results of the analyses or significance conclusions in the Draft EIR.  
While it is acknowledged that Appendix B of the Draft EIR (Air Quality Worksheets) did 
have some minor discrepancies, and the assumptions for a few of the URBEMIS output 
sheets were inadvertently omitted from the Draft EIR, much of the information (e.g., 
construction schedule, amount of excavation and export, and haul truck trips) was provided 
elsewhere in the Draft EIR.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment Nos. 27-
12 through 27-25 for detailed responses regarding the adequacy of the construction 
analysis; Response to Comment Nos. 27-26 through 27-29 for detailed responses 
regarding the adequacy of the operational analysis; and Response to Comment Nos. 27-30 
through 27-33 for detailed responses regarding the adequacy of the GHG analysis.   

The commentor provided numerous additional recommended measures of which the 
vast majority of the measures have been included as Project Design Features or mitigation 
measures within Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.  A 
detailed rationale was provided for measures that were not adopted.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment Nos. 27-34 through 27-47 for detailed responses regarding the 
commentor’s recommended measures. 

The commentor’s opinion regarding the level of detail provided in the Draft EIR is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

The comments describing ambient air quality in Los Angeles and air quality 
concerns are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration.  In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the, the University 
will implement additional features and measures, beyond the numerous measures 
originally included, to minimize air quality impacts to the extent feasible. 

                                            

268 University of Southern California, Research: About Us; http://www.usc.edu/research/about/. 
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Comment No. 27-50 

I recommend that the City completely revise and recirculate the Draft EIR with 
adequate documentation when sufficient information will have become available to properly 
analyze the Project's impacts on the environment and require all feasible mitigation to 
minimize the Project's impacts on local and regional air quality and minimize its contribution 
to global climate change. 

Please feel free to call me at (415) 492-2131 or e-mail at petra@ppless.com if you 
have any questions about the comments in this letter. 

Response to Comment No. 27-50 

As discussed in the responses above, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted 
or required. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-90, above, regarding the 
reasons why recirculation of the Draft EIR is not warranted or required. 
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Comment Letter No. 28 

Mr. Richard Drury, Attorney at Law 
Lozeau/Drury LLP 
1516 Oak Street, Suite 216 
Alameda, California  94501 

Comment No. 28-1 

Tom Brohard, P.E., has reviewed Section IV.K.1 (Transportation and Circulation 
Section), Section IV.K.2 (Parking), and other portions of the May 2010 Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the USC Development Plan (Proposed Project) in the City of 
Los Angeles prepared by Matrix Environmental. Documents prepared by Fehr & Peers 
including Draft EIR Appendix P, the Traffic Technical Analysis (Traffic Study) and its 
appendices prepared in May 2010 and Appendix Q, the Parking Study, prepared in April 
2010, have also been reviewed. 

Response to Comment No. 28-1 

This comment providing an overview of the Draft EIR sections and appendices 
reviewed by the commentor is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 28-2 

Further study must be undertaken to properly identify the traffic and parking impacts 
of the Proposed Project. Faulty methodology has been used in the Traffic Study to forecast 
the vehicle trips that will be generated by the Proposed Project, mitigation measures are 
defective, and traffic operating conditions in this Draft EIR are markedly different from those 
found in an EIR for a nearby project earlier this year. 

Response to Comment No. 28-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25-31 and 25-35 regarding the 
effectiveness and sufficiency of proposed mitigation measures. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 28-3 

Mitigation of parking impacts is improperly deferred until after project approval, a 
detailed plan to address and mitigate parking impacts in the adjacent historic 
neighborhoods caused by USC parking pricing policies has not been included, and 
mitigation measures proposed in the USC Development Plan Draft EIR regarding parking 
and the other issues being covered by the on-going Nexus Study must be correlated before 
this Draft EIR is considered. 

Response to Comment No. 28-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-35 regarding the mitigation of parking 
impacts, parking management policies, and the completion of the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 28-4 

Until these various issues and concerns raised in this letter are addressed, there is 
at least a "fair argument" that the Proposed Project may have adverse traffic and parking 
environmental impacts that have not been properly disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated. 
Accordingly, the USC Development Plan Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated. 

Response to Comment No. 28-4 

This comment letter does not raise issues that would require or warrant recirculation 
of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the proposed Project would not result in additional adverse 
environmental impacts to Parking and/or Traffic that are not already presented in the Draft 
EIR. 

Comment No. 28-5 

Education and Experience 

Since receiving a Bachelor of Science in Engineering from Duke University in 
Durham, North Carolina in 1969, I have gained over 40 years of professional engineering 
experience. I am licensed as a Professional Civil Engineer both in California and Hawaii 
and as a Professional Traffic Engineer in California. I formed Tom Brohard and Associates 
in 2000 and now serve as the City Traffic Engineer for the City of Indio and as Consulting 
Transportation Engineer for the Cities of Big Bear Lake and San Fernando. I have 
extensive experience in traffic engineering and transportation planning. During my career in 
both the public and private sectors, I have reviewed numerous environmental documents 
and traffic studies for various projects. Several recent assignments are highlighted in the 
enclosed resume. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-609 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Response to Comment No. 28-5 

This comment providing an overview of the education and experience qualifications 
of the commentor is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 28-6 

Project Description 

Page II-1 of the Project Description of the Draft EIR states "The Proposed Project 
would provide approximately 2,500,000 square feet of academic and University uses; up to 
350,000 square feet of retail/commercial uses; and approximately 2,135,000 square feet of 
student and faculty housing providing up to 5,400 beds in a variety of housing types and 
configurations and approximately 250 faculty housing units. The Proposed Project would 
also provide for an approximately 165,000 square foot hotel and conference center with up 
to 150 guest rooms, conference and banquet facility areas, sit down restaurant area, 
swimming pool, and other related amenities. In addition, a new university-affiliated K-8 
laboratory school and community educational academy comprised of up to approximately 
80,000 square feet may also be developed." 

Page II-27 of the Draft EIR indicates the USC Development Plan " ... is intended to 
meet the needs of the site populations expected by the University, inclusive of the existing 
populations and small annual increases in student enrollment, staff, and faculty through 
2030... a cumulative increase of approximately 1 ,777 undergraduate students, 3,395 
graduate students, 168 faculty members, and 1,284 staff workers over a 21-year period. In 
addition, it is anticipated that by 2030, the number of visitors to the Campus (including 
contract employees) would increase by approximately 1,100 from 2009." 

Response to Comment No. 28-6 

This comment summarizing information from the Project Description is noted for the 
administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 28-7 

Table 8 in Appendix D to the Traffic Study provides a breakdown of the existing land 
uses in University Village. Trip generation calculations provided in this table for the 
commercial land uses in University Village that will be removed by the Proposed Project 
include 73,400 square feet of retail, 485 seats of cinema use, 12,953 square feet of bank 
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use, 39,047 square feet of supermarket, 6,638 square feet of medical office, and 20,576 
square feet of restaurant. 

Table 8 in Appendix D to the Traffic Study also provides a breakdown of the 
proposed land uses in the area now occupied by University Village. Trip generation 
calculations in this table are based on commercial land uses planned for this area of the 
Proposed Project and include 202,000 square feet of retail, 2,000 seats of cinema use, 
40,000 square feet of supermarket, 20,000 square feet of fitness center, a 150 room hotel, 
and 45,000 square feet of restaurant. 

Response to Comment No. 28-7 

This comment contains language restating the contents of Table 8 in Appendix D of 
the Traffic Study.  No further response is required. 

Comment No. 28-8 

Traffic Issues 

Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR for the USC Development Plan, 
my review indicates the following traffic issues and concerns: 

1) Faulty Methodology Understates Net Trip Generation - There are several errors in 
the methodology used in the Traffic Study and carried forward in the Draft EIR to 
determine the number of existing trips generated by University Village and to 
forecast trips for the proposed commercial uses as follows: 

a) Existing University Village Trips - In forecasting the number of additional 
vehicle trips that will occur with expansion of the University population, the 
Traffic Study went to considerable effort to establish trip rates appropriate to 
USC. These localized USC trip rates were then applied to forecast additional 
trips as student enrollment, faculty, staff, and visitors increase over the next 
21 years. To properly reflect the urbanized setting of USC, the Traffic Study 
did not use generic ITE trip generation rates for colleges and other 
assumptions to forecast trips associated with expansion of the University 
population. 

The bottom portion of Table 8 in Appendix D to the Traffic Study provides 
estimated trip generation for the non-university related trip generation in 
Subarea 3 (all of the existing uses to be removed when University Village is 
replaced by new development on the same site). The trip generation forecast 
was developed using generic trip rates in Trip Generation, 7th Edition 
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published by ITE plus various assumptions regarding trips among different 
land uses that do not leave University Village (internal capture credits) as well 
as trips that are already on the adjacent streets that divert into University 
Village (pass-by trip credits). The Traffic Study approach of using generic ITE 
trip rates for the existing uses in University Village, together with the use of 
assumptions regarding internal capture and pass-by trip credits, contradicts 
the approach used in forecasting trips associated with expansion of the 
University population at the urbanized USC campus and is inconsistent with 
recommended ITE practice. 

It is always preferable to establish trip rates of land uses to be removed by 
conducting actual traffic counts at the access points to the existing 
development. University Village has a limited number of driveways around the 
perimeter of the site, and it would be a simple process to count vehicles 
entering and exiting each driveway, add them up, and divide by the total 
square footage in use to establish trip rates for University Village. This 
approach would have properly documented the number of trips per thousand 
square feet that will be removed with implementation of the Development 
Plan. Actual trip rates are extremely important to validate as USC 
Development Plan Draft EIR - Traffic and Parking Issues the trip forecasts in 
the Traffic Study utilized an incorrect land use for a significant portion of the 
restaurant use as discussed below. 

Response to Comment No. 28-8 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study.  

Comment No. 28-9 

b) Restaurant Trip Rates for University Village - The Traffic Study incorrectly assumed 
that all of the existing restaurant uses in University Village should be considered as 
Land Use 932 in Trip Generation, 7th Edition, High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant. 
ITE describes this category as " ... sit-down, full-service eating establishments with 
turnover rates of approximately one hour or less. The type of restaurant is usually 
moderately priced and frequently belongs to a restaurant chain. Generally, these 
restaurants serve lunch and dinner; they may also be open for breakfast and are 
sometimes open 24 hours a day." Average trip rates for Land Use 932 are 11.52 
trips per thousand square feet in the AM peak hour and 10.92 trips per thousand 
square feet in the PM peak hour. These trip rates were used in the Traffic Study to 
forecast all trips for the 20,576 square feet of existing restaurant uses in University 
Village. 
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Review of aerial and ground-level photography available on Google Earth indicates 
there are 13 restaurants in University Village including Burger King, Wendy's, and 
Starbucks. Peak hour ITE trip rates for fast food/specialty restaurants are much 
higher than for sit-down restaurants as follows: 

 ITE Land Use 933 Fast Food without Drive Through (Burger King) - Trip 
Generation, 7th Edition shows average trip rates of 43.87 trips per thousand 
square feet in the AM peak hour (four times higher than High-Turnover Sit-
Down Restaurant) and 26.15 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour (nearly three times higher than High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant). 

 ITE Land Use 934, Fast Food with Drive Through (Wendy's) – Trip 
Generation, 7th Edition shows average trip rates of 53.11 trips per thousand 
square feet in the AM peak hour (five times higher than High Turnover Sit-
Down Restaurant) and 34.64 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour (more than three times higher than High Turnover Sit-Down Restaurant). 

 ITE Land Use 936, Coffee/Donut without Drive Through (Starbucks) - Trip 
Generation, 8th Edition shows average trip rates of 117.23 trips per thousand 
square feet in the AM peak hour (ten times higher than High Turnover Sit-
Down Restaurant) and 40.75 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour (four times higher than High-Turnover Sit Down Restaurant). 

c) Restaurant Trip Rates for Proposed Project - The Traffic Study incorrectly assumed 
that all of the proposed restaurant uses in University Village should be considered 
as Land Use 932 in Trip Generation, 7th Edition, High-Turnover (Sit-Down) 
Restaurant. Average trip rates for Land Use 932 are 11.52 trips per thousand square 
feet in the AM peak hour and 10.92 trips per thousand square feet in the PM peak 
hour, and these trip rates were used in the Traffic Study to forecast all trips for the 
45,000 square feet of restaurant uses in the Proposed Project. 

Certainly, a number of the existing fast food/specialty restaurants with their 
significantly higher peak hour trip rates will want to occupy space in the 
Proposed Project. The amount of floor space proposed for restaurant use in 
the Development Plan is more than double the amount of restaurant floor 
space in University Village. While additional trips are likely being made to and 
from the existing restaurant uses in University Village than forecast in the 
Traffic Study, there will be many more new trips for the Proposed Project after 
the restaurant floor area more than doubles. 

Faulty methodology used in the Traffic Study and relied upon by the Draft EIR does not 
properly account for the net number of new vehicle trips for the restaurant uses that will be 
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generated by the Proposed Project. There is at least a "fair argument" that the additional 
AM and PM peak hour trips for the Proposed Project will have an adverse impact on peak 
hour traffic flow at the intersections in the study area. Measures recommended in the 
Traffic Study may not mitigate traffic conditions in the AM and PM peak hours. The faulty 
methodology used in the Traffic Study and relied upon by the Draft EIR must be corrected 
to properly disclose, analyze, and mitigate significant traffic impacts caused by the 
additional AM and PM peak hour trips generated by more than doubling restaurant space in 
the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment No. 28-9 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study.  As noted in the topical response, this comment does not change 
any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR traffic analysis. 

Comment No. 28-10 

In addition to the faulty analyses in the Traffic Study, there is also at least a "fair argument" 
that the additional daily trips generated by the Proposed Project may result in significant 
impacts in other sections of the Draft EIR such as air quality. The proper number of net 
new trips must be determined and used in the other analyses in the Draft EIR to properly 
disclose, analyze, and mitigate all of the significant impacts caused by the Proposed 
Project. 

Response to Comment No. 28-10 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study and Response to Comment No. 25-29 regarding the use of daily 
trip generation rates in other environmental analyses.  As noted in the responses, this 
comment does not change any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 28-11 

2) Mitigation Analyses for Significant Traffic Impacts Are Defective - Based on the 
analyses in the Traffic Study and carried forward in the Draft EIR beginning on Page 
IV.K-97, eight intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted by traffic to and 
from the Proposed Project. Of these eight intersections, only two are proposed to be 
mitigated, leaving traffic impacts as "significant and unavoidable" at the other six 
intersections. According to the Draft EIR, potential mitigation measures were 
considered at these six intersections but "were rejected due to secondary impacts 
and/or infeasibility." 
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My review indicates the proposed mitigation at one of the two intersections is 
faulty. Further, other feasible measures at the other six intersections identified 
as "significant and unavoidable" have not been considered. Errors and 
defects in the mitigation analyses at seven of the eight intersections include: 

 Jefferson Boulevard/Vermont Avenue (Mitigation Measure K.1-3) – To 
provide a third southbound lane on Vermont Avenue through Jefferson 
Boulevard, this Mitigation Measure proposes to restrict parking on the west 
side of Vermont Avenue during the PM peak hours from 36th Street to 
Exposition Boulevard. The limits of these parking restrictions will continue to 
allow parking in the PM peak hour on the west side of Vermont Avenue from 
Jefferson Boulevard to 36th Street, precluding striping of the third southbound 
lane on Vermont Avenue through Jefferson Boulevard. 

 Vermont Avenue/Washington Boulevard - Potential mitigation studied 
involved prohibiting parking in the PM peak hours along the south side of 
Washington Boulevard from Normandie Avenue to Hoover Street to utilize the 
third eastbound striped lane during the PM peak hour. The extent of these 
PM parking prohibitions for nearly a mile is excessive since the third 
eastbound lane is only needed in the PM peak hour in the immediate vicinity 
of Vermont Avenue. Shorter transitions to and from the additional lane as 
utilized in Mitigation Measure K.1-2 at Adams Boulevard and Hoover Street 
must be studied, resulting in lesser PM peak hour parking restrictions and 
greatly reducing secondary impacts. Finally, no data is presented in the 
Traffic Study to conclude that there is a "lack of available surplus parking". 

 Vermont Avenue/Adams Boulevard - Potential mitigation studied involved 
widening the south side of Adams Boulevard just west of Vermont Avenue by 
5 feet (leaving a substandard 1 0' wide sidewalk) to add an eastbound right 
turn lane. The analysis fails to consider widening by only 3', leaving a 12' 
wide standard sidewalk, together with shifting the striping on Adams 
Boulevard to the north where there appears to be sufficient roadway width. 
Furthermore, no data is presented in the Traffic Study to conclude that the 
two bus stops cannot be relocated or accommodated at this intersection. 

 Vermont Avenue/Martin Luther King Boulevard - Potential mitigation studied 
involved widening Vermont Avenue to add a southbound right turn lane, a 
measure deemed infeasible as additional right of way (ROW) is needed. In 
this case, sufficient ROW could possibly be obtained from the east side of 
Vermont Avenue from a parking lot at the Memorial Coliseum where USC is 
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the primary tenant. Other feasible measures to mitigate the Significant project 
traffic impacts at this intersection must also be studied. 

 Hoover Street/Jefferson Boulevard - Potential mitigation studied involved 
installing a second eastbound left turn lane on Jefferson Boulevard. While the 
Traffic Study indicates this would conflict with the proposed Jefferson 
Boulevard narrowing to provide two through lanes in each direction, only 
localized improvement is needed to implement the second eastbound left turn 
lane. The Traffic Study also states a second left turn lane would also "create 
pedestrian/bicycle safety issues", an unfounded and unsupported conclusion 
since pedestrians and bicyclists cross all intersection legs as well as 
diagonally during an exclusive, separate traffic signal phase. 

 Figueroa Street/Adams Boulevard - Potential mitigation studied involved 
widening Adams Boulevard to add an eastbound right turn lane, a measure 
deemed infeasible as additional right of way (ROW) is needed adjacent to the 
AAA building that is "near the public ROW." It appears that the AAA has a 
sufficient setback to allow an eastbound right turn lane to be constructed. 
Other feasible measures to mitigate the significant project traffic impacts at 
this intersection must also be studied. 

 Main Street/Jefferson Boulevard - The Traffic Study indicates the existing 
intersection configuration does not allow for any physical improvement within 
the roadway width available and structures on all four corners of this 
intersection reduce the "potential ROW acquisition for roadway 
improvements." From photos on Google Earth, it appears that additional 
lanes could be striped at this intersection within the existing roadway by 
dividing the wide curb lanes on Main Street or converting the eastbound and 
westbound right turn lanes to through lanes on Jefferson Boulevard. While 
parking prohibitions would be necessary, ROW acquisition is not needed to 
restripe the existing roadway. 

Response to Comment No. 28-11 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-30 for a discussion of mitigation 
measures at impacted intersections. 

Comment No. 28-12 

In addition to the defective mitigation analyses at seven of the eight significantly 
impacted intersections, the Draft EIR and the Traffic Study improperly defer mitigation and 
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fail to explore alternatives to significant traffic impacts on Neighborhood Streets and at 
Access Points as follows: 

 Neighborhood Streets - The Draft EIR states there will be significant project 
traffic impacts to 30th Street between Vermont Avenue and Orchard Avenue 
immediately north of USC. While the Draft EIR indicates areas surrounding 
USC are unique, it is my understanding that these neighborhoods are within 
historic overlay zones. As such, the residential streets in these 
neighborhoods were not originally designed to carry today's traffic volumes. 
Mitigation Measure K.1-5 proposes to develop a Neighborhood Traffic 
Management Plan (NTMP) to address this impact after it occurs. 

The California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA, requires mitigation 
measures to offset significant impacts resulting from a proposed project. 
These mitigation measures must be specific and their implementation must 
be timely to offset the significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR. This 
Mitigation Measure incorrectly and improperly defers mitigation of the traffic 
impacts that the Proposed Project will create in the adjacent historic 
neighborhood. While Mitigation Measure K.1-5 requires a NTMP, specific 
actions to address traffic issues have not been thoroughly analyzed or 
detailed in a definitive NTMP, and such a plan has not been adopted by the 
City. Rather than this reactive approach to an identified significant traffic 
impact, other measures must be explored to divert traffic away from 30th 
Street. These measures should include modifications to and relocations of the 
Proposed Project access points to direct traffic away from the historic 
neighborhood. 

The Draft EIR approach to mitigation of neighborhood traffic impacts caused by the 
Proposed Project is exactly backwards. The development of a detailed plan to mitigate the 
impacts caused by the Proposed Project must be conducted as part of the Draft EIR, not 
after project approval. Specific mitigation measures subject to public review and comment 
must be developed now, not later. 

Response to Comment No. 28-12 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-31 regarding the residential streets 
and the NTMP. 

Comment No. 28-13 

 Access Points - The Draft EIR states the three Proposed Project access 
points closest to Vermont Avenue/Jefferson Boulevard and Exposition 
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Boulevard/Figueroa Street will fail to meet the City's performance standards, 
and concludes the access impacts are "significant and unavoidable". The 
Traffic Study fails to evaluate relocation or reconfiguration of these three 
access points which could also divert traffic to and from the Proposed Project 
away from 30th Street and reduce or eliminate significant traffic impacts to 
the adjacent historic neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 28-13 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-32 regarding Project access points. 

Comment No. 28-14 

CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation measures be studied before concluding that the 
traffic impacts are "significant and unavoidable." The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR have 
failed to evaluate mitigation measures that are clearly feasible, would reduce or eliminate 
significant traffic impacts, and would result in few if any secondary impacts as discussed 
above. 

Response to Comment No. 28-14 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-30 for a discussion of mitigation 
measures at impacted intersections. 

Comment No. 28-15 

3) USC Traffic Analysis Is Markedly Different from the Lorenzo Project – Earlier this 
year, I reviewed and provided comments on the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
Lorenzo Project, a proposed mixed use project containing 1,400 apartments and 
34,000 square feet of retail on both sides of Flower Street between 23rd Street and 
Adams Boulevard. There is one intersection common to the Traffic Study for the 
Proposed Project and the Lorenzo Project, Figueroa Street at 23rd Street. 

The Traffic Study approved by LADOT for the Lorenzo Project indicated existing 
without project traffic conditions of 0.974 volume to capacity (VIC) ratios in the AM 
and PM peak hours in 2009, Level of Service (LOS) "E". Mitigation required of the 
Lorenzo Project involved a traffic signal control upgrade (ATCS) at this intersection 
as no other physical roadway improvements could be implemented. 

For the same intersection, Figueroa Street at 23rd Street, the Traffic Study approved 
by LADOT for the USC Development Plan indicates future Year 2030 with project 
traffic conditions of 0.565 volume to capacity (V/C) ratio in the AM peak hour, LOS 
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"A", and with project traffic conditions of 0.541 volume to capacity (VIC) ratio in the 
PM peak hour, LOS "A". Without massive improvements that were previously 
determined not to be feasible, it is not possible for traffic conditions at Figueroa 
Street and 23rd Street to improve from LOS "E" in 2009 as reported in the Traffic 
Study for the Lorenzo Project to LOS "A" in 2030, 21 years later, as reported in the 
USC Development Plan Traffic Study. The significant differences in these findings 
must be resolved. 

Response to Comment No. 28-15 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 28-16 

Parking Issues 

Page IV.K-132 of the Draft EIR admits that University-generated parking already 
impacts local streets in the area. The Draft EIR indicates "The neighborhood north of the 
Campus has a high demand of on-street parking during day and night. The majority of 
demand during the day is attributable to neighborhood students, residents, non-resident 
commuter students, and visitors who park in the neighborhood to avoid the University's 
parking fees. High parking demand at night is attributable to the number of student 
residents. The Applicant intends to support the City in developing a preferential parking 
district in the subject neighborhood (north of campus bound by Adams Boulevard on the 
north, 30th Street on the south, Vermont Avenue on the west, and Hoover Street on the 
east) which takes into account the unique conditions of this neighborhood." 

To address parking impacts of the Proposed Project, Mitigation Measure K.2-1 
states "The Applicant shall develop and implement an annual monitoring process that 
establishes the University population for each year and the corresponding calculation of 
parking demand using the rates within the Parking Study prepared for the Proposed 
Project. The Applicant would be responsible for constructing and/or securing sufficient 
parking to satisfy the calculated demand prior to the issuance of certificate of occupancy 
permits for new Project uses." 

Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR for the USC Development Plan, 
my review indicates the following parking issues and concerns: 

1) Deferred Parking Mitigation Measures Violate CEQA Provisions – CEQA 
requires mitigation measures to offset significant impacts resulting from a 
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proposed project. Mitigation must be specific and implementation must be 
timely to offset the significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR incorrectly and improperly defers mitigation of the parking 
impacts that the Proposed Project will create. While Mitigation Measure K.2-1 
requires the Applicant to identify the population of the University each year 
and to make certain theoretical calculations of the parking that may be 
needed, specific actions to address parking issues have not been thoroughly 
analyzed or detailed in a definitive parking plan, and such a plan has not been 
adopted by the City. 

The Draft EIR approach to mitigation of parking impacts caused by the 
Proposed Project is exactly backwards. The development of a detailed plan to 
mitigate the impacts caused by the Proposed Project must be conducted as 
part of the Draft EIR, not after project approval. Specific mitigation measures 
subject to public review and comment must be developed now, not later. 

Response to Comment No. 28-16 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-35 regarding parking impacts and 
parking management policies.  Also see Response to Comment No. 25-35 for a discussion 
of Mitigation Measure K.2-1. 

Comment No. 28-17 

2) Parking Mitigation Measures Must Address Fundamental Issues – As admitted in the 
Draft EIR, nearby neighborhoods, particularly to the north, are already significantly 
impacted by parking generated by USC. While the Draft EIR indicates these 
neighborhoods are unique, it is my understanding that the neighborhoods 
surrounding USC are within historic overlay zones. As such, the residential streets in 
these neighborhoods were not originally designed to carry today's traffic volumes 
and there are few, if any, options to provide additional off-street parking. 

According to the Draft EIR, the demand for parking in nearby neighborhoods is 
largely created by those who want to avoid paying the University's parking fees. 
Parking management strategies such as adjusting the prices for parking at USC 
must be developed to address this fundamental parking issue and to encourage 
USC parking to shift to campus and out of the neighborhoods. 
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Response to Comment No. 28-17 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-35 regarding parking impacts and 
parking management policies.  Also see Response to Comment Nos. 14-14 and 18-3 for a 
discussion of existing parking conditions. 

Comment No. 28-18 

3) Nexus Study Must Be Completed As Part of the Draft EIR - In their October 15, 2009 
letter to the City Council, the Department of City Planning provided a status report 
on the USC Specific Plan and Nexus Study. On Page 2, the letter indicated 
"Concurrently, the Planning Department is working on a Nexus Study for the larger 
community area surrounding USC which is bordered by Washington Boulevard to 
the north, Grand Avenue to the east, Normandie Avenue to the west, and Vernon 
Avenue to the south. Per Council Motion, the Nexus Study is analyzing affordable 
housing, green space, parking, car-sharing opportunities and infrastructure needs as 
it relates to the impacts of the proposed new development in the specific plan area." 

The Nexus Study will encompass a significantly larger area surrounding the area 
that has been evaluated in the USC Development Plan Draft EIR. The Nexus Study 
has not yet been completed or released to the public for review and comment. 
Analyses, findings, and mitigation measures proposed in the USC Development 
Plan Draft EIR regarding parking and the other issues being covered by the on-going 
Nexus Study must be correlated with and included in the USC Development Plan 
Draft EIR before it is considered. 

Response to Comment No. 28-18 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 25-8. 

Comment No. 28-19 

In summary, further study must be undertaken to properly identify the traffic and 
parking impacts of the proposed USC Development Plan. Faulty methodology used in the 
Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of net new trips that will occur from 
the proposed restaurant uses, mitigation measure analyses are defective, and the results 
of the Traffic Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 
Draft EIR for the proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 
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Response to Comment No. 28-19 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 25-31 and 25-35 regarding the 
effectiveness and sufficiency of proposed mitigation measures. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR and this one. 

Comment No. 28-20 

The Draft EIR improperly defers mitigation of the parking impacts of the Proposed 
Project until after project approval. The development of a detailed plan to mitigate parking 
impacts must be conducted as part of the EIR, not after project approval. Parking mitigation 
measures must address fundamental issues caused by USC parking pricing practices that 
directly result in parking impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment No. 28-20 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 25-35 regarding parking impacts and 
parking management policies. 

Comment No. 28-21 

Analyses, findings, and mitigation measures proposed in the USC Development 
Plan Draft EIR regarding parking and the other issues being covered by the on-going 
Nexus Study must be correlated before the USC Development Plan Draft EIR is 
considered.  

Response to Comment No. 28-21 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  As indicated 
therein, the Nexus Study does not contain any new analyses or mitigation measures for the 
Proposed Project that are required by CEQA.  All of the required CEQA analyses and 
mitigation measures for the Proposed Project are contained in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 28-22 

As discussed in this letter, there is at least a "fair argument" that the Project will 
have adverse traffic and parking environmental impacts that have not been properly 
disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated in the Draft EIR. A Recirculated Draft EIR must be 
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prepared to address these issues and concerns. If you have questions regarding these 
comments, please call me at your convenience. 

Response to Comment No. 28-22 

As indicated by the responses above, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required or 
warranted. The Draft EIR included a comprehensive analysis of environmental issues and 
impacts associated with the proposed Project and provided mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to the extent feasible. The proposed Project would not result in additional adverse 
environmental impacts to Parking and/or Traffic that are not already presented in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Comment Letter No. 29 

Mercado La Paloma 
A project of Esperanza Community Housing Corporation 
3655 South Grand Ave., Suite 240 
Los Angeles, California  90007 

Comment No. 29-1 

I operate Mercado La Paloma a project of Esperanza Community Housing 
Corporation. Mercado La Paloma is home to fifteen locally owned first time small 
businesses.  By providing affordable retail opportunities and technical assistance, Mercado 
La Paloma seeks to create business ownership opportunities and living wage jobs in our 
community. It is our goal to offer needed goods and services to residents and employees, 
and retain spending in our neighborhood. We are very much interested in the University of 
Southern California Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are writing to 
provide our comments to the project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of 
retail in the surrounding area. We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect 
small businesses in the local neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. We 
want to make sure that the potential negative impacts to small local businesses are 
mitigated in any plan that is ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 29-1 

This comment describing the Mercado La Paloma project is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Refer to Topical 
Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis for small businesses that was included 
as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed Project’s retail/commercial 
uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future growth in market demand.  
Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to urban decay would result from 
the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that the proposed Project would provide for 
the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of retail/commercial uses, not 
2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the commentor.  Refer to Table II-6 on page II-29 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 29-2 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 
Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed 
and circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus 
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Study will analyze parking, affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and 
include recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be 
analyzed as part of California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, 
the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft EIR must be re-circulated to 
include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 29-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 29-3 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The 
New Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's 
proposal will affect will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, 
impacting jobs and small, minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 29-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 29-4 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology 
used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that 
will occur from the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the 
results of the Traffic Study are markedly different from those contained in the 
November 2009 Draft EIR for the proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 29-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 29-5 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively 
agree to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union 
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jobs, training for local residents, assistance for local small business and the 
preservation of housing affordability for community residents and students. Such 
agreements have been highly effective on other major projects throughout Los 
Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 29-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding the community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 

Comment No. 29-6 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts 
From the Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or 
health impact assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, 
even though it is close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." 
Moreover, there are no mitigation measures at all to reduce air pollution from the 
project's operational phase, including cars and trucks for the large proposed 
commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 29-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 29-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 
21092.2 and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any 
hearings, decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you 
have any questions or need more information, please contact me at 213-748-1963 x235. 

Response to Comment No. 29-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 30 

Laura Meyers, on behalf of NUPCA 
1818 South Gramercy Place 
Los Angeles, CA  90019 

N.U.P.C.A. 
North University Park Community Association 
P.O. Box 15881 
University Park, CA  90015 

Comment No. 30-1 

I am writing on behalf of the North University Park Community Association 
(NUPCA). Both the organization and I personally have been engaged in advocacy related 
to historic preservation and land use in University Park and the larger Historic West Adams 
District for three decades. I have personally served as NUPCA’s representative to the 
Community Redevelopment Agency’s Exposition-University Park Project Area (in which 
this Development Plan is located) since 1989, and am very familiar with the environmental 
setting in which it is proposed. 

My comments focus primarily on traffic/parking impacts and cultural resources.  
Although my following comments are therefore somewhat limited, it should not be inferred 
that my absence of comment on other aspects of the DEIR implies any form of approval. 

I, and the organization I am writing on behalf of, have significant problems with this 
DEIR as presented. 

Response to Comment No. 30-1 

This comment providing an overview of the NUPCA and the commentor as well as a 
summary of concerns expressed in the letter is noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  The concerns summarized in this 
comment have been responded to as part of the responses to comments below. 

Comment No. 30-2 

Despite years of conversations between NUPCA, the CRA project committee and 
the University of Southern California—discussions led primarily by this writer—there 
remains a resolute and stubborn refusal to acknowledge the significant undercounting of 
student-owned (or student-operated) vehicles, and a continuing double- and triple-counting 
of parking spaces to accommodate those vehicles. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-627 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Response to Comment No. 30-2 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 14-14 for a discussion of the 
parking analysis in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-13 
regarding the development of the parking ratios used in the parking demand analysis and 
Topical Response No. 7 regarding the substitution of a demand-based parking requirement 
in place of a code-based parking requirement. 

Comment No. 30-3 

Moreover, it appears as if the University Village project and its design as proposed is 
INSENSITIVE to and INCOMPATIBLE with the adjacent uses, and the appropriate scale, 
massing, setback, height etc. that is required by local land use policies and guidelines, for 
infill construction. 

Response to Comment No. 30-3 

The environmental impacts related to visual and land use compatibility with the 
surrounding environment that may result from future development subject to the standards 
of the proposed Specific Plan are analyzed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, and IV.G, Land 
Use, of the Draft EIR.  Also refer to Topical Response No. 4, Project Effects on 
Neighborhood Resources. 

Comment No. 30-4 

It is too tall and is also over-bulked for the site, and I am disappointed that the DEIR 
did not thoroughly assess the impacts this project will have on the adjacent residential 
community (in particular the impacts on the historic character and fabric of the University 
Park and North University Park neighborhoods). 

Response to Comment No. 30-4 

Please see Topical Response No. 4 regarding adjacent neighborhood resources. 

Comment No. 30-5 

Cultural Resources 

I am very concerned that USC would even consider the demolition of five properties 
identified as Contributing Structures to its historic district. We might point out that the 
reason there was a historic resources survey initially, in 1994, was that the University 
asked for, and received, public (taxpayer) money from the federal government for rehab 
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work in the wake of the Northridge earthquake. The public benefit “payback,” if you will, 
was the identification of the historic district. Surely there is a way to design the 
improvements and additions to the university campus without the demolition of five 
cultural/historic resources. 

Response to Comment No. 30-5 

Please see Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the five properties eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historic Resources. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Historic District will maintain its eligibility for the 
California Register after full implementation of the Campus Plan, despite the potential loss 
of some contributing buildings.  

Mitigation to reduce impacts to historic resources has been included in the AMMA 
proposed in the FEIR. For a more detailed discussion of the requirements and contents of 
the AMMA, please see Topical Response No. 5 regarding the AMMA. As noted in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, the AMMA has been added 
as Appendix C-3 to the Draft EIR. For the text of this added appendix, see the appendices 
to this Final EIR.  

Comment No. 30-6 

Importantly, the University cannot now say that the Ahn House is not historic. It is 
USC itself that chose to move the historic resource and which controls its renovations. It 
dod [sic] NOT lose its historic associations when it was moved, because it was always 
associated with [sic] 

This article excerpt was provided to me by University officials in 2004: 

“Once used by the School of Engineering, the house now lies empty and was slated 
to be moved off campus by the university to make room for a new engineering 
building.�The house's story, however, has inspired the administration to search for a new 
on-campus location. The small two-story blue house was home to Korean independence 
leader Ahn Chang Ho and his family after he arrived in Los Angeles in 1914. The Ahn 
family was among Los Angeles' first Korean immigrants, and Ahn was instrumental in 
helping Korea gain independence from Japan. University officials are investigating a 
number of on-campus sites for the Ahn house, but a final location has not yet been 
identified because of the lengthy process required for placement of a historic structure, said 
Carolyn Webb de Macias, vice president of external relations. 
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“The house, called ‘Dosan’ by Ahn, was recognized as the Ahn residence in 1986, 
said Kenneth Klein, head of the East Asian library. ‘I'm very happy for (the house remaining 
on campus) because as Koreans, we have to know the history, mainly because we 
wouldn't have a country today if it weren't for my father,’ said Susan Ahn, Ahn Chang Ho's 
eldest daughter. ‘USC is very good about conserving the house,’ she said. ‘One reason is 
because almost every diplomat that comes from Korea wants to see the Dosan house.’" 

Moving the house from one location on the USC campus to another did not remove 
its historic associations with Ahn Chang Ho. The DEIR authors should have identified this 
structure as individually significant as a historical/cultural resource. The City of Los 
Angeles’ ordinance, as we are all aware, is not only an architectural landmarks ordinance, 
but rather it embraces local and national history as a valid reason to designate a structure. 

Response to Comment No. 30-6 

The commenter’s concern about the Dosan Ahn Chang Ho Family House is noted. 
Although the property is not a contributor to the identified historic district because it is not 
historically associated with the University, it does appear to be individually eligible for local 
designation for its association with Korean independence leader Dosan Ahn Chang Ho. 
The property is not located on a potential development site. 

Comment No. 30-7 

Relationship of this Project DEIR to the Figueroa Corridor GPA 

The DEIR indicates that a key purpose in re-developing University Village as 
proposed is to move student housing out of the adjacent residential neighborhoods and into 
this USC-controlled complex and other USC-owned and/or controlled housing, thus helping 
conserve University Park and North University Park. However, during the course of public 
hearings in 2006-2007 related to the Plan Amendment for the Figueroa Corridor (the 
“GPA”), nearly the entire discussion and justification for the GPA was directed at the same 
goal, e.g., creating an appropriate location for student housing. The GPA was strongly 
supported by USC (if not also co-sponsored by USC), and it was adopted by the City. 
There was no mention at the time that USC would return to the well to ask for additional 
high-density/mixed used development rights at different location that in fact may have 
impacts on the self-same neighborhoods that the GPA was designed to conserve.   

During those GPA hearings and the preceding public workshop process, there were 
also assurances made by Planning Staff to the decision-makers (and the general public) 
that the adjacent neighborhoods would be down-zoned (thus helping guarantee that, 
indeed, the transfer of zoning density would be a transfer to the Corridor and not just an 
overall increase in density.) The community has yet to see that down-zoning, and so it was 
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a false premise that student housing would be transferred (versus simply added) to the 
Figueroa Corridor. And yet here we are again, with a DEIR which makes an unsupported 
statement that by building a large complex at the University Village site that includes many 
student and faculty/staff housing units, that it would return the nearby residential 
neighborhoods’ housing stock to non-students.  

In fact, several over-bulked projects have recently been approved on Scarff and 
other interior streets. So, until the residential neighborhoods are also down-zoned, this 
project cannot possibly fulfill the policy goal of “moving” students away from the University 
Park or North University Park residential neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment No. 30-7 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 30-8 

I am also incredulous that the DEIR authors think it appropriate, when they discuss 
making this housing stock available to non-students, that the only outcome they can think 
of is that it would be rentals, and that the rental rates would be lowered. The City of Los 
Angeles has had a long-standing policy goal associated with the South Los Angeles 
Community Plan area supporting “neighborhood stabilization” and that neighborhood 
stabilization is best achieved through owner-occupied housing, since owner-occupants are 
most likely to have a stake in a community. Much of the housing stock in University Park 
and North University Park currently occupied by students is in fact original, historic single 
family homes, and any USC master plan or long-term development plan should assess 
how to stabilize the adjacent neighborhoods at least in part by returning the housing stock 
to home ownership rather than absentee owner rentals. 

Response to Comment No. 30-8 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 30-9 

The South Los Angeles Community Plan also include [sic] this objective, which I believe 
this proposed Project DOES NOT MEET: 

  “Preserve and enhance the positive characteristics of existing uses, which provide 
the foundation for community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and 
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appearance.” The Development Plan fails to provide a foundation for community 
identity. It is over-scale, over-tall, and its bulk would loom over North University 
Park, a historic district. Moreover, the Development Plan fails to acknowledge (much 
less preserve or enhance) the actual architectural identity of this community as a 
turn-of-the-century enclave characterized by front yards, and Victorian, Shingle and 
Craftsman designs. Instead it appears to seek its design inspirations in current New 
Urbanism models as well as USC campus architecture. While that may be 
appropriate on Jefferson, there should be a better transition on the north side of the 
project adjacent to North University Park. 

The South Los Angeles Community Plan also “seek(s) a high degree of architectural 
compatibility and landscaping for new infill development to protect the character and scale 
of existing residential neighborhoods.”  Furthermore, Chapter V of the Community Plan 
requires that a project “maintain and preserves the character and integrity of the existing 
neighborhoods.” The Development Plan conflicts with these applicable adopted land use 
policies. 

Response to Comment No. 30-9 

Contrary to the comment, the expressed intention to “preserve and enhance the 
positive characteristics of existing uses, which provide the foundation for community 
identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks and appearance” is described within the 
narrative of Community Issues and Opportunities in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the 
Community Plan (Community Plan page I-9) and is not an established goal, objective or 
program in the Community Plan.  Similarly, the expressed intention to “maintain and 
preserve the character and integrity of the existing neighborhoods” is not a policy for 
individual projects in Chapter V, Urban Design, of the Community Plan.  Rather it is a 
recommended action identified in Chapter IV, Coordination Opportunities for Public 
Agencies, of the Community Plan.  The entire action reads: “Maintain and preserve the 
character and integrity of existing neighborhoods and encourage participation in self-help 
preventive maintenance to promote neighborhood conservation, beautification and 
rehabilitation” (see Community Plan, p. IV-3).  Unlike Chapter V, which identifies general 
guidelines which should be considered for projects developed on private property (see 
Community Plan, p. V-1), Chapter IV identifies actions which are recommended that the 
City promote, through the appropriate City Departments and through agencies and private 
parties outside of the City, to further the goals of the Plan (see Community Plan, p. IV-1).  
Nonetheless, the commenter is referred to the detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
consistency with applicable land use provisions, including those related to density, height, 
and other land use controls, which is provided in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR.  
Section IV.A, Aesthetics, also provides a detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
appearance and compatibility with surrounding land uses.  Both analyses conclude that the 
proposed Project would be consistent with the type and scale of surrounding uses.  With 
regard to the proposed Project’s visual relationship to neighborhoods north of the Project 
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Site, see Topical Response No. 4, Project Effects on Neighborhood Resources.  With 
regard to the integration of appropriate design elements in Project buildings, see Topical 
Response No. 5, Adaptive Mitigation Management Approach.  

An analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with Community Plan Policy 1.3-1, 
which aims to “[s]eek a high degree of architectural compatibility and landscaping for new 
infill development to protect the character and scale of existing residential neighborhoods,” 
is on page IV.G-70 in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR.  This analysis concludes 
that, although the application of the proposed Project design elements would help to 
ensure architectural compatibility of the new development and to protect the character and 
scale of existing residential neighborhoods, the proposed Project would be partially 
inconsistent with this policy by virtue of the significant shading impact it would have on 
residential areas to the north.  As discussed in Response to Comment No. 2-4, as part of 
this Final EIR, the University has proposed to reduce building heights and massing within 
the northern portion of Subarea 3, thus reducing shading impacts by eliminating the 
impacts that would occur at the residences north of Blocks A and E.  However, a significant 
shading impact would remain at approximately ten residences north of Block F.   

Comment No. 30-10 

* Infill Development Design Standards (Qualified Conditions)  

The South Central Community Design Overlay District, adopted in 1998, applies to all new 
multi-family residential projects of five or more units within the South Los Angeles 
Community Plan, as well as to commercial developments. The adopted requirements state 
that: “The mass, proportion and scale of all new buildings…shall be at a scale appropriate 
to the level and character of the development of the neighborhood...The purpose of these 
provisions is to ensure that a project…is designed in harmony with the surrounding 
neighborhood…” In addition, the South Los Angeles Community Plan includes more 
general language that requires new construction to be mindful of the character and scale 
present in a neighborhood. 

This Q Condition requires design “compatibility” with adjacent uses. Adjacent uses primarily 
include two and three-story homes, and no six-plus-stories buildings. 

Response to Comment No. 30-10 

This comment indicates that a South Central Community Design Overlay District 
applies to all new multi‐family residential projects of five or more units as well as to 
commercial developments within the South Los Angeles Community plan area.  However, 
the proposed Project is not located within any areas for which a Community Design 
Overlay District has been established.  Moreover, the Department of City Planning’s 
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website,269 which lists all adopted and proposed Community Design Overlay Districts, does 
not include an approved or proposed Community Design Overlay District for South Los 
Angeles.  Land use compatibility is addressed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 30-11 

TRAFFIC, PARKING AND CIRCULATION 

Astonishingly, the DEIR states that for students residing on campus and in Zipcodes 90007 
and 90037 (large swaths of land that include much of Exposition Park and West Adams in 
addition to University Park and North University Park), only one in four of those students 
would have a vehicle. This is UNTRUE. Anyone who operates student housing within those 
Zipcodes (and I do) knows that the vast majority of their tenants own and drive cars. They 
may not drive them through the local streets to the campus every day, but they own them 
and they park them. Has USC ever conducted a 100% survey of its student body 
(undergrads and grads) to ask if they have vehicles?  

As a member of the University Exposition Park CAC and previously the Hoover PAC, I 
have asked this question of USC officials for at least ten years, when we first were 
presented proposed projects that assigned the same university-owned parking spaces a 
multitude of times for various uses. (The Galen Center, University Gateway and the 
University itself all share the same spaces that were originally acquired as a requirement 
for the removal of the parking lot at Hoover and 30th, now a playing field.) It would be 
simple to require every student to include that information at registration, but USC officials 
have not done so. The information for this DEIR should not be an extrapolation based on 
wishful thinking but rather based on actual data collected annually by USC. I have no doubt 
that real data would not yield a number of “1 FTE student equals .25 cars.” 

Response to Comment No. 30-11 

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 14-13 and 14-14 regarding the 
development of the parking ratios used in the parking demand analysis and the rate of 
student vehicle ownership and Topical Response No. 7 regarding the substitution of a 
demand-based parking requirement in place of a code-based parking requirement. 

                                            

269  http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ under General Plan, Community Plans, Other Plans/Guidelines, accessed 
September 3, 2010. 
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Comment No. 30-12 

Regarding residential parking permit zones, as suggested by the DEIR: Is USC going to 
pay for residents’ annual permits as well as guest parking fees (calculated as a per day and 
per car fee to get temporary passes)? And if a special zone in fact can be implemented in 
North University Park (I have heard from these residents that it seems doubtful) then all 
that will happen is that commuting students etc. will park in University Park, north of 
Adams. Or will the DEIR be adjusted to also suggest permit parking between Adams and 
the freeway, Figueroa to Vermont? Where does it end? For without sufficient, low-cost (and 
mandatory) USC-controlled parking, the students will continue to resist paying for parking 
and they will park their vehicles on the public city streets, continuing to congest our local 
neighborhoods. The proper mitigation is either for USC to forbid the vehicles or to mandate 
the fees for parking as part of tuition and fees. Once the parking is paid for, it is more likely 
to be used. 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Response to Comment No. 30-12 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 regarding the 
implementation of a Preferential Parking District in the residential neighborhoods north of 
Jefferson Boulevard.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-16 for a discussion of 
the Preferential Parking District boundaries.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 
25-35 for a discussion of parking pricing.  See Response to Comment No. 14-14 for a 
discussion of students’ vehicle ownership. 
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Comment Letter No. 31 

Martha Dina Arguello 
Executive Director 
Physicians for Social Responsibility – Los Angeles 
617 S. Olive Street, Suite 810 
Los Angeles, CA  90014 

Comment No. 31-1 

Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles is a physicians membership 
organization that works to create a more just, sustainable and peaceful word. We work at 
National and State levels to promote policies that protect human health and the 
environment. locally, we work with communities impacted by pollution who significant 
health inequities. Many or our allies, live, work, play and worship in the communities 
surrounding the University of Southern California and we are deeply concerned with the 
negative health and environmental impacts of the USC Development Plan. We are writing 
to provide some initial comments to the project where some of our member Physicians 
provide care. 

Response to Comment No. 31-1 

This comment providing an overview of the PSR-LA organization is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Specific 
responses to each of the issues raised by the commentor are provided in the below 
responses. 

Comment No. 31-2 

We are concerned that the proposed project will affect the health and wellbeing of 
residents, students and faculty who live, work, and play in the neighborhoods surrounding 
USC. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already suffer negative 
impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of affordable housing, 
dramatically increased traffic, air, and noise pollution and the negative health 
consequences of decreased pedestrian and public safety. Our organization believes in 
prevention and protecting public health and it is unfortunate that this plan lacks significant 
plans to mitigate the potential negative health and environmental impacts. For too long we 
have not put protecting public health at the center of plans to expand the University and we 
see the results in increased air pollution, traffic, and noise pollution that have direct impacts 
on the health of residents. 
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Response to Comment No. 31-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2. 

Comment No. 31-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part 
of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be recirculated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 31-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 31-4 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of negative impacts caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. The project must not cause declines in the housing stock as people 
leave existing housing for the proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the 
University's proposal will affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa 
Corridor. In addition, the Draft EIR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will 
adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 31-4 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 31-5 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 
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Response to Comment No. 31-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 31-6 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, train local 
residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for community 
residents and students. Such agreements have been highly effective on other major 
projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 31-6 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 

Comment No. 31-7 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health impact assessment to analyze the public 
health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is close to the I-110 Freeway which is a 
pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation measures at all to reduce air 
pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars and trucks for the large 
proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 31-7 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed 
Project. 
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Comment No. 31-8 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at 213 689-9170. 

Response to Comment No. 31-8 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 32 

Paulina Gonzalez 
Executive Director 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy 
152 W. 32nd Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 32-1 

Strategic Actions for a Just Economy (SAJE) focuses its work in the Figueroa Corridor of 
South Los Angeles. Our areas of work focus on four main components: Engaging residents 
in the City and Community Redevelopment Agency's land use planning process in order to 
increase the amount of affordable and safe housing in the area and to advocate for 
responsible community serving development that will bring quality jobs to the Figueroa 
Corridor; educates residents so that they can advocate for their rights as tenants and work 
with us to push to eradicate slum housing and displacement and gentrification; and works 
collaboratively with community clinics and other nonprofit organizations to improve health 
and reduce the negative health impacts of slum housing on children and families. 

We are very much interested in the University of Southern California Specific Plan and 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are writing to provide our comments to the project 
that ultimately seeks to demolish over 500,000 sq. ft. of existing structures in the project 
areas where our members live, work and play. 

Response to Comment No. 32-1 

This comment providing an overview of the SAJE organization is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 32-2 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect community residents in the 
local neighborhood. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already 
suffer negative impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of 
affordable housing, the lack of safe and healthy housing, a high concentration of "slum" 
buildings in the area, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and noise pollution, a 
marked rise in crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public safety. It is 
mitigation of these impacts, not financial benefit to the University, that must guide the 
planning efforts for the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 32-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2. 

Comment No. 32-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 

Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and 
circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will 
analyze parking, affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include 
recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of 
California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not 
been released. The Draft EIR must be recirculated to include the Nexus Study. 

This NEXUS study is extremely important to understanding the needs of the community 
and being able to accurately assess the impact of the proposed development on the 
surrounding community. The Nexus Study Scope of Work states that the "findings of the 
Nexus Study will be utilized to mitigate potentially significant impacts of the new 
development occurring in the USC Specific Plan area and to develop future implementation 
programs to be incorporated in the updates of the adjacent South Los Angeles and 
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plans, which are currently underway. The Nexus Study 
findings will also act as a basis for negotiating relevant provisions, conditions, and 
covenants as part of the Development Agreement.” 

Response to Comment No. 32-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 32-4 

Displacement, gentrification, and housing discrimination have long been an issue for local 
working class families who have been pushed out of their homes as students are forced to 
move into the neighborhood because of the lack of adequate affordable student housing on 
campus. Adding to the problem is the fact that the focus of currently-identified production in 
the area remains on privately-developed market rate (indeed, high-end) student housing. It 
is our understanding that USC expects that the development of new student housing on 
Subarea 3 will release only 400 units of housing back onto the market, but our analysis 
shows that instead of freeing up housing for local families this development will INCREASE 
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the demand for housing in excess of Local Area supply and further exacerbate an already 
serious problem of an inadequate housing supply. 

A 2007 study commissioned by USC found that even USC staff may not be able to afford to 
live in the immediate area. "25% of USC staff have a household income of less than 
$50,000 and given current rental rates, households earning up to $50,000 a year may have 
difficulties meeting their household needs." (Enterprise Study, page 100) This development 
will increase the need for more student housing as well as workforce housing, and 
inadequately meets this expected demand. 

The study further found that "while the displacement of residents has not been a direct 
result of USC forcing out residents to make room for students, the majority of displacement 
has occurred because of market factors that stem in part from the fact that USC has not 
provided its own housing for students." (Enterprise Study, page 31). 

The affordability of the student and faculty units to be built by USC as part of this plan 
should also be assessed so as to accurately determine the impact that new student 
housing will have on the ongoing displacement of local families. 

Response to Comment No. 32-4 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  As presented in the Draft EIR, it is estimated that 
implementation of the Project would remove 896 rental units worth of student demand from 
local area housing market, not 400 as stated in the comment.  (See Draft EIR, Section 
IV.N.2., Housing and Appendix J, Employment, Housing and Population Technical Report).  
As noted in response to other comments, USC indicates that new student and faculty 
housing will be priced at levels affordable by students and faculty, and that financial aid, 
including the cost of housing will continue to be available to students who qualify for it.  As 
noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in displacement of residents. 

Comment No. 32-5 

The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New Specific 
Plan Proposal. 

The project must not cause decay in the housing stock as people leave existing housing for 
the proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will 
affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa Corridor. In addition, the Draft 
EIR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will adversely affect existing small 
businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, minority-owned firms. 
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Response to Comment No. 32-5 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 32-6 

The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. 

Faulty methodology used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of 
new trips that will occur from the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, 
the results of the Traffic Study are markedly different from those contained in the 
November 2009 Draft EIR for the proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 32-6 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 32-7 

A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. 

The University must cooperatively agree to a partnership with local community groups to 
provide local hiring, union jobs, train local residents, assist local small business and 
preserve and create affordable housing for community residents and students. Such 
agreements have been highly effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and 
can serve as models for this proposal. 

This type of agreement can serve to mitigate the negative impacts of the development on 
the local community by dealing with some of the urban decay and housing affordability 
issues that are expected to arise. 

Response to Comment No. 32-7 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 
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Comment No. 32-8 

The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. 

The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact assessment to 
analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is close to the I-110 
Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation measures at all 
to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars and trucks for the 
large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

A survey conducted by Strategic Actions for a Just Economy (SAJE), St John's Well Child 
Clinic, Los Angeles Community Action Network (LACAN) and Esperanza Community 
Housing Corporation, found that one-quarter (25.2%) of local tenants reported suffering 
asthma. The majority of those with asthma had uncontrolled asthma, with at least wheezing 
once in the past two weeks. These findings are alarming, and given the high concentration 
of asthma cases in the area, a public health impact assessment of this plan is absolutely 
necessary. 

Response to Comment No. 32-8 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition.  Please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR.  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 32-9 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at 213-745-9961 ext. 202. 

Response to Comment No. 32-9 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 33 

Gerard A. Gumbleton 
Executive Director 
St. Francis Center 
1835 S. Hope Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90015 

Comment No. 33-1 

The mission of the St. Francis Center: "is to serve homeless and near homeless families 
and individuals in the under-served neighborhoods of Greater Los Angeles in the manner 
of St. Francis of Assisi by: 

 Serving their immediate needs; 

 Educating, empowering and accompanying them; 

 Providing them with the tools necessary to build better lives and neighborhoods; 

 Addressing the systemic causes of poverty through advocacy. 

Our Mission Statement explains our interest in the University of Southern California 
Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are writing to provide our 
comments to the project that ultimately seeks to demolish over 500,000 sq. ft. of existing 
structures in the project areas where our members live, work and play. 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect community residents in the 
local neighborhood. Many of the residents surrounding the existing campus of USC are 
clients of St. Francis Center and with the Center are concerned over the possible 
elimination of affordable housing, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and 
noise pollution, a marked rise in crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public 
safety. 

Response to Comment No. 33-1 

This comment providing an overview of the St. Francis Center and an overview of 
the commentor’s concerns with the Draft EIR is noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Responses to specific comments are 
addressed below.  Please refer to the following sections of the Draft EIR for the analysis of 
impacts associated with housing, traffic, noise, air pollution, and public safety: IV.I.2., 
Housing; IV.H., Noise;  IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation; IV.B., Air Quality; and IV.J.1, 
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Public Services—Police.  Where feasible and appropriate, the Draft EIR provides mitigation 
measures to reduce environmental impacts of the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 33-2 

Our specific Concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1.  The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 
Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed 
and circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus 
Study will analyze parking, affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and 
include recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be 
analyzed as part of California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, 
the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft EIR must be recirculated to 
include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 33-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 33-3 

2.  The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis of existing affordable housing and 
the housing replacements caused by the new specific plan proposal. The project 
must not cause decay in the housing stock as people leave existing housing for the 
proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will 
affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa Corridor. In addition, 
the Draft EIR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will adversely affect 
existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, minority-
owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 33-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 33-4 

3.  The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete. Faulty methodology used in the Traffic 
Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from the 
proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft ElR 
for the proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 
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Response to Comment No. 33-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 33-5 

4.  A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively 
agree to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union 
jobs, train local residents, assist local small business and preserve housing 
affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been 
highly effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as 
models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 33-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 

Comment No. 33-6 

5.  The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From 
the Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health 
impact assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even 
though it is dose to the I·110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, 
there are no mitigation measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's 
operational phase, including cars and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses 
in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 33-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 
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Comment No. 33-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at St. Francis Center on Hope 
Street. By telephone: 213-747-5347 ext. 105. 

Response to Comment No. 33-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 34 

Lauren Akins Ahkiam 
Church Council officer on behalf of Council 
St. Mark’s Evangelical Lutheran Church 
Iglesia Evangélica Luterana de San Marcos 
3651 S. Vermont Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 

Comment No. 34-1 

We are writing on behalf of the St. Mark’s Lutheran Evangelical Church congregation, in 
this community for over 100 years, to express our concerns related to the University of 
Southern California’s Development Plan, Draft EIR ENV-2009-271-EIR. We are a 
congregation proud of our diversity, with especially strong representation from the 
Belizean, African American, and Latino communities, and members of all ages and 
incomes who come together each week. As an adjacent property owner to the University, 
we are more than just an interested stakeholder. 

Many of our congregants, including myself, are Trojan alumni, and we are wholeheartedly 
supportive of USC’s excellent academic and community programs. However, we are also 
concerned that the proposed development project will impact local residents who have 
already faced the elimination of affordable housing, dramatically increasing traffic and 
associated pollution (air and noise), and impacted pedestrian and public safety. The 
planning related to the Specific Plan and Draft EIR must adequately address potential 
mitigations of the proposed project and its impacts. 

OUR MISSION AND HISTORY IN THIS COMMUNITY DRIVES OUR CONCERN 
We have deep partnerships in the community, helping our congregants and neighbors on a 
range of scales. We have partnered with the University of Southern California’s Lutheran 
Campus Ministry, hosting their weekly service in our church and collaborating on the hot 
food program. Each week, our church feeds dozens of families, both through providing hot 
meals as well as with the donation of groceries; we host health sessions open to the 
community, such as yoga for seniors. We host seminary students engaged in Spanish 
immersion training. We are a founding partner of New City Parish, a nine church coalition 
whose mission is to proclaim a message of hope and advocate for the poor & marginalized, 
to teach people how to think critically for themselves, and to heal and comfort those who 
are hungry and suffering in our inner-city communities. We are also a founding member of 
the Figueroa Corridor Coalition for Economic Justice, which partnered with other 
community stakeholders to achieve the first comprehensive Community Benefits 
Agreement in the country. We’ve been blessed to join our members in celebrations and 
sorrows, from weddings to funerals, from Easter Tea Parties to Las Posadas. 
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Response to Comment No. 34-1 

This comment providing an overview of the St. Mark's Evangelical Lutheran Church 
and an overview of the commentor’s concerns with the Draft EIR is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Responses to 
specific comments are addressed below.  The Draft EIR addresses environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project.  Please refer to the following sections of the Draft EIR for the 
analysis of impacts associated with housing, traffic, noise, air pollution, and public safety:  
IV.I.2., Housing; IV.H., Noise;  IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation; IV.B., Air Quality; and 
IV.J.1,  Public Services—Police.  Where feasible and appropriate, the Draft EIR provides 
mitigation measures to reduce the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 34-2 

We have seen many changes in our community in the 104 years we have been at the 
corner of Vermont Avenue and 36th Street. We’ve adapted and grown, welcoming new 
families as the demographics have shifted over the decades. In the past thirty years, we 
have seen the expansion of our neighbor across the street, and greeted students into the 
surrounding neighborhood. However, these changes have meant we have lost dozens of 
families from our congregation, as they can no longer afford the escalating home prices; we 
have also seen the need for support services increase. A number of our families have been 
displaced due to illegal conversions, discriminatory “student housing” signage that makes 
community residents feel unwelcome, or due to illegal evictions from unscrupulous 
landlords. Our congregation welcomes students, and we know they are also being taken 
advantage of, with unaffordable rents and poor housing conditions. Our specific concerns 
on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

Response to Comment No. 34-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 34-3 

THE PROJECT/DRAFT EIR MUST NOT GO FORWARD WITHOUT THE NEXUS STUDY 
A Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific 
Plan Project, according to Los Angeles City Council Order. The Nexus Study will analyze 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, parking and include recommended 
mitigation efforts for these impacts. These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as 
part of California Environmental Quality Act review, not included as an after thought. But 
the Nexus Study has not yet been released. To move forward without the Nexus Study 
would be to ignore the real impact of this proposed project to the broader community. 
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Response to Comment No. 34-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 34-4 

THE DRAFT EIR CONTAINS INSUFFICIENT ANALYSIS OF PROJECT-RELATED 
URBAN DECAY 
Most of the housing on our church’s street, West 36th Place, and the adjacent streets, has 
been converted and marketed as “student housing” in the last ten years. When I first 
started attending St. Marks as a USC undergraduate student, the overwhelming majority of 
the community was local residents, with a small number of mostly graduate students. Now, 
the overwhelming majority is housing marketed strictly to students. More analysis is 
needed on how the University’s proposal will affect housing affordability for local residents 
in this community. The project must not cause decay in the housing stock as students 
leave existing housing for the proposed new units – and units stay empty as landlords try to 
continue collecting high rents the community cannot afford. In addition, the Draft EIR needs 
more analysis of how this proposal will adversely affect existing small businesses in the 
project area, impacting jobs and small, minority-owned firms. Many of our congregants 
work in or patronize such small-scale and local businesses, and rely on them. 

Response to Comment No. 34-4 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 34-5 

THE DRAFT EIR TRAFFIC STUDY IS INCOMPLETE AND MISLEADING 
The methodology used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new 
trips that will occur from the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. The results 
of the Traffic Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 
Draft EIR for the proposed Lorenzo Project nearby on Figueroa – what accounts for this 
difference? We see firsthand the scramble for parking along our street, both from resident 
and commuter students. 

Response to Comment No. 34-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 34-6 

A COMMUNITY BENEFITS AGREEMENT IS A NECESSARY MITIGATION 
In order to adequately address the impacts produced by the development proposal, USC 
should agree to partner with local community groups to preserve housing affordability for 
community residents and students and provide local hiring, union jobs, train local residents, 
and assist local small business. Such agreements have been highly effective on other 
major projects throughout Los Angeles, such as the one our church participated in through 
the Figueroa Corridor Coalition for Economic Justice with the Staples Center/LA Live 
project. 

Response to Comment No. 34-6 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits by USC within 
the community. 

Comment No. 34-7 

THE DRAFT EIR HAS WEAK ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS FROM THE 
PROPOSAL 
The Draft EIR does not include a health risk assessment or health impact assessment to 
analyze the public health impacts of this extensive plan, despite its proximity to the I-110 
Freeway. 

Additionally, there are no mitigation measures proposed to reduce air pollution from the 
proposed project’s operations, including traffic related to the proposed commercial uses in 
University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 34-7 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 
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Comment No. 34-8 

Thank you for considering our comments. Please notify us of any hearings, decisions, 
notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Feel free to contact me at (214) 
912-9803 with any questions. 

Response to Comment No. 34-8 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 35 

Jah’Shams Abdul-Mu’min 
Executive Director 
Success, A New Beginning, Inc. [SANBI] 
3655 South Grand Avenue, Suite 220 
Los Angeles, CA, 90008 
jahshams@gmail.com 
www.lasanbi.org 

Comment No. 35-1 

I am the Executive Director of Success A New Beginning, Inc. (SANBI). SANBI is a pub 
[sic] organization incorporated (1986) in the state of California. We are a Leadership and 
Community Enhancement organization with 501 (c) (3) tax-exempt status. SANBI’s mission 
is promote leadership and community enhancement through education, leadership, media, 
social entrepreneurship and healing and community reconciliation to promote the highest 
quality, life for everyone. 

SANBI’s Board of Directors and its membership are very interested in the University of S 
California Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

Response to Comment No. 35-1 

This comment providing an overview of the Success, A New Beginning organization 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 35-2 

I am writing to provide ou [sic] comments to the project that plans to demolish over 500,000 
sq. ft. of existing structures project areas where our members live, work and play. 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect residents in the local 
neighborhoods. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already suffer 
negative impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of affordable 
housing, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and noise pollution, a marked r 
crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public safety. It is mitigation of these 
impacts, not financial benefit to the University that must guide the planning efforts for 
Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. 35-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2. 

Comment No. 35-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated with 
the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. 

Response to Comment No. 35-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 35-4 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will affect 
housing and existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 35-4 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 35-5 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. The results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 35-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 35-6 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, train local 
residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for community 
residents and students. 

Response to Comment No. 35-6 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding why a community benefits 
agreement is outside of the scope of the EIR.   

Comment No. 35-7 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." 

Response to Comment No. 35-7 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 35-8 

As an organization, we want to be made aware of the Project's ongoing status and that its 
progress is undertaken in a manner that will maximize its economic and community 
benefits, while minimizing its adverse impacts on the community. Please notify me in 
writing of any hearings, decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this 
Project. 

Should you have any questions or need more information, please contact me at 323/988-
5721. 
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Thank you for considering these comments. 

Response to Comment No. 35-8 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 36 

Thomas Walsh 
President 
Unite Here! Local 11 
464 S. Lucas Avenue, Suite 201 
Los Angeles, CA  90017-2074 

Comment No. 36-1 

Unite Here Local 11 is a hotel and restaurant employees union consisting of over 20,000 
members throughout Los Angeles and Orange County. We are very much interested in the 
University of Southern California Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. We 
are writing to provide our comments to the project that ultimately seeks to demolish over 
500,000 sq. ft. of existing structures in the project area where our members and their 
families live, work and play. 

Response to Comment No. 36-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 36-2 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect community residents in the 
local neighborhood. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already 
suffer negative impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of 
affordable housing, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and noise pollution, a 
marked rise in crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public safety. It is 
mitigation of these impacts, not financial benefit to the University that must guide the 
planning efforts for the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 36-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2. 

Comment No. 36-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part 
of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
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affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be circulated again to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 36-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 36-4 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. The project must not cause decay in the housing stock as people 
leave existing housing for the proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the 
University's proposal will affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa 
Corridor. In addition, the Draft EIR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will 
adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 36-4 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No.3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 36-5 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 36-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 
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Comment No. 36-6 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, good jobs, train local 
residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for community 
residents and students. Such agreements have been highly effective on other major 
projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 36-6 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits by USC within 
the community. 

Comment No. 36-7 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the 1-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no 
mitigation measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, 
including cars and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 36-7 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 36-8 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 481-8530 Extension 339. 
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Response to Comment No. 36-8 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 37 

Jean Franklin, Executive Director 
United Job Creation Council 
4112 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90037 

Comment No. 37-1 

United Job Creation Council (UJCC) is a non-profit Corporation comprised of a broad 
based collaborative and network of over 100 faith, and community based organizations that 
has the singular focus of changing the face of inner cities through economic empowerment. 
Our mission is to empower local communities by elevating the standard of living of the 
historically, economically disadvantaged; and to encourage local business to participate in 
local hiring. We are very much interested in the University of Southern California Specific 
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are writing to provide our comments to 
the project that ultimately seeks to demolish over 500,000 sq. ft. of existing structures in the 
project areas where our members live, work and play. 

Response to Comment No. 37-1 

This comment providing an overview of the UJCC is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 37-2 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect community residents in the 
local neighborhood. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already 
suffer negative impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of 
affordable housing, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and noise pollution, a 
marked rise in crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public safety. It is 
mitigation of these impacts, not financial benefit to the University that must guide the 
planning efforts for the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 37-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2. 

Comment No. 37-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 
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1. The Project and the Draft EIR cannot go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part 
of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be recirculated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 37-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 37-4 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. The project must not cause decay in the housing stock as people 
leave existing housing for the proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the 
University's proposal will affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa 
Corridor. In addition, the Draft ElR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will 
adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 37-4 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 37-5 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 37-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 37-6 

4. A Community Benefit Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree to 
a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, train local 
residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for community 
residents and students. Such agreements have been highly effective on other major 
projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 37-6 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits by USC within 
the community. 

Comment No. 37-7 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot". Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the Project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 37-7 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 37-8 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092 please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (323) 432-3976. 
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Response to Comment No. 37-8 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 38 

UNIDAD 

Paulina Gonzalez 
Executive Director, SAJE 

Nancy Halpern Ibrahim 
Executive Director, Esperanza Community Housing Corporation 

Sandra McNeill 
Executive Director, Figueroa Corridor Community Land Trust 

Gabriela Garcia 
Organizer, United Neighbors In Defense Against Displacement (UNIDAD) 

Comment No. 38-1 

The undersigned respectfully writes to request an extension to allow at least a ninety 
(90) days public comment period for the referenced Draft EIR as described below. 

The primary goal of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) is to protect 
the environment. Pub. Res. C. §§ 21000-21002. Informed decision-making and public 
participation in review of potential significant environmental effects of proposed projects are 
essential to CEQA. The purpose of providing this information is to help make better 
decisions and to mitigate the proposed impacts of a project. 

Here, the minimum 45-day comment period (expiring July 12, 2010) provided on the 
Specific Plan Draft EIR is not enough time to allow full and adequate public review and 
comment. The project is very large in scope, encompassing 270 acres and creating 
numerous anticipated significant environmental impacts for our members residing in and 
adjacent to the project. Pursuant to CEQA, the lead can extend the public comment period 
on a Draft EIR. 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15105(d). 

Moreover, the Draft EIR and its comment period must remain open to allow for 
consideration of the soon to be finalized “Nexus Study” for the project. Pursuant to the City 
Council vote of December 3, 2008, a “Nexus Study” is being prepared “in conjunction with 
the environmental impact report to assess the impacts of specific plan development on 
public infrastructure, facilities, and services and plan for the provision by applicant(s) of 
such facilities to be phased with development.” (emphasis added.) A draft scope of work is 
attached. We are informed by Planning staff that the “Nexus Study” is to be finalized this 
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month. In this circumstance, it is appropriate to delay comment on the Draft EIR. To 
proceed without the “Nexus Study” will require Draft EIR recirculation. 14 Cal. Code Regs. 
§ 15088.5. 

In light of all this, and to allow adequate time for public review of the Draft EIR and 
“Nexus Study,” we respectfully request that the public comment period be extended to at 
least ninety (90) days and that it be in conjunction with release of the “Nexus Study.” 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Please contact Gabriela Garcia at 213-
840-2675 to let us know your response or should you need any more information. 

Response to Comment No. 38-1 

The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended 
by 15 days, for a total of 60 days, in order to provide additional time for interested parties to 
review and comment on the document.  This Final EIR has been prepared to include 
responses to the comments raised regarding the Draft EIR.  

The Project Site is comprised of approximately 207 acres, not 270 acres as stated 
by the Commentor. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.   As discussed 
therein, the Nexus Study does not include information regarding the environmental impacts 
of the proposed Project that is not already included in the Draft EIR and recirculation of the 
Draft EIR is not necessary. 
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Comment Letter No. 39 

Robert Rubin 
Executive Director 
Vermont Village 
VV-CDC 
7901 South Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90044 

Comment No. 39-1 

As the Executive Director of Vermont Village Community Development Corporation and the 
Chair of the South Los Angeles Community Plan Advisory Committee, it concerns me that 
your office is allowing the USC plan to move forward, when the neighborhood plans are 
being stalled by budget cuts. The interest in the University of Southern California Specific 
Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Report; without question should be overlaid to the 
general community plan neighborhoods, and not the other way around. I'm writing out of 
the concern for the hard work our committee has accomplished, without our findings or 
conclusions to the project that ultimately seeks to demolish private land, over 500,000 sq. 
ft. of existing structures and tour [sic] over a community, already left outside the confines of 
USC project areas. 

Response to Comment No. 39-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The proposed Project has appropriately been evaluated 
based on existing adopted plans that are in place.  In addition, although the specific timing 
of an updated community plan is uncertain, the Specific Plan for the Project will be 
coordinated as necessary with the community plan update process.  The commentor has 
also had the opportunity to provide input regarding the proposed project as part of the 
CEQA process, including during the 30-day Notice of Preparation comment period as well 
as during the extended 60-day Draft EIR comment period. 

Comment No. 39-2 

Another concern is how the proposed project will affect community residents in the local 
neighborhood. The residents that surround the existing campus are suffer negative impacts 
from current operations; including the ongoing elimination of affordable housing, community 
common areas, increased traffic associated with air and noise pollution, a marked rise in 
crime, disorderly conduct during sports seasons, vandalism and decreased pedestrian and 
public safety right-ways. 
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The methodology used to “keep the Community Plan up-to-date,” must be current in order 
to: encourage wise growth; identify appropriate locations for new development; assess 
public infrastructure, service and faculty needs; minimize lengthy discretionary approvals; 
and provide certainty and predictability for developers, homeowners and anyone else 
concerned with future development of Los Angeles. The method to revise community plans 
is supposed to be with citizen input in order to address prevailing neighborhood and 
community issues. Another important factor is how the plan is used to help decision-
makers with the difficult questions from property Owners seeking relief from existing 
regulations in order to develop property. Lastly, but not least it's the province of the 
Community Plan program is to recommend location of Neighborhood Districts, Community 
Centers, Regional Centers, Downtown Center, Industrial Areas, and Mixed Use Boulevards 
heights, and intensities. 

Response to Comment No. 39-2 

The first paragraph of this comment is similar to Response to Comment No. 15-2.  
Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2.  The second paragraph is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 39-3 

It is mitigation of these impacts, not financial benefit to the University that must guide the 
planning efforts for the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 39-3 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR includes an objective and comprehensive 
analysis of environmental issues and impacts associated with the proposed Project and 
provides mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the extent feasible.  Furthermore, 
additional mitigation measures have been included in response to comments received on 
the Draft EIR.  These additional mitigation measures are included in Section II, Corrections 
and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR, and Section IV., Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 39-4 

Some specific concerns on the USC Plan proposal and Draft EIR are: 

1.  The Project and the Draft  EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant 
to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as 
part of the Draft  EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
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2.  These are all issues that are required to tie analyzed as part of California Environmental 
Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be recalculated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 39-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 39-5 

3.  The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. The project must not cause decay in the housing stock as people 
leave existing housing for the proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the 
University's proposal will affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa 
Corridor. In addition, the Draft  EIR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will 
adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 39-5 

See Topical Response No. 2 regarding the Project’s potential to cause “urban 
decay” in the local area housing stock. 

Comment No. 39-6 

4.  The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already landlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 39-6 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 39-7 

5. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, train local 
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residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for community 
residents and students. Such agreements have been highly effective on other major 
projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 39-7 

A Community Benefits Agreement is beyond the scope of and not required by 
CEQA.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. Notwithstanding, refer to Response to Comment No. 
15-6 regarding the types of benefits that the University has and will continue to provide 
within the community. 

Comment No. 39-8 

6. The Draft  EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR falls to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 39-8 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 39-9 

Thank you for including these comments pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 and 
Gov. Code Section 65092 and please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact Robert Rubin at the number below or 
by email. 
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Response to Comment No. 39-9 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 40 

Eric Bronson 
Vice President 
West Adams Heritage Association 
2263 Harvard Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90018 

Comment No. 40-1 

The West Adams Heritage Association (WAHA) is pleased to make comment on the Draft 
EIR (DEIR) for the USC Development Plan. The West Adams Heritage Association 
represents over three hundred households in the West Adams area whose boundaries 
include the subject site and the surrounding neighborhoods, including University Park. The 
objectives of the West Adams Heritage Association include preservation of the area's 
architecture and culture. The above-referenced project is located in one of the most 
environmentally-sensitive Los Angeles neighborhoods and in Los Angeles' oldest suburb, 
University Park. 

Response to Comment No. 40-1 

This comment providing an overview of the WAHA organization is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-2 

An EIR must contain enough information for the decision makers to engage in an informed 
judgment as to the impacts of the project and the adequacy of any proposed mitigations.  
From our reading and analysis of the DEIR (as well as the impression received by our 
members who attended the open house), the analysis contained in much of the DEIR was 
cursory and lacking in understanding of the entire context in which Plan is to be 
implemented. In addition to the aesthetic and cultural impacts, the traffic and circulation 
impacts and the conflicts within the underlying zoning all need to be addressed. While 
preparing an EIR- rather than simply attempting to approve the project with an MND- is 
wise, the adequacy and completeness of the DEIR is extremely important. In this case, we 
find the DEIR is lacking in many areas. 

Response to Comment No. 40-2 

The Draft EIR includes a comprehensive analysis of environmental issues and 
impacts associated with the proposed Project and provides mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to the extent feasible.  Potential impacts are based on significance thresholds and 
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methodologies set forth within the City of L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. In accordance with 
CEQA, the EIR provides full disclosure of the environmental impacts of the Project such 
that the decision-makers can intelligently take account of the environmental consequences 
of the Project and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation.  Impacts to aesthetics, cultural 
resources, traffic and circulation impacts and conflicts with zoning have been addressed in 
detail in the Draft EIR in Section IV, Environmental Impact Analysis. 

Comment No. 40-3 

The proposed project is a massive development which would provide approximately 
350,000 square feet of retail/commercial uses, 2,135,000 square feet of student and faculty 
housing providing up to 5,400 student beds, 250 faculty housing units, a 165,000 square 
foot hotel and conference center, and possibly 80,000 square feet for a K-8 school. 

Boundaries: generally, are 30th Street and the alley south of 30th Street to the north, 
Jefferson Boulevard to the northeast, Exposition Boulevard to the south, Hoover Street and 
Flower Street to the east, and Vermont Avenue to the west. It also includes a small site 
south of Exposition and a second area east of the Harbor Freeway adjacent to Jefferson 
Boulevard between Hope and Hill Streets. 

Response to Comment No. 40-3 

This comment providing a general description of the proposed Project is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-4 

Development and Impacts to Subarea 3 

The USC Development Plan proposes a staggering concept of massive development, 
particularly in Subarea 3A. The context of this development premise is that the Campus will 
remain relatively pristine, a historic district offering all of the amenities of a first class, green 
and open campus to its students and faculty. It is a thoroughly supportable premise that a 
campus (whose many historic buildings are associated with major architects and comprise 
the vast majority of the contributing structures to the USC Campus historic district) will be 
untouched and preserved. 

But in the desire to enhance and preserve the quality of the environment of the campus in 
Subarea 1A, the development plan moves its massive projects to Subarea 3A, without 
taking into account the adjacent community character, its historic districts and historic 
patterns of development. The adjacent areas have their own unique historic character and 
character-defining features. They include the Menlo Avenue National Register District, the 
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North University Park Specific Plan area, the Adams-Normandie Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone, the surveyed Fraternity/Sorority Row California register district, the 
University Park Historic Preservation Overlay Zone, the St. James Park National Register 
District, the 20th Street National Register District, the Chester Place National Register 
District and the surveyed but not yet listed Mortuary Row. To propose 150-foot tall buildings 
adjacent to neighborhoods of 2 and 3 stories fails to neither consider nor respect the non-
USC themed community character. 

In its historic survey in January, 1999, the City of Los Angeles, in consultation with Myra 
Frank & Associates, developed the following context for the West Adams Historic area: 

In 1781 the pueblo that later became the City of Los Angeles was founded on the banks of 
the Los Angeles River by 44 Spanish settlers of mixed ancestry. The pueblo grant included 
the four square leagues (36 square miles) surrounding a central plaza. The approximate 
boundaries of the original pueblo are Hoover Street, Fountain Avenue, a line continued 
east from Exposition Boulevard. and a line continued north from Indiana Street. The 
northeast corner of the South Los Angeles Subregional Planning Area falls within that 
original boundary. Other lands within the Planning Area that were supplemental to the 
pueblo lands were controlled first by the Spanish and then by the Mexican Governors of 
Alta California. and by the United States after 1847. 

Until the later part of the nineteenth century. the Planning Area was used exclusively for 
grazing and agriculture. Developed as a series of suburban neighborhoods. except for the 
independent city of Watts and small pre-1890 farm communities such as Rosedale (located 
near the Rosedale Cemetery). portions of the area were subdivided for residential and 
commercial use beginning in the late 1880's. Spurred by the extension of local horse-drawn 
streetcar routes from downtown Los Angeles, significant suburban communities created 
after that time included the eastern section of the West Adams District including portions of 
Arlington Heights, all of Harvard Heights, West Adams Heights, Rosedale, as well as the 
University District, which today includes the University of Southern California, Exposition 
Park, the neighborhoods of North University Park and Adams-Dockweiler, and exclusive 
subdivisions such as Saint James Park and Chester Place. The horse-drawn streetcar lines 
were quickly subsumed in the Los Angeles Transit Lines and Pacific Electric Railway 
system and upgraded to electric routes, further spurring development southward in the first 
decade of the twentieth century. By 1910 only small sections of the Planning Area were still 
used agriculturally; most of the land had been subdivided into residential tracts. 

As residential communities developed, citizens increasingly perceived a need for services 
beyond those provided by the initial subdividers and real estate entrepreneurs. Primary 
among these services were water distribution and law enforcement, which often implied a 
regulation and curtailment of liquor consumption. As a result of these needs, sections of the 
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Planning Area were annexed to the City of Los Angeles. The Southern and Western 
Addition of 1896 included over ten square miles in two roughly rectangular sections 
adjacent to the original city boundaries. Only partially subdivided at the time of annexation, 
the area included such large tracts as: the Menlo Tract, the Adams Street Homestead 
Tract, the Charles Victor Hall Tract, the Freeman Tract, the Waverly Tract, the Nadeau 
Orange Tract, the Central Park Tract, the Vernon Park Tract, and the Nadeau Park Tract, 
among many others. 

The University Addition of 1899 included Agricultural Park (now Exposition Park), the 
University of Southern California, and residential tracts such as the Park Villa Tract, the 
Brearly and Sinsabaugh Tract, and the West Park Villa Tract, among others. Primary 
motivation for the annexation of this area was the effort to restrict the bull fights, liquor, and 
gambling activities in Agricultural Park, which disturbed conservative citizens in the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment No. 40-4 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please see Topical Response No. 4 regarding adjacent 
neighborhood resources. 

Comment No. 40-5 

This comment is provided not as a comprehensive analysis of the entire development area 
and adjacent communities, but to provide some context to our view that the adopted 
perspective in the DEIR is limited and fails to understand that placing 150-foot tall hotel on 
top of a 40-foot podium, adjacent to these communities, has significant impacts. For 
example, to place Nokia Center-type development of the proposed mass in the middle of 
Subarea 3 has alarming results and significant impacts to the neighborhood character. To 
develop 5,230,000 square feet (floor area) as the plan proposes, where there is 581,878 
currently, has a major impact. To place Staples Center/Westwood village density in the 
middle of a low rise residential community is excessive. And there are no limits to the 
development, except those explained in II.33: 

The total square footage of 3,160,000 square feet of floor area in Subarea 3A may be 
exceeded as a result of floor area transfers. The proposed Project would include transfers 
of floor area between Subareas. The transfers would allow Subarea 3A to exceed the 
"Subarea total" of 3,160,000 square feet by a maximum of 15 percent. With this permitted 
increase, Subarea 3 could include up to 3,634,000 square feet of floor area. However, in no 
case would development under the proposed Project entitlement exceed the 5,230,000 
square feet maximum total for all three Subareas of the proposed project. 
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This limitation is entirely lacking in specifics, and cannot serve to provide decision makers 
with any clear idea of the limits and impacts of the Project. And again, the numbers are in 
floor area, not actual development square footage. In Subarea 1, the park-like setting of the 
Campus would be enhanced. Subarea 3 would become intensely developed in a very 
foreign vernacular, as the press has described, "Westwood in West Adams." 

Response to Comment No. 40-5 

The Project does not propose to locate a 150 foot tall hotel on top of a 40 foot 
podium adjacent to the residential uses, as suggested by the commentor.  As indicated on 
Figure II-12 on page II-38 of the Draft EIR, building heights within Block A of Subarea 3 
would not be 150 feet in height directly adjoining the adjacent residential area to the north, 
but would be limited to 60 feet in height within a 70-foot buffer along the northern perimeter 
of the Block, which would transition to a 100-foot height zone for the next 130 feet before 
reaching the maximum 150-foot height zone. Furthermore, only 50 percent of the 150-foot 
height zone may contain buildings up to 150 feet, as indicated on Figure II-12.  Similarly, as 
indicated on Figure II-16 on Page II-42 of the Draft EIR, building heights within Block E of 
Subarea 3 would not be 150 feet in height directly adjoining the adjacent residential area to 
the north, but would be limited to 40 feet in height within a 90-foot buffer along the northern 
perimeter of the Block. Furthermore, only 60 percent of the 150-foot height zone may 
contain buildings up to 150 feet, as indicated on Figure II-16. Furthermore, as indicated in 
Response to Comment No. 2-4, to minimize impacts to the residential areas north of 
Subarea 3, the allowable building heights within Blocks A and E of Subarea 3 have been 
modified as follows:  

 Within Block E, the 150-foot height zone was reduced to create a 20- to 100-foot 
sloping height zone set back 190 feet from the northern boundary of the Block. 

 Within Block A, the 60-foot height zone along the northern perimeter of the Block 
was expanded to a depth of 70 feet.  This height zone would transition to a 120-
foot-wide, 100-foot height zone, then to the maximum 150-foot height zone.  

The Project also does not propose to develop 5,230,000 square feet of buildings 
within Subarea 3 as suggested by the commentor.  Page IV.G-92 of the Draft EIR clearly 
states that up to 3,634,000 square feet of building area could be developed in Subarea 3.  
A detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with applicable land use 
provisions, including those related to density, height, and other land use controls, is 
provided in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR.  Section IV.A, Aesthetics, also 
provides a detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s appearance and compatibility with 
surrounding land uses.  Both analyses conclude that the proposed Project would be 
consistent with the type and scale of surrounding uses.  Sufficient evidence was presented 
in the Draft EIR to support this finding.  The commentor’s disagreement with this finding is 
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noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 
consideration.   

The objective of the allowable floor area transfer is to provide the University with a 
degree of flexibility to respond to changing market conditions and University and 
community needs throughout the Project’s 20-year build out duration.  In each analysis of 
the proposed Project’s environmental impacts, the Draft EIR assumes the “worst-case” 
floor area scenario that would result in the greatest impacts.  Thus, the full extent of the 
Project’s potential environmental impacts is addressed in the Draft EIR, and the Draft EIR 
is sufficient to inform the decision-makers of the potential environmental impacts of the 
Project pursuant to CEQA. 

Comment No. 40-6 

Parking Garages in Subarea 3 

To service the buildings there would be two parking garages as described in II-34, along 
Orchard Avenue, Hoover or 30th Place, again in the middle of a low-rise historic 
community. The rationale for this placement other than convenience is not explained.  

The development is made allowable by a transfer of development rights from Subarea 1 to 
Subarea 3. Density is transferred from the Campus to the outlying neighborhoods. The 
floor area transfer provides a mechanism to authorize building 3,160,000 square feet of 
development where there are currently 581,878. 

Parking garages provide little to a neighborhood in terms of reinforcing its character or 
providing any kind of Main Street ambience. If there are to be parking garages, they should 
be placed on perimeters such as the non-historic sections of Figueroa where you have 
Gateway-style massive development and mini-malls. Development such as the parking 
areas in Santa Monica, which utilize ground parking and low-rise parking structures to 
integrate into three-story business areas, should be considered. 

The hotel, cinema and fitness center turns its back on the surrounding community and 
again focuses amenities inward with placement of its town square. The development of 150 
foot buildings directly adjacent to neighborhoods where three stories or less is the 
prevailing height, is overly massive, creates significant negative impacts, and fails to step 
down or integrate into the existing historic neighborhoods. 
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Response to Comment No. 40-6 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  As discussed in Section IV.L.1. of the Draft EIR, the Project 
has been designed to promote pedestrian and bicycle safety and minimize opportunities for 
pedestrian and vehicular conflict.  The placement parking structures and proposed uses 
has been substantially influenced by this objective.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 
4, Project Effects on Neighborhood Resources regarding the compatibility of the Project 
with the area to the north of the Project site.  In addition, as discussed in detail in Section 
IV.A., Aesthetics, the Project has been designed to create a pedestrian-oriented 
environment and includes Urban Design Guidelines and Streetscape Guidelines that are 
intended to improve the environment both aesthetically and physically. 

The proposed Project is not relying on transfer of development rights from Subarea 
1 to Subarea 3.  Rather, as discussed in detail in Section IV.G., Land Use, to provide for 
the Project, plan amendments, zone changes to USC Specific Plan and other discretionary 
approvals are proposed.  As discussed in Response to Comment No. 25-46, the total 
density following implementation of all elements of the proposed Project would be well 
within the density limits of the overall Project area, although density limits for certain 
individual parcels would be exceeded. 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-7 

The podium concept so contradicts any neighborhood character-defining features as to be 
unfathomable. The axonometric of permitted building envelopes is a vague and superficial 
yardstick to measure development which provides ultimately extremely vague land use 
requirements. And then, on top of all of the axonometric guidelines, the Plan proposes a 
141,500 square foot athletic area on the rooftop of the eastern parking garage. (Page II-
44.) And the impact of a field of that scale on a surface that high, given existing noise and 
quality of life issues with balconies and rooftops in the area, is completely ignored. 

Response to Comment No. 40-7 

The visual impacts of the proposed Project and compatibility with the visual 
character of the surrounding neighborhood is analyzed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR.  The Project Design Features listed in Subsection IV.A.3.C of that Section lists 
each of the proposed Specific Plan restrictions related to building heights, massing, and 
design (among others), and includes sufficient information to inform the Draft EIR analysis.   
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The primary aesthetic impacts that would occur from the proposed elevated athletic 
field in Subarea 3 would be increased lighting levels.  This potential impact is addressed on 
page IV.A-99 of the Draft EIR.  The analysis concludes that Project impacts related to light 
would be less than significant, nonetheless, Mitigation Measures A-6 and A-7 are proposed 
below to further ensure that specific design features would be implemented and that 
lighting impacts would remain less than significant.   

While the proposed athletic field may be visible from private viewing locations such 
as private balconies and rooftops, it would appear consistent with the various other athletic 
fields and facilities in the Campus area, at a higher elevation.  Therefore, views of Subarea 
3 from elevated private vantage points would not be adversely affected by the proposed 
Project. 

The noise impacts of the proposed rooftop athletic field are analyzed in Section 
IV.H, Noise, beginning on page IV.H-34 under the “Outdoor Plazas and Athletic Fields” 
heading.  The analysis concluded that noise impacts associated with the proposed outdoor 
athletic field would be less than significant. 

Comment No. 40-8 

Signage 

The proposed Signage scheme of the Plan is also far too vague. To allow signage to be 
illuminated until 2 am or as early as 7 am is grossly abusive to a residential neighborhood. 
In addition, by qualifying the prohibition that "Tall Building Signs shall not be oriented 
toward nearby residential neighborhoods" with the words "[t]o the extent feasible" (see 
page II-57), we believe too much wiggle room remains. We believe there should be an 
absolute prohibition on orienting "Tall Building Signs" toward the nearby residential 
neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment No. 40-8 

The proposed Urban Design Guidelines include specific requirements for Project 
signage and lighting which are listed on page IV.A-53 of the Draft EIR.  The comment 
correctly summarizes the proposed guidelines with regard to signage illumination and the 
orientation of Tall Building Signs.  It should be noted that the proposed Urban Design 
Guidelines include a number of other restrictions on Tall Building Signs including location, 
maximum sign area, number, materials, flexibility and other guidelines (see Draft EIR page 
IV.A-55).  These guidelines are not unusual for the area and reflect standard City design 
measures in accordance with City code.  An analysis of impacts from Project signage on 
the aesthetics/visual quality of the area is provided in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR in subsection (3)(d)(1)(b) beginning on page IV.A.-61.  The analysis concludes that 
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with incorporation of the Project Design Features and Urban Design Guidelines described 
above, signage would not detract from adjacent commercial, institutional and residential 
uses and would be compatible with designated historic resources.  An analysis of 
light/glare impacts from Project signage is also provided in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR in subsection (3)(d)(3)(a) beginning on page IV.A-97.  The analysis concludes 
that with incorporation of the Project Design Features and Urban Design Guidelines 
described above, signage lighting would not result in a significant impact.  This comment is 
noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-9 

Community Context 

Missing entirely in this development Plan is the failure to respect the surrounding 
community, which was one of Architect Pereira's most significant goals (The goals of 
Pereira's USC Master Plan included "the determination of a proper area of University 
influence within the context of the surrounding community." (IV.C-II)) Over forty years later, 
the community is presented with a development Plan DElR that thoroughly ignores this 
responsibility. Assumptions are made without a thorough examination of the underlying 
conditions, such as the change of the Subarea 3 to a Regional Center rather than simply a 
neighborhood center. This change is presumptive and without fact-based analysis. Also 
absent is the use of the South Community Plan Design Guidelines as a yardstick to 
measure and evaluate the USC Development Plan Design Guidelines. 

Response to Comment No. 40-9 

The proposed Project’s environmental impacts on the surrounding community are 
analyzed throughout the Draft EIR.  See also Topical Response No. 4, Project Effects on 
Neighborhood Resources.  In addition, a detailed analysis of the proposed Regional Center 
designation for Subarea 3 is included in Section IV.G., Land Use, of the Draft EIR.  
Assuming the comment’s reference to “the South Community Plan Design Guidelines” is 
meant to refer to the policies and guidelines in Chapter V, Urban Design, of the Community 
Plans, the Project’s consistency with these policies and guidelines is discussed starting on 
page IV.A-92 in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.  The analysis concludes that 
with adherence to the various proposed Guidelines, Project impacts relative to consistency 
with the urban design policies of the Community Plans would be less than significant. 
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Comment No. 40-10 

Adequacy of the DEIR 

The DElR covers USC development in three main areas of the campus and campus 
adjacent. A program EIR will enable the University to develop property without a further 
EIR if it conforms to this development plan. It is a sweeping and comprehensive document 
for which we see many major issues. While we acknowledge the importance and significant 
contribution USC has made to the community, there are however severe flaws in their 
analysis of the impacts of the development plan, in addition to our concerns expressed 
regarding Subarea 3. 

Response to Comment No. 40-10 

The Draft EIR together with this Final EIR is a Project EIR, as defined by Section 
15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15161, the Draft EIR examines the environmental impacts of a specific development 
project and focuses primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the 
development project. Furthermore, the Draft EIR examines all phases of the Project 
including planning, construction, and operation.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-11 

For example, parking and circulation impacts are not fully analyzed; elimination of street 
parking demonstrates a complete lack of sensitivity to how the community actually 
functions, a community that already cannot schedule events during game days. As to 
parking needs, the assumption that each full time student in zip code 90007 will have .25 
cars is not supportable in terms of the evidence of the neighbors who observe the current 
student population. There is a complete denial of the issues that the USC tram creates 
problems. The suggestion that north of the site there may be a parking permit zone does 
not have any realty-based analysis and ignores the effects on the adjacent communities 
outside the suggested zone (i.e., north of Adams.) 

Response to Comment No. 40-11 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-13 regarding the parking ratios used 
in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 12-7 regarding the purpose and 
effectiveness of the USC tram system. 
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Please refer to Topical Response No. 8 regarding the implementation of a 
Preferential Parking District in the residential neighborhoods north of Jefferson Boulevard.   

Comment No. 40-12 

The assumption that this development will return any housing to a non-University 
population is presumptive and there is no data supporting the premise that housing which 
currently is student rented will ever return to non-student usage. 

Response to Comment No. 40-12 

As presented in the Draft EIR, the estimate of rental units in the local area that will 
no longer be required to meet student demand once the new Project student housing is 
completed, is based on projected future enrollment and the documented propensity of 
students to reside within the local area, as compared with all other locations throughout the 
region.  See generally Draft EIR Section IV.N.2., Housing and Appendix J Employment, 
Housing and Population Technical Report. 

Comment No. 40-13 

We also oppose the demolition of five historic properties in Subarea 1 and 2 and 
alternatives to demolition need to be considered. 

Response to Comment No. 40-13 

See Response to Comment No. 22-2. As discussed therein, in response to 
comments on the Draft EIR, the University has agreed to retain three of the five buildings 
previously proposed for removal including the Olin Hall of Engineering Building (OHE), 
University Religious Center (URC), and the Downtown Shopping News Factory/National 
Guard Building (USC East Library Building). These buildings will be incorporated into the 
AMMA and be subject to the AMMA process. Regarding the remaining two buildings 
proposed for removal including the Registration Building (REG) and the University Club - 
Faculty Center (FAC), the University has volunteered to offer these buildings for relocation 
with assistance from the University.  

In addition, as discussed on pages V-6 through V-8 in Section V, Alternatives, of the 
Draft EIR, an alternative that would retain all five individually eligible historic resources was 
considered but was rejected from further consideration in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) on the basis that such an alternative would be inconsistent 
with the evolution and history of the University and would compromise the design and 
pedagogical organization of the Campus.  
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This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-14 

For a Development Plan that supposedly addresses "the quality of its surrounding 
community in the coming years" (an acknowledged goal of the Plan), there must be a 
greater fundamental understanding of the surrounding community. We would urge that a 
respectful plan would set the following standard: "Buildings should be not less than three 
stories nor more than or more than five stories in height." These Guidelines are applied to 
the "Core Campus", Subarea 1, (Page 11-59) and we suggest that such Guidelines should 
be applied in Subarea 3 as well. 

Response to Comment No. 40-14 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. A detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
consistency with applicable land use provisions, including those related to density, height, 
and other land use controls, is provided in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR.  
Section IV.A, Aesthetics, also provides a detailed analysis of the proposed Project’s 
appearance and compatibility with surrounding land uses, including impacts related to 
building heights. 

Comment No. 40-15 

In addition to a Plan that respects the neighborhood context, we urge the University to 
establish a Preservation Fund as a mitigation. Such funding could support adaptive reuse 
of historic properties or their relocation. We are very concerned that historic properties 
(such as the Ahn House and the five properties slated for possible demolition) should not 
be demolished. We cannot agree that because of some alterations, such as a handicapped 
ramp, that the Ahn House has lost its character-defining features. 

Response to Comment No. 40-15 

Please see Response to Comment No. 22-2 regarding the preservation of properties 
eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources. 

See Response to Comment No. 12-8 regarding relocation and funding. 

The Ahn House is not located on a potential development site and the Project does 
not propose any changes to it. 
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Comment No. 40-16 

In closing, the DEIR is not legally sufficient to meet the requirements of CEQA in protection 
of our environment. If one looks at the land use context in which the project is being placed, 
it becomes clearer still that the project conflicts with and ignores the community setting, 
ignores design requirements of the South Community Plan in favor of its own Guidelines 
that were created to favor the development, and creates severe, irreversible environmental 
damage. 

Response to Comment No. 40-16 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the 
environmental impacts of the Project and provides mitigation measures to reduce impacts 
to the extent feasible.  Please refer to Section IV. G., Land Use of the Draft EIR and the 
responses to the comments above regarding the Project’s consistency with existing land 
use plans, compatibility with surrounding uses and the comprehensive design guidelines 
that are proposed as part of the Project to enhance the Project site.  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 40-17 

We urge the proponent to consider alternatives that are reduced in massing and scale and 
provide an adequate analysis of the neighborhoods and the impacts into which this 
massive Plan is being placed. 

Response to Comment No. 40-17 

A comprehensive evaluation of potential Project impacts associated with massing 
and scale is provided in Section IV.A., Aesthetics of the Draft EIR.  In addition, reduced 
development alternatives that include a reduction in overall massing when compared with 
the Project were evaluated in Section V., Alternatives of the Draft EIR.  These alternatives 
included:   

Alternative 1. No Project/No Build Alternative; 

Alternative 3. Reduced Intensity Alternative; 

Alternative 4. Reduced Project - All Academic Use Alternative; and 

Alternative 5. Reduced Project—30 Percent Reduction Alternative. 
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In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines requirement to identify an Environmentally 
Superior Alternative other than the No Project Alternative, a comparative evaluation of the 
remaining alternatives indicated that the Reduced Project—All Academic Use Alternative 
would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  This Alternative would reduce more of 
the Project impacts than any of the other remaining alternatives.  However, this Alternative 
would not meet many of the basic objectives of the proposed Project.  When balancing the 
ability to meet the basic objectives of the proposed Project and the ability to reduce 
significant impacts, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed Project and would reduce overall impacts of the proposed 
Project.  However, such impacts would not be reduced to the level that would occur under 
the Reduced Project—All Academic Use Alternative.    

See also Response to Comment No. 2-4 and Section II, Corrections and Additions 
to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR regarding the reductions in building heights that have 
been proposed by the University. 

Comment No. 40-18 

If this DEIR and subsequent Plan are adopted, irreparable harm will come to West Adams 
historic neighborhoods 

Response to Comment No. 40-18 

The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please see Topical Response No. 4 regarding adjacent 
neighborhood resources. 
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Comment Letter No. 41 

Matthew Burton 
Manager 
University Gateway Owner, LLC 
304 So. Broadway, Suite 400 
Los Angeles, California  90013 

Comment No. 41-1 

We have welcomed hundreds students who are spending the summer with us at University 
Gateway and we prepare to welcome many more for the Fall 2010 school year; It is indeed 
a great honor and privilege to be a member of the community supporting South Los 
Angeles, USC and the surrounding neighborhoods. 

We have reviewed the USC Development Plan and hereby register our support of the USC 
2030 Master Plan goals and objectives, which were thoroughly evaluated in the Draft EIR. 
We look forward with great hope and anticipation to the implementation of this most 
ambitious project! 

Response to Comment No. 41-1 

This comment indicating support for the proposed Project is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 42 

Carla Camacho 
Raymond Avenue 

Comment No. 42-1 

My family and I have lived on Raymond Avenue for over 15 years. Throughout these years 
we have noticed how air quality (pollution) and traffic have impacted our community 
profoundly. Each year, traffic gets worst with the expansion of more students housing, and 
a greater population of college students at USC. The majority of the times streets such as 
Vermont, Jefferson, Normandie and others are filled with traffic almost every hour, which 
makes it impossible for us to make on time to work, school or any place. My father usually 
gets out of work at 2:00 pm and gets home around 3:00 pm due to the traffic. Many times I 
have to leave for school an hour earlier because by the time I leave (6:00 am), streets such 
as Vermont are already filled with traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 42-1 

Please refer to Section IV.B, Air Quality, and Section IV.K-1, Traffic, of the Draft EIR 
regarding existing and future air quality and traffic conditions, respectively, within the 
Project vicinity.  This comment regarding the commentor’s general perception of air quality 
and traffic conditions is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 42-2 

Another thing I would like to point out is that the air quality of our community is extremely 
polluted and dangerous. As you know, in a city as big as Los Angeles, cars, buses, 
airplanes, as well as factories, industries and construction zones can cause air pollution. 
Ever time, I go outside for fresh air I began to cough and feel my chest tightening; such 
feelings are common with exposure to high levels of pollution. Polluted air can be 
hazardous for our health causing many of us to develop asthma, bronchitis, emphysema 
and other diseases. In addition, it can irritate the eyes, throat and lungs. Nevertheless, 
different people can react very differently to air pollution; however, it's necessary for our 
community to be exposed to a better quality of air. 

Response to Comment No. 42-2 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Comment No. 42-3 

To add on, my family and I are concerned about how the University of Southern California 
Development Plan will affect us and many community residents in the neighborhoods 
around the USC campus. Each year we have seen how many residential houses have 
been turned into student housing. From these residential homes that have been turn into 
student housing, several families have been forced to leave for such developments. I am 
not against student housing because I myself am a college student, however, I feel that is 
unfair that families are being kicked out from their own homes. It is not fair that families that 
have lived in these homes for many years get asked to leave in order to create more 
housing for students. This ongoing plan for creating more housing for USC students may 
eliminate affordable housing for many residents leaving around the USC area. We can't 
only think about the students, we also have to think about these families that are getting 
kicked out from their own homes. Sometimes these families have nowhere to go because 
each year rent is rising to an extent where it is hard to afford. 

Response to Comment No. 42-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  It should be noted that the Project would not eliminate any 
affordable housing or any non-USC housing in the Project vicinity. 

Comment No. 42-4 

In addition, many of these families are suffering from job loss because many of the small 
businesses in where they worked around the USC area are being shut down in order to 
create more buildings for student housing. 

Response to Comment No. 42-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 43 

Gilberto Cetina 
Owner 
Chichen Itza Restaurant 
3655 S. Grand Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 43-1 

I am the owner of Chichen Itza a Yucatecan restaurant located at 3655 S. Grand Ave., Los 
Angeles, CA 90007. I have been a business owner in the community for over 9 years and 
have 15 employees. I am very much interested in the University of Southern California 
Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments 
to the project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the 
surrounding area. I am concerned about how the proposed project will affect small 
businesses in the local neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to 
make sure that the potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in 
any plan that is ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 43-1 

This comment describing the Chichen Itza a Yucatecan restaurant is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small 
businesses that was included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed 
Project’s retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future 
growth in market, demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to 
urban decay is anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that 
the proposed Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 
square feet of retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the 
commentor.  Refer to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 43-2 

My specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1.  The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 
Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and 
circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will 
analyze parking. affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include 
recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of 
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California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not 
been released. The Draft ElR must be re-circulated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 43-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 43-3 

2.  The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will 
affect will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and 
small, minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 43-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 43-4 

3.  The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology 
used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur 
from the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 43-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 43-5 

4.  A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively 
agree to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, 
training for local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of 
housing affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been 
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highly effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models 
for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 43-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding why a community benefits 
agreement is outside of the scope of the EIR.  . 

Comment No. 43-6 

5.  The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From 
the Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 43-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of 
this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 43-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 741-1075. 

Response to Comment No. 43-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 44 

Joyce Dillard  
P.O. Box 31377  
Los Angeles, CA 90031 

Comment No. 44-1 

Though two plans are included, we are addressing the one more predominant. 

Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project Area is effective until May 12, 2029. The 
USC Campus is within the original boundaries of the Redevelopment Project Area. 

The projects included in the Implementation Plan are:  

 University Gateway  

 ICON  

 2700 South Figueroa Street  

 511 West 31st Street  

 3025 South Figueroa Street  

 USC Master Plan  

 University Village Redevelopment 

University of Southern California Shopping Center, Hotel, Office Building, Bank are 
assessed value at approximately $95,462,000. 

The Goals and Objectives within this implementation plan based on the Community 
Redevelopment Law are for the purpose of the removal of blight and to expand the supply 
of low and moderate income housing. 

We do not see how your Development Plan incorporates those two objectives. 

Response to Comment No. 44-1 

The land use controls of the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan are 
effective until January 1, 2012.  The commentor identifies two out of the 15 goals and 
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objectives for the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project Area as listed in the 5-
Year Implementation Plan FY 2010–FY 2015.  These are general goals and objectives to 
be achieved on an area-wide basis within the Redevelopment Project Area and are not 
mandatory requirements for individual development projects.  Regardless, the Project 
would replace an aging, obsolete retail center with an expanded and modern mixed-use 
development, including housing, which would result in additional housing units in the area 
becoming available as students would relocate to the proposed Project, consistent with 
several of the goals and objectives identified in the Implementation Plan, including: to 
encourage the cooperation and participation of residents, property owners, business 
persons, public agencies and community organizations in the revitalization of the area; to 
encourage a thriving commercial environment which will contribute to neighborhood 
improvement; to promote compatible development, with consideration to scale, height, 
material, architectural quality, and site orientation; to make provisions for housing as is 
required to satisfy the needs and desires of the various age, income and ethnic groups of 
the community, maximizing the opportunity for individual choice.  The Project’s consistency 
with the applicable provisions of the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan are 
described in detail in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, beginning on page IV.G-94. 

Comment No. 44-2 

Students, per the “Project Report: Economic Impact Analysis of the University of Southern 
California Annual Operations Fiscal Year 2005 – 2006” are employed at a rate of 56.8% of 
the total USC employment and at earnings of $46,891,948 with only 66.3% living within 
Council Districts 1, 8 and 9. 

Response to Comment No. 44-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 44-3 

The designation in your Development Plan may not comply with the Redevelopment Plan 
based on the definition in the Community Redevelopment Law for production of housing. 

Response to Comment No. 44-3 

The proposed Project’s consistency with the provisions of the Exposition/University 
Park Redevelopment Plan is discussed in Section IV.G of the Draft EIR, Land Use.  This 
section presents a detailed analysis of the relevant provisions of the Redevelopment Plan 
and the extent to which the proposed Project complies with these provisions.  The 
proposed Project does not impact CRA/LA’s obligation to construct affordable housing 
within the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Project Area, which must be satisfied 
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within the boundaries of the entire redevelopment project area and is not required to be 
satisfied by individual development projects. 

Comment No. 44-4 

Tax increments from the Exposition/University Park Redevelopment Plan stay within the 
Project Area and do not contribute to the City’s long-term budget needs and liabilities. 

Response to Comment No. 44-4 

This comment does not concern the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  The 
comment is correct that property tax increment derived from an individual development 
project remains with the Redevelopment Project Area for eligible redevelopment purposes, 
rather than contributing to the City’s budget needs. 

Comment No. 44-5 

University-affiliated K-8 laboratory school and community educational academy has not 
been addressed in the Redevelopment Plan or in any Los Angeles Unified School District 
LAUSD plans. This appears to be a Charter School, which would require approval by the 
LAUSD, Los Angeles County Board of Education or the State Board of Education. If it is a 
proposed Charter School is would be considered a Public School with requirements of 
enrollment that may differ from the stated intention. 

Response to Comment No. 44-5 

As part of the proposed Project, a new University-affiliated K-8 laboratory school and 
community educational academy comprised of up to approximately 80,000 square feet may 
be developed.  As stated in Section II., Project Description of the EIR, this new school 
would have a maximum capacity of approximately 540 seats and would be available to the 
children of University students, faculty, and staff.  As part of the approval process, USC 
would coordinate with and seek approval from the appropriate agencies and the relevant 
requirements would be met. 

Comment No. 44-6 

It is not clear if the public space open areas or recreational areas would be financed by any 
taxpayer related funding or operations and maintenance would require taxpayer funding. 
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Response to Comment No. 44-6 

As stated in Section J.4, Public Services—Parks and Recreation, any new open 
space areas and recreational areas within the Project Site are expected to be owned and 
maintained by the University.  These new facilities would not be funded with taxpayer 
funding. 

Comment No. 44-7 

Fire station closure and relocation would require plans by the City with taxpayer and voter 
due process. Planning Variances would require taxpayer and voter due process. 

Response to Comment No. 44-7 

See Response to Comment 22-13. As discussed therein, the University has 
voluntarily agreed to keep in place, renovate, and adaptively reuse the Fire Station 15 
building. However, Fire Station 15 operations would be relocated within the Project site. 
Further, As discussed on Page IV.J-26 of the Draft EIR, Relocation of Fire Station No. 15 
would be contingent on identification of a mutually agreed upon site by the University and 
the City of Los Angeles Fire Department.  Approval for the relocation of the Fire Station 15 
operations would be required by the City of Los Angeles, and would not require voter 
approval.  If the relocation of the Fire Station requires any variances from the provisions of 
the City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code, any such variances would be 
processed in accordance with the requirements set forth in the Code.   

Comment No. 44-8 

The City of Los Angeles does not have current General Plan and Elements. The General 
Plan was adopted on December 1, 1996, CF 95-2259 and readopted on August 8, 2001, 
CF 01-1162. The Elements are: 

1.  Land Use Element Including 35 Community Plans. 

2.  Air Quality Element adopted November 24, 1992, CF 91-2003. 

3.  Conservation Element adopted September 26, 2001, CF 01-1094 superseding the Open 
Space Element originally adopted June, 1973 and the Conservation Element originally 
adopted December, 1973. 

4.  Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources Element. 
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5.  Housing Element adopted August 13, 2008, CF 08-1933 and re-adopted on January 14, 
2009, CF 08-1933-S1. 

6.  Infrastructure Systems Element. 

7.  Noise Element adopted February 3, 1999, CF 96-1357 superseding the 1975 Noise 
Element. 

8.  Open Space Element. 

9.  Public Facilities and Services Element.  

10.  Safety Element adopted November 26, 1996, CF 96-1810 superseding the 1975 
Safety Plan, the 1974 Seismic Safety Plan and the 1979 Fire Protection and 
Prevention Plan  

11.  Transportation Element adopted August 8, 1999, CF 97-1387 superseding the Scenic 
Highways Plan adopted in May 13, 1978, CF 98-0894 and the Highways and Freeways 
Element adopted in 1959.  

Infrastructure reporting and strategic planning has been neglected by the City. 

Response to Comment No. 44-8 

This comment indicating that existing City plans are out of date is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 44-9 

Transfers of floor area do not indicate any mitigation measures or effects of increased or 
weighted land use and the needs. 

Response to Comment No. 44-9 

Within each environmental impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR, the amount of 
floor area, including potential transfers, that would result in the greatest potential impact for 
each individual issue was assumed in order to ensure the Draft EIR provides a 
conservative assessment that fully addresses all potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project.  For issues where significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures 
are recommended.   This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 44-10 

You state that this Draft EIR should be used by several agencies. This Draft EIR should not 
be a blanket approval for all projects without a Proposition 218 vote for usage of taxpayer 
funding. Individual projects may require additional environmental review. 

Response to Comment No. 44-10 

Page II-68 in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR states that the EIR shall 
be used by various City of Los Angeles Departments and by various Responsible 
Agencies.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 authorizes Responsible Agencies to use a 
Lead Agency’s EIR in granting their approvals.  Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15165 authorizes the preparation of a single EIR where individual projects are, or a phased 
project is, to be undertaken and where the total undertaking comprises a project with 
significant environmental effects.  Proposition 218, which requires voter approval prior to 
imposition or increase of general taxes, assessments, and certain user fees, has no 
bearing on these Guideline provisions. 

Comment No. 44-11 

Your plan is projected to the year 2030 and approvals should reflect current conditions not 
presumptions. 

Response to Comment No. 44-11 

Development under the proposed Project is intended to meet the needs of the site 
populations expected by the University, inclusive of the existing populations and small 
annual increases in student enrollment, staff, and faculty through 2030.  Each impact 
analysis section in the Draft EIR provides a detailed description of the existing conditions 
related to the specific environmental topic being addressed.  These existing conditions are 
accounted for in each of the impact analyses.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 44-12 

Your plan is projected to the year 2030 and approvals should reflect current conditions not 
presumptions. You state in the “USC’s Plan for Increasing Academic Excellence“: 

“…strategic capabilities that will help position USC to meet challenges that 
are unknowable today. Such capabilities will give USC the expertise and 
flexibility to adapt to change while taking a proactive stance toward setting 
and achieving its vision. Ultimately, developing such capabilities will enable 
USC to better secure its place among the world’s greatest universities” 
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The disclosure is not made that the plans are to include Private Partnerships or P3 that is 
[sic] not qualify as Public Benefit. There is considerable development (approximately 13 
new buildings) in Subarea 3A that is private development and tax increment qualified. 

Subarea 1A has approximately 19 additional buildings planned 

Subarea 1B appears to have no new development. 

Subarea 1C has approximately two additional buildings planned 

Response to Comment No. 44-12 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration.  No further response is necessary. 

Comment No. 44-13 

Street closures and realignments are planned. Hoover Street is an historical boundary. 
Since this project is within an area of historic consequence, geography including trails, 
streets, train routes, and boundaries should be identified. 

Response to Comment No. 44-13 

The comment indicates that Hoover Street is “an historical boundary,” however it is 
unclear what this refers to, and the comment offers no guidance in this regard.  Section 
IV.C of the Draft EIR contains a detailed evaluation of the Project’s potential impacts upon 
cultural resources within the Project area. 

Comment No. 44-14 

There appears to be no coordination with the closures of public facilities, the reduction of 
public services and the increased population and activity and the increased long-term need 
of those services. 

Homeland security issues are not addressed. 

Response to Comment No. 44-14 

Impacts associated with public services including police protection, fire protection, 
schools and libraries services are analyzed in Sections IV.J.1, Police Protection; IV.J.2, 
Fire Protection; IVJ.3, Schools; IV.J.4, Parks and Recreation; and IV.J.5, Libraries, of the 
Draft EIR.  As discussed therein, with implementation of Project design features and/or 
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mitigation measures, the additional population generated by the proposed Project would 
not result in a significant impact to these services.  In addition, in order to evaluate the 
potential impacts on these services, each of the agencies providing these services was 
consulted.   

See Response to Comment 22-13. As discussed therein, the University has 
voluntarily agreed to keep in place, renovate, and adaptively reuse the Fire Station 15 
building. However, Fire Station 15 operations would be relocated within the Project site. In 
coordination with LAFD, operations at this fire station would be relocated as part of the 
Project and fire protection services would not be interrupted.  

Homeland security is not a topic required to be evaluated as part of an EIR.  Such 
an analysis would be speculative.  As described in Section IV.J.1, Police Protection, of the 
Draft EIR, a comprehensive security program would continue to be provided as part of the 
Project.  This program would operate in coordination with all police protection agencies, as 
necessary. 

Comment No. 44-15 

The Ballona Creek Watershed Total Daily Maximum Loads TMDL mitigation is not 
addressed. Proposition O projects may be impacted. 

Response to Comment No. 44-15 

Potential Project-related construction and operational impacts on Ballona Creek are 
specifically addressed in Section IV.F.2., Surface Water Quality and Appendix H of the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 44-16 

There is no indication if the Hyperion Service Area (wastewater) can process additional use 
without upgrade and capital improvements. 

Sewer connections should be reviewed for breakage and disturbance by any overweight 
trucks. 

Response to Comment No. 44-16 

As discussed in detail in Section IV.L.2, Utilities, of the Draft EIR the Project’s net 
increase in wastewater generation of 482,564 gpd in average daily flows (or 454,876 gpd in 
peak average daily flow) would be adequately accommodated by the Hyperion Service 
Area.  This determination was also confirmed by the Bureau of Sanitation in its letter dated 
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June 17, 2010 (refer to Comment Letter No. 13).  In addition, new sewer connections would 
be reviewed and implemented in accordance with City requirements. 

Comment No. 44-17 

Not stated is a need for increased hazardous waste disposal and mitigation for air quality or 
other health issues. 

Response to Comment No. 44-17 

Section IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR analyzes potential 
hazardous waste disposal associated with Project construction and operational activities.  
Minimal hazardous wastes (e.g., paints, cleaning solvents) could be generated due to 
operation and maintenance activities for the proposed academic, commercial, and housing 
uses.  The majority of the hazardous waste stream would be attributable to hazardous 
wastes generated from the proposed laboratory/academic uses on the Campus. However, 
as discussed in the Draft EIR, with the continued implementation of existing hazardous 
waste reduction efforts on-site, as well as the continued proper treatment and disposal of 
such wastes at licensed resource recovery facilities, the proposed Project would not 
generate significant amounts of hazardous wastes that would have a significant impact on 
hazardous waste disposal facilities.     

Refer to Section IV.B., Air Quality of the Draft EIR for the analysis of air quality and 
health issues, including the mitigation measures to be implemented as part of the proposed 
Project.  In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, additional air quality 
mitigation measures have been included in Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, and Section IV., Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final EIR. 

Comment No. 44-18 

There is no adopted Traffic Congestion Plan submitted. 

Response to Comment No. 44-18 

The comment states that no adopted traffic congestion plan has been submitted, with no 
further explanation.  The preparers of this EIR are not aware of any requirement to submit 
a traffic congestion plan, nor of what a traffic congestion plan entails.  As part of the 
proposed Project, a Construction Traffic Management Plan, a Construction Worker Parking 
Plan, and a Construction Period Pedestrian Plan would be implemented during 
construction to ensure that adequate and safe access and parking remains available within 
the Project site during construction activities. 
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Comment No. 44-19 

Sporting, entertainment and special university events are not addressed in this plan nor are 
their mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment No. 44-19 

Special entertainment events currently occur on the USC campus and are expected 
to continue to occur with or without Project implementation.  As such, these events do not 
result from the implementation of the Project and therefore, mitigation for these events is 
not required.  Use of the outdoor plaza within Subarea 3 for outdoor gatherings is 
addressed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR.  Use of the rooftop athletic field is 
addressed in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft 
EIR also addresses impacts associated with use of the rooftop athletic field.  In addition, 
Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Police, of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of access 
impacts during special events. 

Comment No. 44-20 

A Bicycle Transportation Plan is not submitted. Only references to street closures are 
mentioned, but no plan for designated bicycle routes, if at all feasible, for the student 
population. Street closures may be inappropriate to the uses of the surrounding (non-USC) 
communities. 

Approximately 57% of USC total employment residing in Los Angeles is not within the 
council districts surrounding the project and would not qualify for biking. Many commute 
from other cities that could account for another 17% of total employees requiring 
commuting. 

Response to Comment No. 44-20 

The Draft EIR contains extensive analysis and planning of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities throughout the study area.  Figure IV.K-5 shows on-Campus bicycle routes.  Page 
IV.K-14 discusses the many on-street bicycle facilities in the vicinity.  Following that is a 
discussion of proposed new bicycle routes from the recent City of Los Angeles Bicycle 
Plan.  Page IV.K-48 discusses safety and operational improvements to the various bicycle 
access points around the Project.  The Draft EIR finds that the Project will not cause any 
significant impacts to pedestrian or bicycle safety. 

The University is aware that approximately 73% of the total University employment 
resides too far from the Campus to reasonably bicycle to work.  For this reason, while the 
Draft EIR gives much consideration to bicycle and pedestrian facilities and operations in 
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the area, the University will continue to serve automobile traffic as one of the many modes 
of transportation used by its students/faculty/staff/visitors. 

Comment No. 44-21 

Broadband capability and capacity is not addressed. Wireless antennas should be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis, based on coverage need, not market inundation. 

Response to Comment No. 44-21 

Broadband capability and capacity is not an environmental impact area that is 
required to be addressed under CEQA.   It is anticipated that broadband capability and 
capacity would be provided to meet demand by the respective service provider.  Wireless 
antennas would also be provided by the service providers to meet demand and would 
adhere to the appropriate regulatory requirements. 

Comment No. 44-22 

Methane Prevention Detection and Monitoring Program (Mitigation Plan) needs to be 
submitted with properly trained and qualified personnel to oversee, scientifically report and 
monitor. The proper City and County agencies need to be part of the Plan as well as the 
State and the Federal. 

National Fire Protection Association standards for methane mitigation are not addressed. 

The City of Los Angeles has failed to implement Ordinance 175790 to properly protect the 
Health and Safety of its citizens. There is no alternative plan submitted yet Subarea 1 and 
Subarea 3, both expected to be highly populated with residents or students, have methane 
and other hazardous gas dangers. The abandoned wells in the Las Cienegas Oil Field 
should be monitored through a plan for migrating gases or disturbance and seepage and 
any effect in stormwater drainage. 

Response to Comment No. 44-22 

Section IV.E., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR analyzes what 
appears to be naturally occurring methane at the Project site and presents the necessary 
mitigation measures to reduce potential health risks.   Mitigation Measure E-5 in Section 
IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR is recommended to ensure that 
potential methane impacts are reduced to a less than significant level.  Given the location 
of the Project site in a Methane Zone and Methane Buffer Zone, new buildings and paved 
areas of the proposed Project would be required to comply with the City’s Methane 
Seepage Regulations and the specifications of the LADBS as also described in Mitigation 
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Measure E-6.  National Fire Protection Association standards for methane mitigation are 
incorporated into the City of Los Angeles Building and Safety Code.  Through this process, 
any potential significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Section IV.E., Hazards and Hazardous Materials also includes an analysis of 
potential impacts associated with abandoned oil wells.  As indicated therein, four 
abandoned oil wells have been identified within Subarea 3.  All four of the wells were 
plugged and abandoned between 1963 and 1966.  To the extent that Project construction 
occurs in proximity to these or any other wells, the Department of Conservation, Division of 
Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) may require the re-abandonment of these 
wells in accordance with current regulatory requirements.  Through this process, any 
potential significant impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Comment No. 44-23 

Water supply needs are not reliable as Los Angeles Aqueduct supplies are diminishing. 
Groundwater contamination issues have been revealed by the recent Daily News article 
regarding San Fernando Valley groundwater well closures which would effect [sic] the 
water entitlements. 

Metropolitan Water District supplies are not reliable and certainly not for a projection until 
2030. 

Response to Comment No. 44-23 

Section IV.L.1, Utilities—Water, of the Draft EIR, analyzes the proposed Project’s 
potential impacts on water supply and the water infrastructure system. The analysis 
describes regional water supplies and existing water infrastructure serving the Project site, 
estimates the water demand associated with the proposed Project, and assesses whether 
there is sufficient water supply and infrastructure capacity to meet that demand.  The water 
supply analysis contained in the Draft EIR accounts for aqueduct, groundwater, and MWD 
water sources.  The analysis includes a discussion of how both DWP and MWD have 
implemented programs to ensure reliable water supplies are available.  A more detailed 
discussion of the reliability of water supplies can be found in the Water Supply Assessment 
and associated attachments prepared by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 
Water Resources Division on December 1, 2009 (refer to Appendix R of the Draft EIR). 

Comment No. 44-24 

The Alternatives should be considered and the scale of this project downsized.  
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The City of Los Angeles has the obligation to its citizens and residents to ensure Public 
Health and Safety by proper planning and execution. 

The City of Los Angeles has not done so and this plan does not meet General Plan criteria. 

Response to Comment No. 44-24 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 40-17 regarding the Draft EIR's analysis 
of reduced development alternatives.  Also refer to Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft 
EIR for an evaluation of the proposed Project's consistency with the General Plan. 
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Comment Letter No. 45 

Aritza Elliot 
Owner 
Thai Corner Food Express 
3655 S. Grand Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 45-1 

I am the owner of Thai Corner a Thai restaurant located at 3655 S. Grand Ave., Los 
Angeles, CA 90007. I have been a business owner in the community for over 3 years and 
have 6 employees. I am very much interested in the University of Southern California 
Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments 
to the project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the 
surrounding area. I am concerned about how the proposed project will affect small 
businesses in the local neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to 
make sure that the potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in 
any plan that is ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 45-1 

This comment describing the Thai Corner a Thai restaurant is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small businesses 
that was included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed Project’s 
retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future growth in 
market demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to urban decay is 
anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that the proposed 
Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of 
retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the commentor.  Refer 
to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 45-2 

My specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1.  The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 
Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and 
circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will 
analyze parking, affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include 
recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of 
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California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not 
been released. The Draft EIR must be re-circulated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 45-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 45-3 

2.  The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will 
affect will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and 
small, minority owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 45-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 45-4 

3.  The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology 
used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur 
from the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 45-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 45-5 

4.  A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively 
agree to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, 
training for local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of 
housing affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been 
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highly effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models 
for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 45-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 

Comment No. 45-6 

5.  The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From 
the Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 45-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 45-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 748-8006. 

Response to Comment No. 45-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 46 

Maggi Fajnor 
2631 Orchard Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 46-1 

The following comments are provided in response to the proposed University of 
Southern California (Development Plan) Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the record and your consideration.  

I support the development of student housing and am not asking that the proposed 
development project be stopped—only that it be a well designed project that provides for 
student needs and works in partnership with the community. First and foremost the 
proposed project will provide much needed housing for the student population. This must 
[sic] the first priority of any approved development plan. Secondly, it has the potential to act 
as a catalyst to the continuing reinvestment and revitalization of the South Los Angeles 
communities. Lastly, it has the potential to forge links and integrate the existing community 
with USC community. Most in both communities would be very proud to have an actual 
center around the University that would provide a shared environment for culture, social 
and commercial endeavors. However, there are substantive and valid issues of concern to 
the community including the following: 

Response to Comment No. 46-1 

This comment introducing the commentor’s support and concerns with the Draft EIR 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration.  Responses to specific comments are addressed below. 

Comment No. 46-2 

Nexus Study  

The proposed USC Development Plan cannot be adequately assessed without 
completion and public review of the Nexus Study. First, in accordance with CF 08-2620, 
per Council Motion, the Nexus Study was undertaken by the Planning Department to 
analyze the impacts of the proposed USC development on affordable housing, green 
space, parking, car-sharing opportunities and infrastructure needs as related to in the 
surrounding community. Specifically, the Nexus Study was to be utilized in drafting 
mitigation measures for the USC Specific Plan. Further, in accordance with CF 08-2620, 
the Nexus Study findings were to form the basis for negotiating relevant provisions, 
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conditions and covenants as part to the Development Agreement/Owner Participation 
Agreement (OPA). Without the completion and public vetting of the Nexus Study, neither 
off-site impacts nor the negotiation of any Community Benefits Package can be adequately 
evaluated. No Community Benefits Package should be completed without transparency 
and a public review.  

A Development Agreement/Owner Participation Agreement (OPA) provides a forum to 
negotiate for appropriate measures to insure compatibility for the proposed project and a 
way to hold the project to the agreed upon conditions. Such agreements have been used in 
order to address issues of compatibility between commercial and residential uses. This is a 
common requirement in redevelopment plans. Similar to a Conditional Use Permit, the 
OPA would provide a project level vehicle that would address issues and identify 
appropriate conditions of approval that are specific to the individual development, taking 
into account the site conditions and surrounding area. A required OPA provides an 
excellent mechanism for addressing parking, mass, design and other community 
compatibility issues. Completion and public review of the Nexus Study is necessary for this 
process. 

Response to Comment No. 46-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  As discussed 
therein, the Nexus Study does not contain any new analyses or mitigation measures for the 
Proposed Project that are required by CEQA.  All of the required CEQA analyses and 
mitigation measures for the Proposed Project are contained in the Draft EIR, which is as 
required by CEQA. Thus, the potential CEQA impacts of the Proposed Project within the 
Nexus Study Area are fully accounted for in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR, which already 
accounts for the environmental impact analyses within the Nexus Study Area, was 
circulated for public review for an extended 60-day period. 

The Nexus Study will be made available to the decision-makers who will be 
considering the discretionary actions proposed by the Project as well as the public.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-3 

Community Plans  

The USC Development plan has moved ahead of completion of both the South Los 
Angeles and East Los Angeles Community Plans. Since this area has a long history of 
piecemeal planning and special dispensations for the University, concern for the integration 
of this Development Plan with the interests of the community warrant special care and 
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oversight. Any comparisons to the existing plans while within the letter of the law would be 
severely outdated. It is well known that USC has never provided adequately for its own 
student population; but rather has relied upon the surrounding community and commuter 
students to provide the needed student housing. This has created extensive pressures on 
the surrounding community. While under these conditions expansion of the USC was 
inevitable, such expansions should occur in a fair and democratic manner. 

Response to Comment No. 46-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The Draft EIR analysis is appropriately based on the current 
adopted land use plans for the Project area.  In addition, the specific timing of updated 
community plans is uncertain.  As discussed in Section II., Project Description, of this Draft 
EIR, one of the objectives of the proposed Project is to provide University-owned or 
affiliated student housing for all of its undergraduates as well as its first year graduate 
students.  Thus, the Project proposes to provide a net increase of up to 4,238 student 
beds, which would reduce the demand for housing within the surrounding community.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-4 

North University Park Specific Plan and Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay District  

The North University Parking Specific Plan (North University Park Specific Plan, 
Ordinance No. 158,194, Effective September 19, 1983) provides the protections of a 
Specific Plan to the area directly abutting the proposed Area 3 development. This historic 
community also contains two federally recognized historic districts, the Menlo Ave.-West 
29th Street National Register District which directly abuts sub area 3 or [sic] the project and 
the North University Park National Register District. The DEIR fails to address the potential 
impacts to this Specific Plan area and the included Federal Register Districts. For example, 
connecting the southern part of the North University Park area to the campus and moving 
the cross arterial to 30th intrudes into the already heavily impacted adjacent residential 
community.  

The Citywide (1) Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay District and (2) North University 
Park–Exposition Park West–West Adams Neighborhood Stabilization District was proposed 
to remedy the proliferation of out of scale multifamily housing developments in the 
traditionally lower density neighborhoods which surround the University of Southern 
California. Both the (1) Neighborhood Stabilization Overlay District (City Ordinance No. 
180219) and (2) North University Park–Exposition Park West–West Adams Neighborhood 
Stabilization District (City Ordinance No. 180218) were approved by the City Council and 
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signed by the Mayor. They both went into effect on November 16, 2008. These ordinances 
were also intended to lead to the stabilization of this community’s historic low-density 
residential character. Design and massing of the 3 and 3A proposed project areas must be 
evaluated with acknowledgement of both the North University Park Specific Plan and the 
Neighborhood Stabilization overlays. The 3 and 3A proposed project areas require design 
insight to act as a buffer between the historic residential area to the north and the USC 
campus across Jefferson. The change in zoning to commercial for this area is not 
compatible with the intent of the Specific Plan. The architecture, design, and massing for 
this area needs to be less institutional and designed to function as transitional between the 
residential and campus areas. For example, rather than moving open space into internal 
courtyards, the courtyard space within the proposed project should be incorporated into the 
streetscape to facilitate social interchange, community linkages and to reduce the bulk and 
mass of the structure.  

In summation, the North University Park Neighborhoods contain a rich heritage of historic 
housing stock which is presently adversely impacted and these impacts could be 
exacerbated by the proposed development project. The DEIR contains no substantive 
discussion of the impacts to the North University Park neighborhoods addressing these 
potential impacts. Failure to identify these historic areas adjacent to and abutting the 
project site precludes analysis and evaluation of the proposed project development on the 
specific plan area and included historic districts which require special consideration under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Accordingly, neither appropriated [sic] design 
guidelines nor mitigation measures are included in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 46-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 4 regarding potential impacts to the 
neighborhoods north of the proposed Project.  This comment is noted for the administrative 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-5 

Potential Impacts Associated with Transfer of Floor Area that are Not Addressed in the 
Draft EIR  

The project description in the Draft EIR (page II-28) states that the proposed Project 
provides for flexibility in transferring floor area for academic/University uses and student 
housing uses on a per square foot basis between Subareas 1 and 3a, subject to an overall 
maximum square footage limitation and limitations on the percentage of increase permitted 
in each subarea. It is not specific as to how these transfers would occur. However, the 
Draft EIR analysis does not support any exchanges between these uses, only the 
relocation of the same use from one subarea to another.  
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The analysis does not support, for example, an exchange whereby 1,000 square 
feet of student housing use in Subarea 3a is reduced in return for an increase of 1,000 
square feet of academic/University use in Subarea 1. This is because the analysis of 
impacts related to these different uses have different bases and do not result in equivalent 
impacts for an even exchange based on square footage. For instance, the analysis of water 
consumption in Section IV.L.1, Utilities-Water bases its estimate of water consumption from 
academic/University facilities on the change in the number of students, while the change in 
water consumption for student housing is based on the change in the number of units and 
the number of beds per unit. In Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, the trip 
generation estimate is based on an assumed split between on- and off-campus students, 
with no indication as to how changes in square footage between uses would affect this 
split.  

For this reason, the Draft EIR analyses provide no substantial evidence that there 
will be no new impacts or increase in impacts in the event that square footage of 
academic/University uses and square footage of student housing uses are exchanged for 
one another. The analysis would only be sufficient to establish that an exchange of square 
footage of one use in one subarea to the same or lower square footage of the same use in 
the other subarea would not result in a change in impact from that identified in the Draft 
EIR.  

For this reason, a mitigation measure must be added to the Final EIR and a 
Condition of Approval must be imposed on the proposed project by the City that provides 
that, in transferring floor area, only the square footage of the same uses may be transferred 
between Subareas 1 and 3a and that exchanges involving different uses will only be 
permitted with completion of an additional environmental review that is subjected to public 
scrutiny and that demonstrates that the impacts of the proposed exchange will not be 
greater than disclosed in the EIR.  

Response to Comment No. 46-5 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 44-9, within each environmental impact 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR, the amount of floor area, including potential transfers, 
that would result in the greatest potential impact for each individual issue was assumed in 
order to ensure the Draft EIR provides a conservative assessment that fully addresses all 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project.  With regard to water supply, as 
discussed in Section IV.L.1., Water, of the Draft EIR, floor area transfers would not change 
the types and amounts of total proposed land uses, and thus would not change the 
estimated annual water demand of 492,812 gpd that was calculated for the proposed 
Project.  As such, floor area transfers would not alter the conclusions with regard to water 
supply.  With regard to the water infrastructure system, floor area transfers would 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-713 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

geographically relocate land uses from one Subarea to another, and thus could shift the 
water demand from one water line to another water line.  However, based on the analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR, test results for the various nodes of the water infrastructure 
system indicate that adequate pressure is available to meet the shift in water demand.  
Therefore, floor area transfers would not alter the conclusions with regard to water 
infrastructure. 

With regard to traffic, as discussed in Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, 
of the Draft EIR, floor area transfers for academic/University land uses and student housing 
would be trip neutral.  Specifically, floor area transfers would not change the types and 
amounts of proposed land uses, and thus would not change the estimated number of 
Project vehicle trips (approximately 13,574 net new daily trips at maximum including 732 
trips A.M. peak hour and 1,057 trips P.M. peak hour trips) that was calculated for the 
proposed Project.  Therefore, as floor area transfers would be trip neutral, floor area 
transfers would not alter the conclusions with regard to traffic.   

The Draft EIR provided a comprehensive analysis of the proposed Project for each 
environmental topic including potential transfers of floor area, and no mitigation measures 
or additional environmental review are necessary to permit the transfers described in the 
Draft EIR.  Exchanges between land uses (e.g., exchange of residential uses for academic 
uses) are not proposed by the Project. 

Comment No. 46-6 

Potential Impacts Associated with Housing that are Not Addressed in the Draft EIR  

a.  Potential Reductions in Student Housing Supplies During Project Construction  

Section IV.I.2, Housing, of the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would provide a 
beneficial impact on housing supply and availability in the Local Area, along with other 
indirect environmental benefits, based on the net increase in student units on or near 
campus that would occur under the Project (Draft EIR, page IV.I-55).  

However, the EIR includes no analysis of interim periods over the time frame when 
the Project is being constructed when the student housing supplies on or near campus 
could potentially decrease. Adverse impacts to local housing supply could occur during 
these time frames, which are not disclosed in the Draft EIR.  

For example, under the scenario where the demolition of units in Subarea 3A would 
occur prior to the provision of replacement units, the supply of student housing on or near 
campus would temporarily decrease until those units are completed, assuming that the 
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number of new units provided are the same or greater than the number of units removed. 
This would cause housing demand to increase in the surrounding community during this 
construction period causing a temporary adverse impact on the Local Area that is not 
disclosed in the Draft EIR.  

To address this impact, a mitigation measure must be added to the Final EIR and a 
Condition of Approval must be imposed on the Project by the City that provides that an 
equal number of replacement student housing units must be constructed and available for 
occupancy, prior to demolition of any student housing unit on or near campus. This would 
be feasible through the provision of additional units on-campus or on the University Village 
site, prior to demolition of the other units presently located within Subarea 3a. Any 
identified mitigation measures must also have teeth adequate to insure that such housing 
happens at an equivalent level of affordability. 

Response to Comment No. 46-6 

The first phase of the proposed Project contemplates a total of 2,520 new beds 
within the easterly portion of Subarea 3A.  These 2,520 beds would be constructed prior to 
the removal of existing student housing in subsequent phases of the development.  This 
new supply of beds would be sufficient  to replace the 1,162 beds in existing student 
housing that would be removed (i.e., 460 beds at Century, 655 beds at Cardinal Gardens 
and 47 beds at La Sorbonne Apartments) as part of the project.    

Comment No. 46-7  

b.  Potential Impacts Associated with Development of academic/University Facilities and 
Allowing Increased Student Enrollment Without Providing Commensurate Numbers of 
Student Housing Units. 

Similarly, the EIR includes no analysis of a scenario where academic/University 
facilities that provide the basis for accommodating projected student growth are provided 
before commensurate levels of student housing units are provided. This scenario could 
result in an impact, which could be temporary, or could be permanent if sufficient units are 
never provided, where student population is allowed to increase without the provision of 
adequate housing resources. This would result in an unmet increase in housing demand 
and an adverse housing impact in the surrounding area that is not disclosed in the Draft 
EIR.  

To address this impact, a mitigation measure must be added to the Final EIR and a 
Condition of Approval must be imposed on the Project by the City that allows construction 
of academic/University facilities only with the provision of a commensurate number of 
student housing units on or near campus (i.e., construction of x number of residential units 
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would allow the development of y square feet of academic/University facilities, using a 
schedule that covers the whole of the project buildout). 

Response to Comment No. 46-7 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The need for additional academic facilities at USC exists 
independent of additional enrollment, and there is no direct linkage between the two types 
of facilities.  There is no significant impact to mitigate as incorrectly suggested by the 
commentor.  Further, the Project contemplates only a modest increase in student 
enrollment, as presented in the Draft EIR (i.e., 1,777 undergraduates and 3395 graduate 
students). The Project will result in a far higher ratio of beds to students in 2030 than exists 
today.  The Draft EIR includes all mitigation measures required to mitigate identified 
impacts on the physical environment and new mitigation measures are not required. 

Comment No. 46-8 

Potential Impacts Associated with Student Population Growth That Are Not 
Addressed in the Draft EIR  

Finally, the EIR analysis assumes certain levels of student population growth that 
must be specified in any project approvals as Mitigation Measures and Conditions of 
Approval. If student populations were to increase beyond the levels specified in the Draft 
EIR, new or increased impacts beyond those disclosed in the Draft EIR could occur and the 
analysis as presented in the Draft EIR would not be sufficient for the decision makers to 
approve the project. 

Response to Comment No. 46-8 

The proposed Project has been designed to implement the University Park Campus 
Master Plan, an internal document adopted by the USC Board of Trustees to guide 
development of the Campus through 2030.  Consistent with the University Park Master 
Plan, the underlying purpose of the proposed Project is to provide for University-affiliated 
development that:  (a) increases the ratio of academic space per student to a level that 
better supports academic excellence; (b) increases the amount of University-affiliated 
housing available in the Campus area with the objectives of making existing housing in the 
Project vicinity available to non-University affiliated residents and decreasing the commute 
time for University students, faculty and staff in order to reduce traffic congestion in the 
area; and (c) provides services that meet the needs of students, faculty, staff, and  
surrounding community.  The University Park Campus Master Plan specifies that the 
University can best address its student collegiate experience and accompanying needs 
over the next two decades if enrollment is maintained close to current levels.  Specifically, 
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the University Park Campus Master Plan, upon which the Project has been designed, 
proposes development that will serve a stable level of undergraduate enrollment, with 
flexibility to accommodate modest levels of fluctuation, both up and down, from year to year 
and modest growth in the number of graduate students, primarily concentrated in the 
Masters’ degree programs.  Consistent with the intent of the Master Plan and in order to 
provide a conservative analysis, the Project as evaluated in the EIR provides for only a 
modest increase in student enrollment, staff, and faculty through 2030.  The Draft EIR 
specifically assumes that the population of the University Park campus will grow by 1,777 
undergraduate students, 3,395 graduate students, 168 faculty and 1,284 staff through 
2030.  The Project impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR are based on this conservative 
assumption for campus population growth.  Based on the underlying purpose of the Project 
that is consistent with the adopted Master Plan for the Campus, student enrollment will not 
substantially increase as a result of the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 46-9 

Traffic and Parking Impacts  

On street parking is already stressed to the max in the North University Park area. 
The historic housing stock in the affected area was built at a time when street cars 
crisscrossed the city and the density was not as great as now. Many housing units at a time 
when off street parking was not a requirement of city code. Therefore there is not enough 
off street parking for existing residents. With the increased density many residents are now 
forced to park on the street. This situation is exacerbated by commuter parking in the 
neighborhoods since parking is close to campus and it is free. The Draft EIR either ignores 
or downplays this fact. Especially in North University Park which is adjacent to and just 
north of the project, code is being by-passed, ignored and simply not enforced as quality-
of-life is degraded by parking in front yards, illegal paved driveways and complete removal 
of landscaping to pave all available backyard space for parking lots.  

Not only does the proposed project propose inadequate parking, it includes removal 
of existing parking. Another problem will be the lack of parking for workers while the project 
is being built. Although the EIR says that these workers will be admonished not to seek 
street parking north of Jefferson. There is no enforcement mechanism for the mitigation 
provided in the DEIR. Once again it is expected that on street parking will migrate north.  

For decades the neighborhoods have been adversely impacted by USC event 
parking which includes game days at the coliseum, graduation days and other USC 
campus events. The parking is free and safe. The free, unlimited on street parking is a 
magnet for these events as is the “tram” service. There is no available street parking for 
anybody else on game days and event days which are primarily Saturdays and Sundays. 
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Response to Comment No. 46-9 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The parking demand analysis in the Draft EIR was 
undertaken without a pre-determined conclusion regarding the need for additional parking.  
The analysis calls for an additional 3,691 parking spaces to be developed to support the 
complete buildout of the Project (including 1,794 spaces for academic and University uses, 
as shown in Table IV.K-24, and 1,897 spaces for Subarea 3, as shown in Table IV.K-26).  
The University and the Draft EIR acknowledge that there is competition for a limited parking 
supply in the residential neighborhoods north of the Campus.  This existing parking 
condition are not exacerbated by the proposed Project and are not required to be mitigated 
by the Project.  The increased on-campus parking and the increase in on-campus student 
housing that are part of the Project may very well reduce the parking pressure in the 
neighborhoods north of the campus. 

Furthermore, the University has proposed to help the City implement a Preferential 
Parking District which would help to keep non-resident vehicles from parking on the 
residential streets in the subject neighborhood to alleviate existing conditions.  In addition, 
the Expo Line serving the Project area is scheduled to open in 2011 and will, thus, help to 
alleviate parking demand. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 9 regarding the Construction Worker Parking 
Plan. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-8 for a discussion of event-day 
parking. 

Comment No. 46-10 

Trojan Transportation is not a benefit to the community around it. Started with actual trams 
as a way to make sure students were safe in an inner city neighborhood, it now uses 
regular city size buses on residential streets some of which are historically undersized. The 
Trojan buses are only available to the USC community. While the routes of the “tram” 
service are given in the transportation chapter, page IV.K-9, where it is presented as a 
benefit, it is not mentioned within the context of parking. These busses are not for the 
benefit of resident students who bike, skateboard or walk to school but instead encourage 
commuter staff and students to use the surrounding neighborhoods as a free parking 
resource. These buses should not intrude into the neighborhoods, but rather should be 
routed around the perimeter of the neighborhoods. Further, rather than having two 
services—one for the USC students and staff and a separate service for the community—
the USC bus system should be combined with the city dash bus system This would still 
leave the Trojan campus cruisers would be available for the exclusive use of USC students 
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as needed. All of these factors negatively impact and are generally detrimental to the 
quality of life in these neighborhoods. This effect of the “tram” service on available on street 
parking in the surrounding community is also completed omitted from the Draft EIR parking 
chapter. Tram service in the surrounding residential neighborhoods should be confined to 
major streets and campus roadways only in order to discourage vehicle storage and 
commuter parking in these surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment No. 46-10 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 10 regarding the 
benefits of the tram service to the University community.  The Project does not propose 
changes to the existing tram service that would result in significant parking impacts. 

Comment No. 46-11 

The DEIR does not address the issue of cut through traffic including those in search of on-
street parking through the existing adjacent and surrounding neighborhoods. This project 
will substantially impact the area because those residents are not required to purchase 
parking from the University or supplied parking as part of their residential package and will 
continue to park in the surrounding area. Since cut through traffic already occurs when 
traffic is jammed up with events at USC, The Shrine, the Sports Arena and the Coliseum, 
the Galen Center, the North University Park Neighborhoods are already adversely affected 
by traffic from these daily activities and overwhelmed during events and cut through traffic 
will be exacerbated by an additional new development. All of these issues should have 
been addressed but were not. 

Response to Comment No. 46-11 

 Impacts associated with cut-through traffic are addressed in the Neighborhood 
Streets analysis in Section IV.K.1., Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.  Please 
refer to Response to Comment No. 8-16 for a discussion of the Neighborhood Traffic 
Management Plan (NTMP) mitigation measure prescribed as a result of this analysis and 
the level of impact significance after implementation of this mitigation measure. See also 
Response to Comment No. 8-11 for additional discussion of neighborhood street 
improvements to address cut-through traffic. 

Special entertainment events currently occur on the USC campus and are expected 
to continue to occur with or without Project implementation.  As such, these events do not 
result from the implementation of the Project and therefore, mitigation for these events is 
not required.  CEQA does not require nor intend for an EIR to mitigate existing conditions.  
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In addition, Section IV.J.1, Public Services—Police, of the Draft EIR provides a discussion 
of access impacts during special events. 

Comment No. 46-12 

Although much of the property on the proposed project site is currently owned by USC it is 
not part of the USC campus and in fact the proposed project would extend the campus 
across Jefferson Boulevard. This extending the campus into the area north of the existing 
campus will shift the impacts to the north and thus to the existing residential communities to 
the North and Northwest. As a result this exclusion of discussion of community impacts 
precludes any discussion or evaluation of appropriate mitigation measures for the impacts 
to the surrounding community. 

Response to Comment No. 46-12 

The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential environmental 
impacts, including the areas to the north and northwest of the Project site.  The uses 
proposed within Subarea 3 would be similar to the types of uses already located there.  In 
addition, as discussed in Topical Response No. 4, Project Effects on Neighborhood 
Resources, the Project’s environmental impacts on residential communities north of 
Subarea 3 are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR, including in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics; 
IV.G, Land Use; and IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation.  For example, as shown in 
Figures IV.B-3 and IV.H-1, the residential uses to the north and northwest are considered 
sensitive receptors in the Draft EIR’s air quality and noise impact analyses (in Section IV.B, 
Air Quality, and IV.H, Noise, respectively).  Where significant impacts to the residential 
uses to the north are identified, mitigation measures are recommended in accordance with 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 46-13 

A moratorium on growth and enrollment would also be appropriate until USC can 
demonstrate that it can provide adequate controls on parking for both its current enrollment 
and for sporting events parking and cut-through as well. At the very least, a moratorium on 
entering freshman class having cars might help alleviated the parking crunch until the 
University learns how to manage its parking needs. Many Universities require on campus 
residence and do not allow freshmen to have cars. 

Response to Comment No. 46-13 

As discussed in Section IV.K.2 of the Draft EIR, parking for University facilities within 
the Project area is currently provided in excess of the currently applicable LAMC 
requirements.  Furthermore, additional parking resources are available within the vicinity of 
the University that are available for use by persons using University facilities.  In addition, 
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implementation of the Project would ensure that parking impacts would be less than 
significant and would continue to be provided to meet the parking demand of the various 
uses proposed under the Project through compliance with Mitigation Measure K-2.1.  The 
measures suggested by the commentor are not warranted.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 46-14 

As this development project essentially expands the USC campus, sufficient off-site 
mitigation measures must also be incorporated into any development agreement as to 
protect the surrounding community. The community welcomes continued sensitive and 
neighborhood friendly development.  

This project will set the precedent for the entire South and East Los Angeles areas for 
years to come. Therefore this development must not be approved without the incorporation 
of the recommendations outlined above. 

Response to Comment No. 46-14 

The Draft EIR provides mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s significant 
environmental impacts within the surrounding community, where feasible.   Additional 
mitigation measures have been provided in response to comments received on the Draft 
EIR.  These additional mitigation measures are included in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, and Section IV., Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, 
of this Final EIR. 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 47 

Simin Faraji 
Owner, La Maison de Crème 
c/o Mercado La Paloma 
3655 South Grand Ave., Suite 240 Los Angeles, California 90007 

Comment No. 47-1 

I am the owner of La Maison de Creme a bakery located at 3655 S. Grand Ave., Los 
Angeles, CA 90007. I have been a business owner in the community for over 4 years and 
have 4 employees. I am very much interested in the University of Southern California 
Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments 
to the project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the 
surrounding area. I am concerned about how the proposed project will affect small 
businesses in the local neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to 
make sure that the potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in 
any plan that is ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 47-1 

This comment describing the La Maison de Creme a bakery is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Please refer to 
Topical Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small businesses 
that was included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed Project’s 
retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future growth in 
market demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to urban decay is 
anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that the proposed 
Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of 
retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the commentor.  Refer 
to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 47-2 

My specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1.  The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 
Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed 
and circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus 
Study will analyze parking, affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and 
include recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be 
analyzed as part of California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, 
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the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft EIR must be re-circulated to 
include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 47-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 47-3 

2.  The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will 
affect will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and 
small, minority owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 47-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 47-4 

3.  The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology 
used in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur 
from the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic 
Study are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 47-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 47-5 

4.  A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively 
agree to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, 
training for local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of 
housing affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been 
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highly effective on other major project throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for 
this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 47-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits by USC within 
the community. 

Comment No. 47-6 

5.  The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From 
the Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 47-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 47-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 765-0530. 

Response to Comment No. 47-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 48 

Diana Gonzalez Gonzalez 
1052 W. 42nd St #C-7 
Los Angeles, CA  90037 

Comment No. 48-1 

I was born and have grown up in the area around USC all my life.  I know that the USC 
Master Plan will have heavy impact on my community.  I am concerned both about this 
specific plan and the Draft EIR. 

I believe that the Draft EIR will be flawed if not circulated with the Nexus Study.  Thus it is 
important to release the Nexus Study immediately. 

Response to Comment No. 48-1 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 48-2 

The specific plan and Draft EIR also do not address the impact of affordable housing for 
the community.  There is much talk about affordable housing for students but what about 
the community?  More analysis is definately [sic] needed on the impact that the plan will 
have on affordable housing. 

Response to Comment No. 48-2 

See Response to Comment No. 24-2 regarding affordable housing in the local area. 

Comment No. 48-3 

Finally I do believe the Draft EIR needs to do a better job of assesing [sic] the impact there 
will be on public health and air quality.  Much pollution will be created with the greater 
inflow of traffic and with the construction work.  The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk 
assesment [sic] or health impact assesment [sic]. 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my comment.  I hope they will be addressed. 
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Response to Comment No. 48-3 

The comment is noted for the record and incorporated into the Final EIR for review 
and consideration by the public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the 
proposed Project.  A detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of 
the Draft EIR as a Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to 
Comment No. 15-7 for a detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a 
result of the proposed Project and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation 
measures. 
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Comment Letter No. 49 

Marvin Henriquez 
Partner 
Margarita’s Printing Studio 
2312 S. Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 49-1 

I am writing to you to express my concerns to the proposed development plan submitted by 
USC and the DEIR. I belong to a new and small business operating in this neighborhood 
and I want make sure that the said plan will not be detrimental to the small businesses in 
the area. 

I am concerned with the effect that the plan will have on the local small businesses, as well 
as, the impact on the air and traffic. How do USC and the DEIR's plan intend to mitigate 
any negative consequences to the neighborhood? Such consequences as elimination of 
affordable housing and increase in noise pollution. Furthermore, we ask that any 
agreement to benefit the community that is drafted by USC and the DEIR is a strong, 
bilateral, and supervised by the city. 

Response to Comment No. 49-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Refer to Topical Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay 
analysis that was included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed 
Project’s retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future 
growth in market demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to 
urban decay is anticipated to result from the proposed Project.   

In addition, please refer to the following sections of the Draft EIR for impacts to 
housing, traffic, noise, air pollution, and public safety:  IV.I.2, Housing; IV.H, Noise; IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation; IV.B, Air Quality; and IV.J.1, Public Services—Police.  
Where feasible and appropriate, the Draft EIR provides mitigation measures to reduce 
environmental impacts of the proposed Project. See also Response to Comment No. 15-6 
regarding community benefits provided by USC within the community.  It should be noted 
that the Project does not include any elimination of affordable housing or non-USC 
housing. 
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Comment Letter No. 50 

Charly Hernandez 
1981 Estrella Ave 
LA, CA  90007 

Comment No. 50-1 

In this fact of the Village being remove [sic] would affect the community in several ways.  
One of ways effects [sic] is that we would not have a grocery store for the community, And 
in other ways like buying shoes, cellphones, bank, electronics, bicycles, fast food 
Restaurants, movie – theater, and other stores.  The Village is like the community small 
shopping center and if they take the Village away from the community then we are going to 
go farther to buy our supplies. 

Response to Comment No. 50-1 

As described in the Draft EIR, while approximately 223,785 square feet of retail/
commercial and cinema uses would be removed, the proposed Project would provide for 
the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of retail/commercial uses 
within Subarea 3A.  Anticipated neighborhood-serving uses include retail/commercial uses 
that would include retail/shopping center uses, restaurants, a grocery store, a 2,000-seat 
movie theater, and a University fitness center.  Other types of neighborhood-serving uses 
would also be provided.  In addition, existing tenants within the Village will be provided the 
opportunity to relocate within Subarea 3 once construction is complete. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-728 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Comment Letter No. 51 

Santa Huroza 
1953 Estrella Avenue #19 
Los Angeles CA  90007 
(213) 749-1395 

Comment No. 51-1 

I am writing this letter regarding the USC Deir [sic] Plan.  As a member of the Estrella 
comunity [sic] I am verry [sic] worried that there will be more traffic and smog since I have 
an [sic] 7 year old with asma.  [sic]  With the demolition of the building there will be a lot of 
Particles that can triger [sic] an asma [sic] attack.  Thank you for hearing me out and I hope 
you take into concideration [sic] my worries and Coments [sic]. 

Response to Comment No. 51-1 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  The 
commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a detailed discussion of 
potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project and related Project 
Design Features and mitigation measures. 
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Comment Letter No. 52 

Virginia Huroza 
1953 Estrella Avenue #19 
Los Angeles Ca, 90007 

Comment No. 52-1 

I am writting [sic] this letter regarding the plan called the USC Specific Plan and DEIR.   

I am a member of the Estrella housing community, as part of the communitty [sic] I am 
against the Plan, Because as it is theirs [sic] a lot of traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 52-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 52-2 

It will also affect small business as the Superior Market wich [sic] many people with lower 
income go to buy their groceries. 

Response to Comment No. 52-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers 
for review and consideration.  Superior Grocers, the grocery store tenant at University 
Village, is a full-service Southern California grocery chain with 36 separate stores.  It is 
therefore not considered a “small business.”  The current grocery store at University Village 
occupies about 39,000 square feet.  As part of the Project, that store and the other 
elements of the existing University Village will be demolished and replaced by a new 
commercial development, which will include a slightly larger pad (about 50,000 square feet) 
for a full service grocery store.  A new tenant that would develop and operate a new 
grocery on that pad has not been identified, but Superior Grocer could be a candidate. It is 
the intent of the Project that University Village will continue to feature a full-service grocery 
store to serve the needs of the University and surrounding residential community.  Thus, 
there will be no loss of this important community service with the Project.  .Please also 
refer to Topical Response No. 3 regarding potential Project impacts on small businesses. 
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Comment Letter No. 53 

Dr. Howard Kabakow 
PO Box 18410 
Encino, California 91416-8410 

Comment No. 53-1 

My name is Dr. Howard Kabakow. For about 10 years, through the 1990s, I was Director of 
Legal Affairs of the Apartment Owners' Association of Southern California, the largest 
independent apartment owners' group in California. I own an apartment building on the 
1100 block of West 28th Street, which has been occupied primarily by USC students, 
faculty and staff for at least the 25 years that I have owned it. 

1.  The Notice of Public Hearings Concerning the Draft EIR Was Inadequate: 

Specifically, I received no notice at all of any public hearing concerning the Plan. In fact, I 
became aware of the proposed Draft EIR only because a neighbor, who accidentally 
became aware of it, contacted me about 15 days ago, long after completion of the public 
hearings. Although the notice given, if any, may have complied with the technical 
requirements of notice for such hearings in Los Angeles, it complied neither with State Law 
requirements based on Court Decisions, nor with united States Supreme Court decisions 
concerning notice. The appropriate way to give notice to property owners is by United 
States Mail or personal delivery to the owner at his address on the most recent County 
Assessor's Tax Roll; or in the case of an apartment house, possibly to the owner at his 
current mailing address registered with the Los Angeles Housing Department for purposes 
of mailing his rental registration certificate and similar mailings. Posting at a property where 
the owner doesn't reside, even if that was done here, and to the best of my knowledge it 
was not, does not impart adequate Due Process notice to the owner, since it is not 
reasonably calculated to reach him. See, e.g., Tulsa Prof. ColI. Svces. v Pope, 485 US 478 
(1988) (notice must be by mail where recipient's address is reasonably ascertainable). 
California Appellate Court decisions hold that notice within a strictly limited distance (here, 
probably 500 feet of the project), is inadequate when the project is of substantial extent and 
may significantly affect property owners at a much greater distance. Here the affected area 
is the student housing area bounded by Vermont, Adams, Figueroa and Jefferson. 

Regrettably, the Planning Department has a long history of ignoring its notice requirements 
in the USC area, except for the minimal notice technically required by City Ordinance, 
presumably for the purpose of pushing matters through without objections for a politically 
powerful proponent. The Planning Department cannot and should not substitute 
satisfaction of a minimal city ordinance for its obligations under state and federal law. 
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As shall appear below, the proposed Plan may severely and negatively affect my interests, 
as have earlier USC projects. 

This, in itself, is sufficient reason to void the current Draft EIR and renotice and reopen the 
public hearings. 

Response to Comment No. 53-1 

As described in detail in CEQA Section 21092, CEQA requires that notice shall be 
given to the last known name and address of all organizations and individuals who have 
previously requested notice and shall also be given by at least one of the following 
procedures: 

 Publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected by the 
proposed project; 

 Posting of notice by the lead agency on- and off-site in the area where the project is 
located; or 

 Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of contiguous property shown on the 
latest equalized assessment roll.  

 Public noticing of the Draft EIR extended well beyond these noticing requirements.  
A Notice of Completion and Availability and an Open House invitation were distributed to 
both owners and occupants located within a 500-foot radius of the Project site.  The 
addresses for the property owners were based on City Clerk records and the Los Angeles 
County Tax Assessor's Role.  These notices were provided in Spanish and English.  Both 
of these notices were also sent to numerous public agencies, the local Council Offices, all 
persons that attended the scoping meeting, all persons that provided comments regarding 
the Notice of Preparation, the local neighborhood councils, homeowners associations, 
community groups, and a large stakeholder list.  In addition, a Notice of Completion and 
Availability was published in the Los Angeles Times, filed with the County Clerk and with 
the State Clearinghouse, and posted on the City's website.  In total, approximately 5,000 
copies of both the Notice of Completion and Availability and the Open House invitation 
were distributed.  It is also important to note that the Open House that was held for the 
Project was not required by CEQA and that specific required public hearings regarding the 
approvals sought by the University have not yet occurred and will occur once the Final EIR 
is complete. 
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This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 53-2 

2.  The stated purpose of the project with respect to the student housing portion can be 
interpreted in no other way other than as a clear intention to again lower property values in 
the student housing area north of the Campus: 

The recently completed University Gateway project has had a substantial effect on the 
rental market in the area immediately north of the Campus. 

This was done over the objections of and in conjunction with malicious treatment of owners 
who dared to object. Some landlords are undoubtedly already having difficulty with 
mortgage payments and expenses concerning their properties in the area. The result of 
completion of the project described in the instant Plan will be to impoverish many of those 
landlords and cause numerous foreclosures. Many of the owners in the area are senior 
citizens who rely on their USC rentals for a significant portion of their income. 

The nonsensical claim that this will enable non-university-related individuals to occupy the 
area is the same as saying that the property values and rents will be lowered, since if such 
individuals wished to buy or rent in the area, and were willing to pay fair market value for 
the properties, they would buying and renting. The non university-related individuals 
mentioned in this proposal clearly are not capable or willing to pay current market value, or 
they would buy now. Accordingly, it is lower-paying buyers and so-called bottom-fishers 
who are the contemplated market. It is outrageous to promote a private project whose 
stated purpose, as it is here, is to destroy the property values of neighbors. 

Response to Comment No. 53-2 

Purely economic arguments not related to environmental conditions are outside of 
the scope of CEQA.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 53-3 

Further, although it is not yet obvious, the tax base in the area will have been negatively 
affected significantly by the Gateway project. Similarly, the $3.8 Million increment in 
property taxes over the next 30 years mentioned on the Department's website with respect 
to the instant Plan will undoubtedly likewise be more than offset by a decrement in the 
property tax base in the surrounding area. Although I have not yet personally had 
opportunity to review the Draft EIR, it is most likely deficient and misleading as not 
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including this offset to the anticipated tax increment being used as part of the hype to 
promote the project. 

Response to Comment No. 53-3 

As indicated above, purely economic arguments not related to environmental 
conditions are outside of the scope of CEQA.  This comment is noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 53-4 

3.  USC has no need of additional student housing at this time, nor for the foreseeable 
future: There is a more than adequate supply of student housing in the immediate area at 
this time. USC has indicated no intention of expanding its student base. Therefore, unless 
and until expansion should occur, the housing supply will be adequate for the foreseeable 
future. If the University feels that some of that supply needs upgrading, it would cost a lot 
less than the proposed $1 Billion more or less project to grant or lend funds to surrounding 
owners where necessary to upgrade their properties to University standards. 

It should be noted that vast investments in development, contrary to being a step in the 
development of a great university, will be counterproductive to such development. Great 
universities are built by investments in laboratories and academic staff, not by apartment 
house development, just as great basketball teams are built by great coaching, great (and 
legal) recruiting and relentless conditioning, not by building "White Elephant" basketball 
stadia (I think that is the plural of stadium). Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Berkeley, Caltech, 
MIT, Stanford and so on are known for their academic excellence, not for their student 
housing. I doubt that one per cent of entering students at any of those universities will 
mention the availability of attractive housing as a criterion in university selection (unless 
their parents are contractors or construction workers), and those will most likely be in the 
lowest quartile of their entering classes. 

As it stands now, the funds likely to be used in construction could be far more effectively 
used to improve academic programs in Physics, Chemistry, History, English, Mathematics 
and other academic areas. Although USC is excellent in many professional areas, such as 
medicine, engineering, law, film, clinical psychology, municipal government and so on, US 
News and World Report ranks USC's graduate schools as either lowranked, or below all 
ranked universities in the mentioned academic areas. Incidentally, for those not familiar 
with academic status, a great university is considered so on the basis of its graduate 
schools, not its undergraduate schools. The presence of a high percentage of noted 
scholars, not fancy apartment houses, is what makes a university great. 
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Impoverishing surrounding property owners will not improve USC's status, except possibly 
among radicals who generally hate property owners and among construction workers and 
contractors who will benefit temporarily from construction at the expense of long range 
benefit to the university. 

Response to Comment No. 53-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 53-5 

4.  As I understand the proposed commercial development, although it is intended to serve 
the University community, it will be geared to the surrounding non-student community, 
particularly residents from west of Vermont and north of Adams; this is the current policy, 
but it is a mistake to perpetuate that policy and it will be damaging to the University's 
interests: 

The apparent purpose of gearing the commercial development to the nonuniversity 
community is to establish a year-around customer base for retail occupants. While this 
might make sense if all other things were equal (i.e., the surrounding demography was the 
same as the student demography), here it will perpetuate an already-existing problem. 
Certainly, no sane developer would locate a 99 Cent store on Rodeo Drive or in Windsor 
Square to attract the poor from surrounding areas. 

The demography of the USC population is primarily, at a minimum, Middle Class or Upper 
Middle Class. The demography of the areas West of Vermont, except for the few student 
blocks, are primarily lower class (These words are not intended as pejoratives, but as 
technical terms used in Social stratification, a field of Sociology. A former USC Professor, 
Thomas Lasswell undoubtedly defined them in his standard work on the subject.) It is clear 
that people of differing social strata have different interests, especially when the differences 
in the social strata include substantial differences in disposable income or, in the case of 
some students, at least potential disposable income. 

Thus, many upscale retailers, financial institutions and food services will willingly operate 
stores at a break-even to establish a presence in the USC community, which is a major 
source of potential future customers. For example, Cheesecake Factory, Wolfgang Puck 
Takeout, Whole Foods, Trader Joe's and banks and other upscale services would gladly 
establish locations in the new project if it were geared primarily to the upscale USC 
community. Diddy Reise, whose popularity with students nightly generates nearly block-
long lines at its Westwood Village location, might also be an interesting potential occupant. 
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Response to Comment No. 53-5 

This comment provides personal commentary about the Project’s retail market 
strategy, but does not raise an environmental issue.  Nevertheless, the comment is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  
The commercial development proposed for Subarea 3 would serve both University-
affiliated persons, as well as residents, employees and visitors within the Project vicinity.  It 
is also noted that the “urban decay” analysis in Draft EIR Appendix K (Urban Decay 
Report) includes analysis of a representative retail mix associated with the Project’s 
commercial component. 

Comment No. 53-6 

As a further comment, I note that there are a number of bicycle thefts and similar petty 
property crimes (thefts of Ipods and car radios from vehicles) in the USC student area. 
Clearly, the thefts are not acts of USC students or staff. Nor, due to the low value of most 
of the bicycles and other items, are they likely to be acts of professionals. They are 
obviously the result of presenting attractive nuisances to young teenagers from neighboring 
poor communities who have, as children, become familiar with the area by walking through 
with their parents on the way to the current University Village. The fewer of these children 
are wandering through the neighborhood, the less petty crime there is likely to be. The 
streets are public, as are Rodeo Drive and the streets of Windsor square, and one doesn't 
want to exclude anyone, but there is no need to continue to attract problems by deliberately 
drawing the poor into the area. 

Response to Comment No. 53-6 

Section J.1, Public Services - Police Protection of the Draft EIR describes the 
existing police services within the Project area and analyzes the potential impacts related 
to these services that would occur as a result of the proposed Project. The University 
currently operates a comprehensive security program that would continue to be 
implemented in order to address crime and theft.  

As stated on Pages IV.J-16 and IV.J-17 of the Draft EIR, the University would 
integrate its existing comprehensive security program into the new development. Security 
features similar to those currently provided on the Campus including intrusion alarms, 
omni-lock systems, closed circuit televisions, Lo Jack software for laptops, electronic 
security devices and intrusion detection systems, CPTED features, and blue-light 
emergency phones would be provided. In addition, the DPS would continue to provide 
security and policing services to the Campus.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment No. 53-7 

5.  Summary: 

a.  The Draft EIR Public Hearing should be renoticed and reopened. 

Response to Comment No. 53-7 

As discussed in Response to Comment No. 53-1, public noticing of the Draft EIR 
was completed in accordance with CEQA and City of Los Angeles requirements.  In 
addition, although not required by CEQA, the City of Los Angeles conducted a public open 
house regarding the Project during the Draft EIR comment period. 

Comment No. 53-8 

b.  The housing portion of the project should be considered in more detail and some 
consideration given to the interests of surrounding property owners; the University's stated 
objective of lowering surrounding property values, especially since the issue was raised by 
the University, should be thoroughly reviewed as being an impermissible purpose for a 
project. Consideration should be given particularly to owners in the area bounded by 
Jefferson, Vermont, Adams and Figueroa. 

For similar reasons, the University's glib statement of a need for additional Student Housing 
should also be reviewed. 

c.  The potential tax base reduction due to the residential portion of the construction should 
be calculated and mentioned alongside the anticipated tax base increase due to the 
project. 

Response to Comment No. 53-8 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The fiscal impacts of the Project are analyzed in a separate 
report on file with the Department of City Planning, but are outside the scope of the EIR.270 

                                            

270  HR&A Advisors, Inc., An Assessment of the Economic and Fiscal Impacts of the USC Development Plan, 
prepared for USC, May 2010. 
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Comment No. 53-9 

d. Although I have no objection to the commercial portion of the project in general, it is 
clear that some consideration should be given to the upscale nature of the immediate 
neighborhood and the environmental problems, including crime, likely to be caused or 
perpetuated by intentionally continuing to attract neighboring poor residents into the area.  
Egalitarianism should not be the touchstone of the commercial development. 

Response to Comment No. 53-9 

The comment provides personal commentary about the Project’s retail market 
strategy rather than a comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Potential Project impacts 
on police services are addressed in Draft EIR Section IV.J.1., Police Protection.  It 
concludes that with the proposed Project Design Features, Project impacts to police 
protection services would be less than significant.  Recommended mitigation measures 
would further reduce impacts.  (Draft EIR, p. IV.J-23). 

Comment No. 53-10 

e.  Although not mentioned above, I have no objection to, and in fact laud the proposed 
academic and laboratory facilities, 250 units of faculty housing and the hotel project. 

Response to Comment No. 53-10 

This comment expressing support for noted aspects of the proposed Project is noted 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 53-11 

f.  Although also not mentioned above, all construction should be accompanied by a 
realistic amount of parking, unlike the University Gateway project, where the parking 
scheme was basically fraudulent as being entirely unworkable, and was further weakened 
for the purpose of apparent retaliation by the Planning Commission against complaining 
property owners (last-minute substitution of "Transit Passes" for required parking spaces 
and an obviously unenforceable program to prevent residents of the Gateway from 
usurping surrounding street parking to the detriment of neighbors)). 

Response to Comment No. 53-11 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 7 regarding the substitution of a demand-
based parking requirement in place of a code-based parking requirement.  The analysis 
methodology serves to assess the parking need at each stage of development, and 
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Mitigation Measure K.2-1 ensures that the University will provide at least that amount of 
parking at all times. 

The comment regarding the University Gateway project is noted for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 53-12 

Final comment: 

The Gateway project was cavalierly railroaded through the system over the strong 
objections of and in certain notable instances bashing of numerous neighbors of the 
University and, shockingly, even of their legal counsel. As a result, many of these 
neighbors do not trust the University to be solicitous of such neighbors' reasonable 
concerns. 

Since the time of the Gateway Project approval, the developer is apparently no longer 
occupied as a private developer, but is once again a government employee; Jack Weiss, 
who ran roughshod over the opposing property owners at the PLUM hearing, and is well-
known to be prodevelopment and anti-small property owner, was beaten handily and 
surprisingly for election as City Attorney by a substantially unknown political newcomer; the 
developer's law firm was mentioned by the press as having contributed $10,000 to Weiss' 
campaign fund; and USC has suffered maximum and potentially extremely expensive 
NCAA penalties for its various athletic adventures, tragically impinging on the careers of 
many talented athletes who signed with USC in good faith. 

As noted in Sunday's Los Angeles Times, 67% of Americans are homeowners. A larger 
percentage of voters are undoubtedly homeowners. 

I mention these as facts that may be relevant, with no suggestion nor knowledge that they 
are in any way correlated with one another or relevant to the current situation. 

It is my personal view and fervent hope that USC becomes the great University that it can 
and should be, but it must first set its priorities rationally toward that end, and secondly, 
earn the trust and support of its neighboring property owners. 

Response to Comment No. 53-12 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 54 

Tore & Michele Knos 
1077 W. 30th St. 
Los Angeles, CA 30067 

Comment No. 54-1 

We recently received a notice of extension of comment period for the draft environmental 
impact report (ENV -2009-271-EIR) concerning the University of Southern California 
Development Plan. The area that we would like to comment on is the intersection of 
McClintock and 30th St. in sub area 3A. 

CURRENT STREET USE: 

 If traveling south on 30th St. there is a double lane that splits at McClintock with 
one lane becoming McClintock while the other lane continues south into our 
residential neighborhood. A planted island is used to split the road and create a 
visual break between the commercial area and residential neighborhood. 

 Cars can enter from 1077 W 30th St. and go either East or West. The planted 
median acts as a deterrent to traffic and slows vehicles entering the 
neighborhood so there are no collisions from oncoming traffic. 

PROPOSED USC CHANGES: 

 The planted island will be removed so no barrier remains between the 
commercial and residential area. 

 There appears to be three left turn lanes with one lane continuing onto 30th St. 

 There is a median in front of 1071 and 1077 that would prevent cars entering 
30th St. from going east. 

RAMIFICATIONS OF CHANGES: 

 It will be difficult and dangerous for cars to enter 30th St. from driveways at 1071 
and 1077 W. 30th Street due to oncoming traffic. 

 There is no visual barrier from the commercial to residential neighborhood. 

 The four lanes of traffic will visually and auditorily impact the houses. 
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It will increase traffic onto the 30th St. neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 54-1 

These comments describe the proposed changes to the intersection of McClintock 
Avenue and 30th Street as a result of the Project and bring up concerns with the 
configuration shown in the site plan. 

In response to this comment, a revised conceptual plan for the intersection of 
McClintock Avenue and 30th Street has been developed and has been added to the Draft 
EIR as Figure II-18, as indicated in Section II., II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR. In this design, the essential features of the existing configuration are 
retained, including the planted median, street parking, and the prohibition of turns from 
northbound McClintock Avenue to westbound 30th Street.  This option would effectively 
maintain the existing configuration for the local residents while providing enhanced 
vehicular capacity for Subarea 3 (it would provide two lanes in each direction through the 
curve onto McClintock Avenue).  It would also serve to protect the neighborhood along 30th 
Street to the west from traffic exiting Subarea 3.  It would, however, require the loss of part 
of a proposed structure in Subarea 3. 

The configuration shown in Figure II-18 illustrates the basic future configuration of 
the intersection that is currently planned to be implemented under the proposed Project.  
The final configuration will be determined during the site planning for that particular 
component of the Project with input from neighborhood residents as part of the 
Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan (see revised Mitigation Measure K.1-5 in Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR).   

Comment No. 54-2 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES 

 Follow the Sub area 3A outline as detailed in the Environmental Impact Report 
that shows 30th St. curving into McClintock with the current island remaining 
undisturbed. 

 Have the three turning lanes seamlessly turn left onto McClintock as the road is 
currently designed. 

Due to the expected increase in traffic, speed bumps need to be installed for the safety of 
students, children, elderly and handicapped persons. 
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Response to Comment No. 54-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 54-1. 
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Comment Letter No. 55 

Marion Philadelphia & Andreas Kossak 
1071 W. 30th St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 55-1 

We recently received the EIP [sic] document describing the impacts/changes due to USC's 
Master Plan. We strongly object to the suggested redesign of the intersection 30th Street 
and McClintock Ave. This indicated redesign is a new element and not part of drafts that 
we received from USC as recent as this spring. The location of the proposed redesign is 
also outside the plan's defined boundaries of Subarea 3a. 

Our property/residence directly borders Subarea 3a. It is located at 1071 W. 30th St., Los 
Angeles, CA 90007. It is on the north side of 30th Street right where the intersection of 
McClintock and 30th Street form a triangle (see illustrations below). 

The main element of this triangle is a traffic island with large trees. It calms and controls 
traffic in the area very well.  Even more importantly, the traffic island signifies a long 
established "entry gate" into a residential neighborhood beginning on 30th Street west of 
McClintock. Families actually live along this street (such as ours) and children do play on 
its sidewalks. Children walk to nearby schools also use 30th Street. Cars parked along 30th 
Street provide an added safety shield for pedestrians young and old. 

After reviewing the draft plan we find the following proposed changes outside the plan's 
boundaries unacceptable: 

1)  NEGATIVE IMPACT AFFECTING ALL RESIDENCES 

(See Section II, Project Description, page 36) 

– The existing traffic island is proposed to be removed. 

– Lanes for residential street parking are supposed to be eliminated on both 
sides of the street for over a block. 

– Immediate negative impact: existing street parking is an absolute necessity 
and the only option for the people living in the apartment buildings along 
these blocks of 30th Street. 
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Various segments of this area of 30th Street have over the years been designated for 
handicap street parking spots directly outside residences and apartment buildings. This 
would now be impossible. 

Response to Comment No. 55-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 54-1. 

Comment No. 55-2 

--Proposed traffic lights or stop signs will create the burden of additional exhaust and noise 
pollution due to stopping and accelerating cars. 

Response to Comment No. 55-2 

As described in Draft EIR Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation, page IV.K-
59, the Project would not include signalization at current unsignalized intersections. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in additional exhaust or noise pollution 
associated with stopping and accelerating cars from a new traffic light or stop sign at an 
intersection.  

Potential air quality and noise impacts associated with Project-related vehicular 
traffic were thoroughly addressed in the Draft EIR.  Potential noise impacts from vehicular 
traffic were addressed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR.  Roadway traffic noise 
levels were calculated utilizing a computer spreadsheet noise model based on the FHWA-
RD-77-108 methodology as described in the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS) 
procedure and traffic data provided in the Project’s Traffic Study.  The FHWA methodology 
requires that the traffic noise analysis be conducted for free flow conditions at the design 
roadway speed (posted speed limit).  This is the condition that the FHWA has determined 
results in the loudest noise levels.  Therefore, Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR 
provided a conservative estimate of potential traffic noise levels and the proposed Project 
would not result in any significant impacts associated with traffic noise.  No changes to the 
results of the noise analysis or significance conclusions of the Draft EIR would result based 
on this comment.   

Potential air quality impacts from vehicular traffic were addressed in Section IV.B, 
Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  The SCAQMD recommends an evaluation of potential 
localized impacts when a project causes the level of service (LOS) at a study street 
intersection to worsen from C to D, or if a project increases the volume-to-capacity (V/C) 
ratio at any street intersection rated D or worse by two percent or more.  CO concentration 
levels were forecasted at the above-mentioned intersections using the CALINE4 dispersion 
model developed by the California Department of Transportation, using peak-hour traffic 
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volumes and conservative meteorological assumptions.  The emission factors in the 
CALINE4 dispersion model are adjusted to account for stopping and accelerating of 
vehicles as well as idling for red lights.  The analysis evaluated nine representative 
intersections that met the SCAQMD analysis criteria and found impacts to be less than 
significant.  No changes to the results of the air quality analysis or significance conclusions 
of the Draft EIR would result based on this comment. 

Comment No. 55-3 

--A general negative impact for all residents is created by unnecessarily establishing a 
large intersection that even divides the narrow 2 lane residential street (30th Street) west of 
the intersection into a 3-lane street. 

Response to Comment No. 55-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 54-1. 

Comment No. 55-4 

2)  NEGATIVE IMPACT SPECIFICALLY AFFECTING OUR RESIDENCE: 
(See Section II, Project Description, page 36) 

-- Our driveway is proposed to empty out into the middle of the newly proposed 
intersection. In other words, we would back up out into traffic that is continuing straight on 
30th Street, as well as into at least one of the lanes of traffic that is turning south onto 
McClintock Ave. This creates a dangerous situation. 

-- Our neighbor to the West faces a similar safety issue. 

Response to Comment No. 55-4 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 54-1. As discussed therein, an alternate 
design has been developed for the intersection at 30th Street and McClintock Avenue. This 
design would maintain the essential features of the existing configuration, including the 
planted median, street parking, and the prohibition of turns from northbound McClintock 
Avenue to westbound 30th Street.  This option would effectively maintain the existing 
configuration for the local residents while providing enhanced vehicular capacity for 
Subarea 3 (it would provide two lanes in each direction through the curve onto McClintock 
Avenue).  It would also serve to protect the neighborhood along 30th Street to the west 
from traffic exiting Subarea 3.    
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Comment No. 55-5 

 Increase of traffic noise and visual negatives: the tall pine trees on the 
existing traffic island are a visual and noise barrier for ours and our neighbors 
residences to the massive buildings proposed in the draft plan. 

Response to Comment No. 55-5 

As discussed in Section IV.H., Noise of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would 
not result in any significant impacts associated with traffic noise.  In addition, as discussed 
in Section IV.A., Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, potential visual resources impacts associated 
with compatibility of proposed new buildings would also be less than significant.   

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 54-1.  Figure II-18 shows the revised 
configuration of the intersection of McClintock Avenue and 30th Street.  This configuration 
retains a planted median separating 30th Street from McClintock Avenue with minor 
modifications.  The existing trees will be retained to the extent possible under the revised 
configuration.  As discussed in Section IV.A., Aesthetics of the Draft EIR, all street trees to 
be removed would be replaced on a 2:1 basis in accordance with the requirements of the 
Urban Forestry Division. 

Comment No. 55-6 

3) What we would like to see: 

 We propose that the existing intersection and lanes of 30th Street be kept in 
its present form, including the bike lanes and lane dividers in the curve. 
Currently traffic flows unimpeded and in a manner that is safe and convenient 
for both visitors of USC and local residents. 

 We also propose to add speed bumps on 30th Street for added safety.  

As long-term residents we object to the willful creation of a negative impact on our safety, 
quality of life and parking resources of our neighborhood by making a completely 
unnecessary redesign of 30th Street outside the defined project boundaries. The proposed 
redesign is not only an absurd undertaking, it also runs contrary to USC's stated intend of 
making the neighborhood surrounding the new development a better place to live. 

Response to Comment No. 55-6 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 54-1.  As shown in the revised Figure II-
18, the raised median down the center of the curve between McClintock Avenue and 30th 
Street will remain in place, but will be modified in shape to allow left turns from eastbound 
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30th Street.  While the revised intersection configuration would not have enough space to 
accommodate a new bicycle lane, the existing implicit (unstriped) bicycle lane on the north 
side of 30th Street between McClintock Avenue and Hoover Street would remain.  Speed 
humps and other traffic calming measures would be considered during the design and 
construction of Subarea 3 and during development of Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Plan (Mitigation Measure K.1-5, discussed on Page IV.K-100). 
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Comment Letter No. 56 

Blanca Lara 
1979 Estrella Ave. 
La, Ca 90007 

Comment No. 56-1 

If they remove the village, it will affect the community in a big way.  Many people go there 
to shop, eat, hang out with friends, it has been there for a really long time. And I would not 
like to see it be removed.  I go there alot [sic] to eat, and I go there with my friends, And if it 
is removed People will drive farther for supplies, Do not remove it. 

Response to Comment No. 56-1 

Patrons of the University Village would not need to drive longer distances to fulfill 
their shopping and leisure needs.  As described in Section II, Project Description, of the 
Draft EIR, the removed uses within the University Village (Subarea 3) would be replaced 
with a wide range of uses that would provide opportunities for students, faculty, and staff 
and community members to live, work, shop, and spend leisure time.  Up to 350,000 
square feet of neighborhood-serving retail/commercial uses are proposed to replace the 
approximately 223,785-square foot University Village Shopping Center, with the new 
development including retail/shopping center uses, restaurants, a grocery store, a 2,000 
seat movie theater, and a University fitness center.  In addition, existing tenants within the 
Village would be provided the opportunity to relocate within the new retail area once new 
buildings are constructed.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 57 

Juan Antonio Morales 
Owner, Oaxacalifornia 
c/o Mercado La Paloma 
3655 South Grand Ave., Suite 240 
 Los Angeles, California 90007 

Comment No. 57-1 

I am the owner of Oaxacalifornia a juice bar and Oaxacan restaurant located at 3655 S. 
Grand Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90007. I have been a business owner in the community for 
over 8 years. I am very much interested in the University of Southern California Specific 
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments to the 
project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the surrounding area. 
I am concerned about how the proposed project will affect small businesses in the local 
neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to make sure that the 
potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in any plan that is 
ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 57-1 

This comment describing the Oaxacalifornia juice bar is noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.   Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small businesses that was 
included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed Project’s 
retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future growth in 
market, demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to urban decay is 
anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that the proposed 
Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of 
retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the commentor.  Refer 
to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 57-2 

My specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part 
of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
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Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be re-circulated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 57-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 57-3 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will affect 
will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 57-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 57-4 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete .And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 57-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 57-5 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, training for 
local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of housing 
affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been highly 
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effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this 
proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 57-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits by USC within 
the community. 

Comment No. 57-6 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the 1-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot".  Moreover, there are no 
mitigation measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, 
including cars and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 57-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 57-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 747-8622. 

Response to Comment No. 57-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 58 

Raul Morales 
Owner 
TAQUERIA VISTA HERMOSA 
c/o Mercado La Paloma 
3655 South Grand Ave., Suite 240  
Los Angeles, California 90007 

Comment No. 58-1 

I am the owner of TAQUERIA VISTA HERMOSA, we Mexican Restaurant [sic].  I have a 
been a business owner in the community for 9 YEARS 5 MONTHS and have 3 of 
employees  I am very much interested in the University of Southern California Specific Plan 
and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments to the project 
that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the surrounding area. I am 
concerned about how the proposed project will affect small businesses in the local 
neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to make sure that the 
potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in any plan that is 
ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 58-1 

This comment describing the Taqueria Vista Hermosa restaurant is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Please 
refer to Topical Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small 
businesses that was included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed 
Project’s retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future 
growth in market, demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to 
urban decay is anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that 
the proposed Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 
square feet of retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the 
commentor.  Refer to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 58-2 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR. Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant 
to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as 
part of the Draft ElR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be re-circulated to include the Nexus Study. 
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Response to Comment No. 58-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 58-3 

2. The Draft EIR. Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will affect 
will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 58-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 58-4 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft ElR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 58-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 58-5 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, training fur 
local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of housing 
affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been highly 
effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this 
proposal. 
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Response to Comment No. 58-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC. 

Comment No. 58-6 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft ElR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 58-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added as Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 58-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 741-1251. 

Response to Comment No. 58-7 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 59 

Hector Ramos  
<hector.ramos@hrsalesteam.com 
213-447-211 

Comment No. 59-1 

Regarding the contract and permanent jobs that will be created by this project, I would like 
to see a community hiring goal established in writing and in the contracts, in order to 
guarantee that community members from the four immediate surrounding zip codes 
(90007, 90018, 90037, and 90062) around USC are employed by the contractors and USC 
on this project. 

Response to Comment No. 59-1 

This comment raises economic issues that are outside scope of CEQA.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration.  Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding the benefits 
that USC provides to the local community, including local hiring programs. 
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Comment Letter No. 60 

Metzli Solorzano 
2117 Noorwood St 
Los Angeles, Ca 90007 

Comment No. 60-1 

My name is Metzli Solorzano, I'm 8 years old. I love the community that I live in, I have nice 
neighbors. But I don't understand why a lot of them have to leave their homes, and then 
USC students move-in and they fix the apartments really nice, but only for the students not 
the families. I don't think that's fair, I think everyone needs a nice home to live in. 

Response to Comment No. 60-1 

Thank you for writing in to express your concerns on this EIR. This comment is 
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 

Comment No. 60-2 

I live close to Estrella Park and Hoover Park, and I like going to those parks, but I wish they 
we're [sic] better and safer. Does the plan think of making more parks or maybe just 
making the parks better, like more swings, trees and trails to ride my bike on. That would 
be great. 

Response to Comment No. 60-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  In total, the proposed Project would provide an additional 
approximately 14.28 acres of open space and recreational facilities within the campus, 
which currently provides approximately 14.9 acres of active indoor and outdoor open space 
areas and 31.7 acres of passive open space areas.  Open space may be located at or 
above grade, or on rooftops and may include courtyards, plazas, pedestrian paseos, 
pedestrian streets, roof terraces, gardens, other similar outdoor gathering places, and 
athletic courts and fields.   

The proposed Project would provide landscaped pedestrian pathways as well as 
open space areas, including plazas and courtyards in the vicinity of the retail/commercial 
uses that would be open to the public.  Guests, who include family members of USC faculty 
as well as the general community, may also utilize USC’s recreational facilities (i.e., Lyon 
Recreation Center, Physical Education Building and Cromwell Field) by purchasing a 
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membership.  The University also provides for programmed use of its facilities by various 
organizations in the community (e.g., LAUSD, youth summer camps) and such 
programmed use of facilities would be expected to continue with implementation of the 
Project.  Estrella Park and Hoover Park are not owned by the University and specific 
improvements to those parks are not proposed as part of the Project. 

Comment No. 60-3 

You also need to make sure to add more stop signs and cross walks on 23rd Street, cars 
drive by very fast and there is a lot of traffic in the mornings when I go to school. Will there 
be more traffic when you start on your plan? 

Thank you for reading my letter. Please think about the things that I have asked about. 

Response to Comment No. 60-3 

The Draft EIR analysis did not identify any significant traffic impacts to 23rd Street, 
and therefore, no mitigation measures are required to mitigate any impacts of the Project.  
Note that CEQA does not require nor intend for an EIR to mitigate existing conditions.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 61 

Miguel Vasquez 

Comment No. 61-1 

My name is Miguel Vasquez I am writing on behalf of SAJE and Campania Unidad. I 
am writing to respond to the University Of Southern California Development Plan letter. I 
want to comment on question No.2 "The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis OF [sic] 
Urban Decay Caused By The New Specific Plan Proposal" I would like to comment that "If 
the project seeks to demolish over 500,00sq, [sic] ft of existing structures in the project 
areas ... [where low income communities live]" that is going to devastate the low-income 
residents that live around the USC district. I say this as a low-income young student that 
has lived in the area of the South Park district next the Staples Center all my life. I have 
seen a dramatic change in the low income communities that have been affected of the 
expensive housing affordability. Expensive lofts and entertainment stores/restaurants have 
taken over the area where I live and the same will happen in the USC community. Low 
income stores and mini-markets will disappear and they will be replaced with expensive 
markets and stores that low-income communities can not afford. New buildings increase 
the value of land and landlords charge residents more money on housing. I agree that 
there needs to be more analysis on how the University's proposal will affect housing 
affordability for local residents in the Figueroa Corridor that won't be able to afford it. The 
idea to redevelop USC with new housing and stores sounds nice but examples like where I 
live where once small businesses, small minority-owned firms and mini-markets thrived 
they have all disappeared. 

Response to Comment No. 61-1 

Although the Project includes demolition of 1,162 beds of existing student housing in 
Subarea 3, these will be replaced by up to 5,400 beds of new student housing, for a net 
gain of up to 4,238 beds of student housing on the USC campus.  Similarly, the existing 
commercial space in Subarea 3 will be replaced with up to 350,000 square feet of new 
commercial space. 

For other issues raised by this comment, please see Response to Comment Nos. 
15-4 and 52-2; Topical Response No. 2, Potential Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area 
Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small 
Businesses. 
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Comment No. 61-2 

Examples like the LA Live in LA the restaurants there are expensive for me and people that 
I know coming from low-income communities. Also on the corner of Olympic/Figueroa with 
the Concierge building loft on 717 W. Olympic St the loft is so expensive paying $1,000 a 
month. Low-income communities at max can barely pay $700 a month. 

Response to Comment No. 61-2 

The proposed Project is anticipated to provide a range of dining options for the 
community.  In addition, please refer to Topical Response No. 2 regarding the anticipated 
beneficial impact on the local area housing. This comment is noted for the record and will 
be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 61-3 

Lastly many low-income families that are already working in areas that might be 
demolished it will affect them when they will be out of a job and have a hard time looking 
for a new job with this recession that is still being felt all over the country. I beg of the Draft 
EIR to please open your eyes and see the struggles that minority groups of African-
American and Latino communities that need the existing small businesses, small minority-
owned firms and mini-markets and stores where low income families work and cultivate 
their lives in the USC district. The proposed demolishment of 500,000 sq, ft of land will 
devastate the low-income communities and will only bring a monopoly of money for the rich 
and set a wider gap for the poor barely able to survive. 

Response to Comment No. 61-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The Project would include the removal of up to approximately 
47,632 square feet of an existing USC building within Subarea 2, approximately 581,878 
square feet of all existing USC residential and non-residential uses in Subarea 3, and up to 
300,000 square feet of existing USC buildings in Subarea 1.  Upon completion of the 
project, this building area to be removed would be replaced with up to 5,230,000 square 
feet of university and community uses, which would generate an increase in employment 
opportunities within the Project vicinity.  While commercial/retail uses would be temporarily 
reduced to provide for new uses within Subarea 3, upon completion of the project, a 
substantial increase in long-term jobs and commercial/retail uses would result.  .  Please 
also refer to Response to Comment No. 52-2.    
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Comment Letter No. 62 

Village Nutrition 
3161 S. Hoover St 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 62-1 

I am a merchant and resident in the neighborhood now known as the university park; 
therefore I am one of the powerless and defenseless hundreds of citizens whose lives will 
be inexorably altered by USC's "development plan". Will there ever come a time when the 
poor will not suffer devolution as a direct result of selfish planned development for the rich? 

Your task, I am told, is to study and issue a report on the impact all planed [sic] 
developments will have on the environment- whose environment?  the "dispossessed" or 
"the gentrifies". 

This is not the forum for polemics on socially engineered "urban decay" but it begs the 
question why all the societal ills magically descend only in poor areas populated by those 
not of preferred few. 

Response to Comment No. 62-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration. See also Topical Response No. 3, Potential Project 
Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 62-2 

USC's plan, ostensibly, is to provide “affordable” housing for its burgeoning student 
population. To do so, it must deprive the community not only of several outlets which 
catered to their specific cultural needs, but also a "green space", within walking distance of 
many of their houses, where "family values" can be observed first-hand. 

Response to Comment No. 62-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. Upon completion of the project, an increase in 
commercial/retail uses and publicly-accessible open space areas would result. 
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Comment No. 62-3 

What a joy it is to watch infants browely [sic] venturing their first steps across the pebbled 
courtyard or hear the happy squeals of toddlers playfully scrambling around or over the 
structures within the mall common, all under the amused gazed of indulgent parents, 
secure in the knowledge that their children are safe from all harm, vehicular or terror. 

Response to Comment No. 62-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 62-4 

Recently the US Supreme court ruled that a corporation now has all the right of a person ; 
however this court did not say that a corporation had to have a heart. Thus, while the 
hallmark family scene educes the warm and jazzies [sic] from me, this huge acreage of 
non-productive prime property brings cold comfort to corporate balance sheets. 

You, madam, have the unenviable, task of weighing the economic interest of the well 
heeled and well connected against the safety needs of the "teaming masses: and the 
"huddled poor". We, the latter, look to our elected representatives and such dedicated 
experts like you to navigate through the maze of rules and protocols which stand like 
myrmidons precluding our access to the American Dream. 

Response to Comment No. 62-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 62-5 

Our neighborhood group has discussed that Nexus Study should have been prepared 
concurrently with the EIR but was not. We are therefore asking that you carefully examine 
the plans impact on 

1. Traffic including street parking 
2. Air quality and water usage vis-axis [sic] community health. 
3. Availability of ethnic products necessary to our lifestyle. 

Response to Comment No. 62-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-761 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Potential impacts to traffic and parking are analyzed in Sections IV.K.1, 
Transportation and Circulation, and Section IV.K.2, Parking, of the Draft EIR. Impacts to air 
quality are evaluated in Section IV.B, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Water supply is 
analyzed in Section IV.L, Water Supply.  The analysis of ethnic products is not within the 
scope of CEQA.  However, community-serving uses would be provided within Subarea 3 of 
the Project. 
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Comment Letter No. 63 

Kathleen M. Williams-Fossdahl 
718 Oeste Dr. 
Davis, CA  95616 

Comment No. 63-1 

Thank you for asking for feedback on your USC Draft EIR: 

1. Please keep Wendy's Drive-Through Restaurant on the corner of S. Hoover St. and W. 
30th St. because (a) the drive-through is convenient for commuter students and near-by 
residents, (b) Wendy's Restaurant is a very cute building painted with cheerful, bright colors 
and has gorgeous palm trees, grass and exquisite, attractive landscaping around it.  The 
restaurant provides one of the most pleasant, refreshing, and beautiful views in the USC 
area.  It has the heart-warming effect of an oasis.  It's beauty belongs on a postcard.  To 
remove it would be a great loss to the cheerfulness of the neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 63-1 

The Wendy’s Fast Food Restaurant is anticipated to be removed as part of the 
Project.  However, the project would provide a variety of dining choices with various price 
ranges. As described in the EIR, the proposed Project would be implemented in 
accordance with Urban Design Guidelines and Streetscape Guidelines and would introduce 
new visual elements, including  buildings and publicly accessible landscaped open space 
areas to the area.  In addition, existing tenants within the Village would be provided the 
opportunity to relocate within the Project once new buildings are constructed. This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 63-2 

2. Since I have an orange tree needing sunlight in my backyard, thank you for designing a 
hotel that will not greatly shade the houses between W. 30th St. and W. 30th Place (the 
alley due south of W. 30th St.).  Fortunately, according to The Roof Plan (Figure II-11 on 
Page II-36), the tall part of the hotel is shown to be only about 50 feet wide which faces 
along W. 30th Place and is close to the USC parking lot between W. 30th St. and W. 30th 
Place, a parking lot that would not be harmed by shade. 

It also helps that, according to Page II-42 (Figure II-16 showing the Allowable Building 
Height of Subarea 3 - Block E), the part of the hotel that will be 40 - 150 feet high will be set 
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back 90 feet from the edge of W. 30th Place, thus keeping the shade at a safe distance 
from the houses south of W. 30th St. 

Response to Comment No. 63-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please refer to Section IV.A., Aesthetics and Response to 
Comment No. 2-4 regarding shading associated with the proposed Project. 

Comment No. 63-3 

Thank you for reading my comments 

Good luck on your exciting, ambitious building project! 

It sounds like USC is perhaps creating a cross between a Glendale Galeria and a 
Bonaventure Hotel, with a bit of Rodeo Drive, maybe a Santa Monica Pier replica with the 
feel of a Malibu breeze. Excellent! 

Response to Comment No. 63-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 64 

George Wong 
Wong-One LLC 
1530 West 22nd Street 
Los Angeles CA 90007 

Comment No. 64-1 

I am the Director of Real Estate Operations for Wong·One LLC, owner of commercial 
property on the east side of Vermont Avenue, between 24th and 25th Streets. Additionally, 
I am a member of the Board of Directors at Hoover Intergenerational Care (HIC). HIC, a 
state-subsidized child care center, is located 200 feet east of the eastern perimeter of 
University Village On Hoover Street. It houses 69 preschool children from the hours of 
7:00AM to 6:00PM. 

We are very much interested in the University of Southern California Specific Plan and 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are writing to provide our comments to the project 
that ultimately seeks to demolish over 500,000 sq. ft. of existing structures in the project 
areas where our members live, work and play. 

Response to Comment No. 64-1 

This comment providing an overview of Wong-One LLC and an overview of the 
commentor’s concerns with the Draft EIR is noted for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Responses to specific comments are 
addressed below. 

Comment No. 64-2 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect community residents in the 
local neighborhood. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already 
suffer negative impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of 
affordable housing, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and noise pollution, a 
marked rise in crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public safety. It is 
mitigation of these impacts, not financial benefit to the University, that must guide the 
planning efforts for the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 64-2 

Please refer to Sections IV.K.1, Transportation, IV.B, Air Quality, IV.H, Noise, and 
IV.J.1, Police Services for an analysis of potential traffic, air quality, noise, and police 
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protection impacts, respectively, associated with the Project.  Please also refer to 
Response to Comment No. 15-2 regarding affordable housing in the local area. 

Comment No. 64-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community group's to provide local hiring, union jobs, train local 
residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for community 
residents and students. Such agreements have been highly effective on other major 
projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 64-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding the types of benefits to 
the community that will continue to be implemented within the USC Campus. 

Comment No. 64-4 

2. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot."  Moreover, there are no 
mitigation measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, 
including cars and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. The 
Draft EIR ignores the most vulnerable segment of the population, the pre-school children at 
HIC and elementary school children at 32nd Street School, during the construction phase. 
Specifically, the EIR must go farther to compel that all construction traffic be deflected 
away from Hoover Street during the hours that HIC and 32nd Street School are in session. 

Response to Comment No. 64-4 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
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detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures.  

Section IV.B., Air Quality, of the Draft EIR identified potential localized construction 
impacts at 32nd Street Elementary School, which would be indicative of potential impacts 
at the Hoover Intergenerational Care (both are at the northeast corner of the West 
Jefferson Boulevard and South Hoover Street intersection).  As discussed in Response to 
Comment No. 15-7, the potential localized impacts for particulate would be limited to PM10, 
occur only during site preparation/excavation of Subarea 3, and occur for approximately a 
10 month period over an approximately 20 year construction duration.  Based on the 
foregoing information, the following mitigation measure has been included as a Correction 
and Addition in this Final EIR: 

 Mitigation Measure B-21:  The University shall establish a program to make 
available MERV 10 filters during site grading/excavation activities within Subarea 
3.  Recipients shall be limited to sensitive uses (e.g., residential, schools, 
daycare centers) within the following area: south of West 29th Street; east of 
South Vermont Avenue; north of West Jefferson Boulevard; and west of uses 
immediately east of Hoover Street and also including 32nd Street Elementary 
School. 

If implemented by the sensitive uses that are significantly impacted, MERV 10 filters 
would reduce the PM10 impact at HIC and 32nd Street Elementary School of 20.2 μg/m3 to 
approximately 3.0 μg/m3, which would be below the SCAQMD’s localized significance 
threshold. 

Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR requires a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan that would implement extensive traffic control 
measures during construction activities.  Page IV.K-45 of the Draft EIR states that “The 
construction route for construction vehicles traveling to and from the western portion of 
Subarea 1 and Subarea 3 would consist of northbound travel along Vermont Avenue (via 
Jefferson Boulevard or Exposition Boulevard) to/from the I-10 Freeway. For the eastern 
portion of Subarea 1 and Subarea 2, construction trucks would travel eastbound along 
Jefferson Boulevard to/from the I-110 Freeway or northbound along Figueroa Street to the 
I-10 Freeway.”  Therefore, it is not likely that construction traffic would be on Hoover Street.  
With that being said, the following measure has been added to the requirements of the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan as a Correction and Addition in this Final EIR, which 
would further limit construction traffic near HIC and 32nd Street Elementary School: Route 
construction traffic through areas of least impact sensitivity. 
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Comment No. 64-5 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at 310.710.7261. 

Response to Comment No. 64-5 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 65 

Ricardo Zarate 
Owner, Mo-Chica 
c/o Mercado La Paloma 
3655 South Grand Ave., Suite 240 
 Los Angeles, California 90007 

Comment No. 65-1 

I am the owner of Mo-Chica a Peruvian restaurant located at 3655 S. Grand Ave., Los 
Angeles, CA 90007. I have been a business owner in the community for over a year and 
have 8 employees. I am very much interested in the University of Southern California 
Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments 
to the project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the 
surrounding area. I am concerned about how the proposed project will affect small 
businesses in the local neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to 
make sure that the potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in 
any plan that is ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 65-1 

This comment describing the Mo-Chica restaurant is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small businesses that was 
included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed Project’s 
retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future growth in 
market demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to urban decay is 
anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that the proposed 
Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of 
retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the commentor.  Refer 
to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 65-2 

My specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft ElR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part 
of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
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Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be re-circulated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 65-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 65-3 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will affect 
will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 65-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 65-4 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 65-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 65-5 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, training for 
local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of housing 
affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been highly 
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effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this 
proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 65-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 

Comment No. 65-6 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 65-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Comment No. 65-7 

Thank you for considering these comments. Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 747-2141. 

Response to Comment No. 65-7 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed 
on the Project mailing list. 
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Comment Letter No. 66 

Nimio Julian Zepeda 
Owner, Burger Plaza Grill 
c/o Mercado La Paloma 
3655 South Grand Ave., Suite 240 
Los Angeles, California 90007 

Comment No. 66-1 

I am the owner of Burger Plaza Grill a small business located at 3655 S. Grand Ave., Los 
Angeles, CA 90007. I have been a business owner in the community for over five years 
and have 2 employees. I am very much interested in the University of Southern California 
Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report. I am writing to provide my comments 
to the project that will ultimately add approximately 2,135,000 SF of retail in the 
surrounding area. I am concerned about how the proposed project will affect small 
businesses in the local neighborhood that are the lifeblood of our local economy. I want to 
make sure that the potential negative impacts to small local businesses are mitigated in 
any plan that is ultimately approved. 

Response to Comment No. 66-1 

This comment describing the Burger Plaza Grill is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  Please refer to Topical 
Response No. 3 regarding the urban decay analysis relative to small businesses that was 
included as part of the Draft EIR.  As indicated therein, the proposed Project’s 
retail/commercial uses in Subarea 3 could be supported by anticipated future growth in 
market demand.  Thus, no adverse economic competition that could lead to urban decay is 
anticipated to result from the proposed Project.  It should also be noted that the proposed 
Project would provide for the development of up to approximately 350,000 square feet of 
retail/commercial uses, not 2,135,000 square feet, as indicated by the commentor.  Refer 
to Table II-6 on page II-29 of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 66-2 

My specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1. The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. Pursuant to 
a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and circulated as part 
of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will analyze parking, 
affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include recommended mitigation. 
These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of California Environmental 
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Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not been released. The Draft 
EIR must be re-circulated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 66-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 66-3 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. More analysis is needed on how the University's proposal will affect 
will adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 66-3 

Please see Response to Comment No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, Potential 
Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response No. 3, 
Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 66-4 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used in 
the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby. 

Response to Comment No. 66-4 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 66-5 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively agree 
to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, training for 
local residents, assistance for local small business and the preservation of housing 
affordability for community residents and students. Such agreements have been highly 
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effective on other major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this 
proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 66-5 

See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community benefits provided by 
USC within the community. 

Comment No. 66-6 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From the 
Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 66-6 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been added to Appendix B-1 of the Draft EIR as a 
Correction and Addition (please refer to Section II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft 
EIR, of this Final EIR).  The commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a 
detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project 
and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 
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Comment Letter No. 67 

Anonymous1 

Comment No. 67-1 

I hope that you remember the need for affordable housing and parks for the future 
generations. We will be watching all your projects. We hope to see ourselves included in 
the community benefits.  

Response to Comment No. 67-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 68 

Roberto Bustillo 
152 W. 32nd Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 68-1 

I would like to ask for an extension of 45 days for review the final report; 

Response to Comment No. 68-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 68-2 

that the nexus report be published; that enough time be allotted to enable community 
participation in the review of the final plan; 

Response to Comment No. 68-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 68-3 

that USC include housing for the community at affordable price levels, something like 
inclusionary zoning. 

Response to Comment No. 68-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 69 

Martha Arreola 
1270 West Jefferson Blvd #106 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 69-1 

We would like a time extension for the DEIR so that more persons can learn and know 
more about this project because there is a lot of material to understand in a short period of 
time. 

Response to Comment No. 69-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 69-2 

Also, we would like the Nexus Study to be published; we, as residents, want to know and 
be able to understand more about the Nexus Study and the related Project.  

Response to Comment No. 69-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 
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Comment Letter No. 70 

Gloria Serrano 
152 W. 32nd Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 70-1 

I am an area resident who has known the Figueroa Corridor, along with my family, over the 
course of 37 years. I am very worried about the environmental impacts that can result here. 
With this I don’t want to say that I am opposed to the development, but rather, that I want to 
propose the following: the DEIR is a multi-volume document containing over 700 pages; for 
working families it is a very difficult document. We would like to request an extension of 45 
days beyond July 12th , for a total of 90 days so that the potential environmental impacts 
contained in the document can be completely understood for this project that is located in 
our community. 

Response to Comment No. 70-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 70-2 

Additionally, I would like for affordable housing to be built, and that families not be 
displaced as a consequence of new development. 

Response to Comment No. 70-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  No displacement of families will occur as a result of the 
Project, because only USC-owned student housing and other USC-related uses will be 
demolished and the Project will result in a net increase in student and faculty housing 
compared to pre-Project conditions. 
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Comment No. 70-3 

Together with all this, I also would like to understand what is the Nexus Study, since all the 
reports are in Spanish [sic]. I hope that you listen to the worried heart of the neighborhood. 

Response to Comment No. 70-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  City staff have 
been available to discuss the EIR with interested parties.  All comments on the Draft EIR 
that were submitted in Spanish were translated into English and addressed in this Final 
EIR.  Further, Spanish/English translation services were available at the public open house 
held on June 16, 2010. 
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Comment Letter No. 71 

Margarita Maderos 
1979 Estrella Ave. #105 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 71-1 

As a resident of the area that includes the Staples Center and USC, I would like to attain a 
clear understanding of the DEIR because it is a document of seven volumes and over 700 
pages. For working class families the document is very difficult. We would like to request 
an extension of 45 days after July 12th for a total of 90 days to enable us to understand the 
impacts contained in the document that would be caused by the project located in our 
community. 

Response to Comment No. 71-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 72 

Rogelio Macedonio 
2300 Trinity Street #4 
Los Angeles, CA  90011 

Comment No. 72-1 

I would like a 45-day extension in order to understand the DEIR; 

Response to Comment No. 72-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 72-2 

I would like you to publish the Nexus Study as soon as possible; 

Response to Comment No. 72-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 72-3 

I would like the student housing units to be less expensive and at a price reasonable for 
students. 

Response to Comment No. 72-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  USC advises that new student and faculty housing will be 
priced at levels affordable to student and faculty households, and that students who qualify 
will continue to receive financial aid, including assistance with housing costs. 
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Comment Letter No. 73 

Jose Murillo 
613 ½ E 27th St. 
Los Angeles, CA  90011 

Comment No. 73-1 

I would like a 45-day extension in order to understand the DEIR; 

Response to Comment No. 73-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 73-2 

I would like you to publish the Nexus Study as soon as possible. 

Response to Comment No. 73-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 73-3 

There are many vacant lots in the community; these lots should be turned into uses that 
benefit the community – like parks, etc. 

Response to Comment No. 73-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Vacant lots in the community that are located outside of the 
USC Development Plan areas are not part of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR contains 
a detailed analysis of the potential impacts to parks and recreation in Section J.4., Public 
Services—Parks and Recreation. 
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Comment Letter No. 74 

Juana Calel 
2632 S. Catalina St. 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 74-1 

We would like to ask for a 45-day extension after July 12th for a total of 90 days in order to 
completely understand the content of the environmental impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 74-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 74-2 

We also need affordable housing for families in our community. 

Response to Comment No. 74-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding housing affordability.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for 
review and consideration. 

Comment No. 74-3 

We need the Nexus Study document to explore the impacts on the community farther 
away, and this document has not been published.  We need for you to listen to the voice 
and the needs of the community. 

Response to Comment No. 74-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 75 

Alfonso Arreola 
1270 West Jefferson Blvd #106 
Los Angeles, CA 

Comment No. 75-1 

We would like a time extension to better understand the DEIR – at least 50 days so we can 
understand the contents of the document. 

Response to Comment No. 75-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 75-2 

We would like you to publish the Nexus Study because we, as residents of this community, 
would like to know more about effects of this project. 

Response to Comment No. 75-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 
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Comment Letter No. 76 

Edgar Beltran 
4621 S. Van Ness Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90062 

Comment No. 76-1 

Can you please extend the comment period for an additional 45 days?  The current 
comment period (due 7/14/10) does not allow time to fully understand the content of the 
potential impacts and concerns the project will pose on our community. 

Response to Comment No. 76-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 76-2 

The Nexus Study is a document that will further explore the community impacts and 
has not been released.  This is a concern.  We as residents cannot respond to the DEIR 
without fully having access and understanding of the overall broader community impact that 
this project will cause.  

Response to Comment No. 76-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  As discussed 
therein, the Nexus Study does not contain any new analyses or mitigation measures 
required by CEQA for the proposed Project.  All of the required CEQA analyses and 
mitigation measures for the proposed Project are contained in the Draft EIR. Thus, the 
potential CEQA impacts of the proposed Project within the Nexus Study Area are fully 
accounted for in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter No. 77 

Father William Delaney 
2625 S. Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 77-1 

– More time is needed to make reasonable comments on EIR; 

– Current EIR process is not effective in the impacted area because most 
people are minimally educated or poorly educated.  What is needed are more 
public presentations with many visuals to help the community understand the 
proposal.  The community wants to be involved, but, not be overwhelmed with 
paperwork which is unintelligible. 

Response to Comment No. 77-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

In addition, on June 16, 2010, the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
held a public Open House regarding the proposed USC Development Plan Draft EIR. The 
purpose of the Open House, which is not required under CEQA, was to provide the 
community with an opportunity to: (1) review and learn more about the Draft EIR; (2) ask 
questions of Department of City Planning Staff about the Draft EIR; and (3) understand 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project.  Numerous public presentation 
boards were available that provided an overview of the Project, the CEQA process, and the 
Draft EIR.  In addition, City staff was available for questions throughout the Draft EIR public 
review period. 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 77-2 

– When is the Nexus Study? 
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Response to Comment No. 77-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-787 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Comment Letter No. 78 

Charles Foster 
1558 W. 29th St. 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 78-1 

As I participate in the study of this project and been in review of the study for two 
years now, I don’t find the consistency.  Of course not a city planner or employee but a 
concerned resident of over 55 years in this community.  I personally feel the consistence 
must work to facilitate the social and economic impact of the broader areas of business and 
residential communities.  With this in mind, a more extensive study of at least 90 days 
should be conducted. 

Response to Comment No. 78-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 78-2 

Also, I have had some literacy knowledge and study of the Nexus Review/Study and 
I wonder if they, too, have looked at the impact of our surrounding communities?  Will this 
have any useful benefit to a changing community, such as jobs, hiring, local education 
(apart from the University)?  UNIDAD has been a great resource to local residents and 
continues to provide businesses, churches and residents the best in information. 

Response to Comment No. 78-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  Please refer to 
Sections IV.I.1., Employment and IV.J.3., Public Services - Schools for discussions of 
impacts to jobs, hiring, and education. 
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Comment Letter No. 79 

Gabriela Garcia 
[UNIDAD] 
2117 Norwood Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 79-1 

We are requesting a 45-day extension for response.  The current document is very 
large and more time is needed for a full understanding and impact of the project. 

Response to Comment No. 79-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 79-2 

We are also very concerned that the Nexus has not been released, and as needed 
for an EIR response that would connect with the impact.   

Response to Comment No. 79-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 
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Comment Letter No. 80 

Jesus Garcia 
2337 S. Figueroa St. 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 80-1 

I “support” the plan.  It seems like a very good plan for “all” levels.  But I will really 
like to see that you “USC” are supporting our community.  Local hiring, cultural respect, 
with no limitations or boundaries. 

Our experience as community have not been positive with you when it comes to 
supporting us.  I don’t see local hiring.  I don’t see affordable housing.  I don’t see green 
space for community. 

As a result, it has been a total failure on your behalf.  SHAME ON YOU! 

Response to Comment No. 80-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community.   Also refer to Response to Comment No. 
15-4 regarding housing affordability and Response to Comment No. 2-3 regarding the 
publicly accessible open space available to the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 81 

Diana Gonzalez 
1052 W. 42nd St. #C-7 
Los Angeles, CA  90037 

Comment No. 81-1 

 A 45-day extension needs to be made to better review and understand the 
DEIR because it is very complicated. 

Response to Comment No. 81-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 81-2 

 Where is the Nexus Study?  When will it be released?  It is needed 
immediately to understand the impacts of this plan on the community. 

Response to Comment No. 81-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.   As discussed 
therein, the Nexus Study does not contain any new analyses or mitigation measures 
required by CEQA for the proposed Project. All of the required CEQA analyses and 
mitigation measures for the proposed Project are contained in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 81-3 

 In the summary above there is no mention of housing for the community and 
families, especially affordable housing.  There is only housing for students 
and faculty.  What will happen to families already in the neighborhoods, what 
about their housing needs? 

Response to Comment No. 81-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding housing affordability and 
to Topical Response 2 regarding housing that will be available in the community.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 82 

Sara M. Martin 
464 S. Crenshaw Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA  90043 

Comment No. 82-1 

First of all, I feel it’s necessary to present the summaries and main points of the study in a 
way that the community can understand.  This is not an accessible way to present this 
information especially for illiterate persons.  An extension of 45 days is reasonable and 
needed to present this information and also include the impact of community residents and 
tenants.  This community belonged here for many years.  In addition, the Nexus Study 
needs to be publicly presented so that the community can know what the project truly is 
and how it will impact people by USC and in South Los Angeles at large. 

Response to Comment No. 82-1 

Although not required by CEQA, a community Open House was held on Wednesday 
June 16th, 2010 to provide the public an opportunity to review Draft EIR publications, learn 
about the Project, and discuss issues and concerns directly with City planners.  In addition, 
over 25 boards with graphics and text summaries of the Project were on display in the 
meeting room.   

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  

Also, refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study that has been 
prepared for the proposed Project. 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 83 

Sandra McNell 
2636 Kenwood Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 83-1 

3000 pages – in English – is too much for our community to make sense of in 45 days.  
The deadline must be extended to a minimum of 90. 

Response to Comment No. 83-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 83-2 

Also, we had understood that the Nexus Study would be released concurrent with the 
DEIR.  We also have the right to have access to this data and analysis well before the 
DEIR comment deadline. 

Response to Comment No. 83-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 
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Comment Letter No. 84 

Daniel Morales Leon 
1212 W. 38th Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90037 

Comment No. 84-1 

Please take the communities [sic] needs into consideration.  I would much rather help and 
benefit than to demonstrate, protest, call local elected officials and bring the community to 
your door DEMANDING we not be ignored.  I could get messy.  WE can work as one to 
grow together and make the USC community.  Oh and please give us an extension to 
better inform the community and also we would like for you to NEVER forget the strength 
that our communities hold when push comes to shove.  Thank you for your time. 

Response to Comment No. 84-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.   In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review 
period for a Draft EIR that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 
days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State 
Clearinghouse.  The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was 
extended by 15 days, for a total of 60 days. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-
6 regarding community benefits. 
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Comment Letter No. 85 

Robert Rubin, VVCDC/Chair/SLA-CPAC 
7901 So. Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90044 

Comment No. 85-1 

As the chair of the South Los Angeles – CPAC – we have concerns about the mention of 
west and east bound traffic on Jefferson, 

Response to Comment No. 85-1 

Please refer to Section IV.K.1, Transportation and Circulation for an analysis of 
traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project, including an analysis of impacts along 
Jefferson Boulevard.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 85-2 

some height on housing, and the towering over the surrounding community. 

Response to Comment No. 85-2 

The visual compatibility of Project building heights with surrounding building heights 
is analyzed in Section IV.A., Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR at pages IV.A-63 (Subarea 1), 
IV.A-65 (Subarea 2), and IV.A-70 (Subarea 3).  The analysis of Subarea 1 concluded that 
Project buildings of up to 150 feet would not substantially contrast with the varied low-, mid- 
and high-rise buildings that are presently located on the Campus.  The analysis of Subarea 
2 concluded that Project buildings of up to 150 feet would not present a contrast to the 
surrounding area, which is characterized by primarily mid-rise industrial buildings 
punctuated by the 150-foot self-storage building located immediately south of Subarea 2.  
The analysis of Subarea 3 concluded that Project buildings of 20 to 150 feet have been 
designed in a manner so as to be sensitive to surrounding uses, with lower height limits 
along 30th Street and 30th Place such that taller buildings would be concentrated further 
south (primarily within the interior of the Subarea), away from the existing residential uses 
to the north.  Thus overall, the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed Project’s buildings 
would not create a substantial contrast with surrounding uses.  Please refer to Section 
IV.A, Aesthetics regarding potential shading impacts associated with the proposed Project.  
See also Topical Response No. 4, Project Effects on Neighborhood Resources. 
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Comment No. 85-3 

Aslo [sic] how does USC plan to blend or compliment the housing community not owned by 
USC?  The models show tower buildings.  How will USC co-exist with the community 
without pricing out residents?  Many laborers will work for USC, but not be able to own or 
rent in the models being identified for USC students and teachers only!  Can the residents 
have complete access to the same goods and services being afforded the USC community.  
These and many other concerns exist.   

Response to Comment No. 85-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 85-4 

Lastly!  Local neighborhood districts should conform with the community plan, which goes 
to general plan and not the other way around. 

Response to Comment No. 85-4 

The proposed Project’s consistency with the relevant land use goals, objectives, and 
policies set forth in the South Los Angeles Community Plan and Southeast Los Angeles 
Community Plan is analyzed in Table IV.G-2 in Section IV.G., Land Use, of the Draft EIR.  
The Draft EIR concluded that with approval of the requested General Plan amendments, 
the proposed Project would be substantially consistent with the general intent of both 
Community Plans.  In addition, the proposed Project would generally support the relevant 
policies and objectives of the Community Plans and the General Plan Framework. 
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Comment Letter No. 86 

Leland Saito 
3620 S. Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA  90089 

Comment No. 86-1 

I understand that a study looking at the broader impact of this project on the 
surrounding community is in the works.  It would be helpful to have the DEIR and the 
broader study available at the same time to be able to better understand the DEIR. 

This is a massive DEIR.  More time’s needed to study and comment.  The deadline 
should be extended about 6-7 weeks. 

Response to Comment No. 86-1 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  In accordance 
with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR that is submitted to the 
State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 
30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-
day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a total of 60 days.  Thus, the 
comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. 87 

Jonathan Truong 
1304 S. Westmount Drive 
Alhambra, CA 

Comment No. 87-1 

As a student at USC, I believe more input is needed from the campus community.  
However, because the DEIR has been released in the summer, when most students are 
gone, there is very little participation from a population that is very much affected by these 
major changes.   

I believe there should be an extension of the EIR process for public comment and 
input. 

Response to Comment No. 87-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of days.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 88 

Rocio Veliz 
152 W. 32nd St. 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 88-1 

In this document, you mention 2,135,000 square feet of student and faculty housing 
provided.  My question to you is what about housing for Community Residents? 

Response to Comment No. 88-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 88-2 

In this form I would like to request a 45-day extension for the EIR for two important 
reasons: 

Response to Comment No. 88-2 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 88-3 

1. The report is too long.  How am I suppose to process so much information in a short 
time? 

2. Where is the Nexus Study?  The Draft EIR was suppose to come out the same time 
as the Nexus Study.  Where is it? 

Response to Comment No. 88-3 

The Draft EIR was circulated for the required 45-day public comment period that 
was extended by 15 days to a total of 60 days.  In addition to the analyses required under 
CEQA, the Draft EIR contains an Executive Summary that provides an overview of the 
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environmental impacts of the Project.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 
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Comment Letter No. 89 

Anonymous2 

Comment No. 89-1 

We need more time for this project and affordable housing for the community 
residents and students. 

Stop the evictions in this area because of the USC Master Plan. 

We are all community. 

Response to Comment No. 89-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Please refer to Topical Response No. 2 regarding the additional housing 
that is expected to be available in the community as a result of implementation of the 
Project.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 90 

Anonymous3 

Comment No. 90-1 

More time is required to build homes and low-income apartments for residents living 
in this area since in this area it is rent control area many residents of South Central Los 
Angeles would have to move to different sections of Los Angeles to afford rents. 

Response to Comment No. 90-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 90-2 

[illegible] instead of building and developing students and faculty housing, shopping 
malls.  More housing is needed for low-income residents of Los Angeles; especially in this 
area round USC. 

Response to Comment No. 90-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 91 

Anonymous4 

Comment No. 91-1 

I think how community members we need an extension of time; possibly 45 days 
more because it is a lot of information after the dateline for a total number of 90 days to 
review to fully understand the content of the potential impacts and concerns this project will 
pose on our community. 

Response to Comment No. 91-1 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the public review period for a Draft EIR 
that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall not be less than 45 days, unless a 
shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.  The Draft 
EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period that was extended by 15 days, for a 
total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded the requirements set forth under 
CEQA. 

Comment No. 91-2 

We don’t have information about the Nexus Study and we need it.  Also, the 
documents has translated into Spanish for the Latino community to understand the context 
of this information.  We need more affordable housing in this area; not only buildings for 
students.  Thanks for the information. 

Response to Comment No. 91-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  See also 
Response to Comment No. 70-3.  While public notice of the Draft EIR was provided in 
Spanish and materials were also presented at the open house in Spanish, the Draft EIR is 
too large and technical to be translated in Spanish in a timely manner without great 
expense.  Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable 
housing.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 92 

Anonymous5 

Comment No. 92-1 

Today is a very good day.  My real feeling is that we need a chance to give the 
people we need to be here the thing we have to said about the real thing that we are living.  
We really need the time to make the right decision for this thing that we are all wanting and 
need 45 days and more time to see and make a right choice of right for the people and the 
people for what’s right and we all don’t have money and some of us don’t have none.  
Please, USC, do the right thing and make it right. 

Response to Comment No. 92-1 

This comment is noted for the administrative record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for review and consideration.  In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, 
the public review period for a Draft EIR that is submitted to the State Clearinghouse shall 
not be less than 45 days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the 
State Clearinghouse.  The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public comment period 
that was extended by 15 days, for a total of 60 days.  Thus, the comment period exceeded 
what is typically required by CEQA. 
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Comment Letter No. 93 

The Members of Campus and Community United 
USC Student Union 410 
Los Angeles, CA  90089-4851 

Comment No. 93-1 

Our organization is Campus and Community United and our missions is to unite and 
empower the University Park Community to create a just and vibrant neighborhood. 

We are very much interested in the University of Southern California Specific Plan and 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. We are writing to provide our comments to the project 
that ultimately seeks to demolish over 500,000 sq. ft. of existing structures in the project 
areas where our members live, work and play. 

Response to Comment No. 93-1 

This comment describing the CCU organization and purpose of the letter is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 93-2 

We are concerned about how the proposed project will affect community residents in the 
local neighborhood. We believe that residents surrounding the existing campus already 
suffer negative impacts from current operations, including the ongoing elimination of 
affordable housing, dramatically increased traffic and associated air and noise pollution, a 
marked rise in crime and vandalism and decreased pedestrian and public safety.  It is 
mitigation of these impacts, not financial benefit to the University that must guide the 
planning efforts for the Specific Plan and Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment No. 93-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-2. 

Comment No. 93-3 

Our specific concerns on the Specific Plan proposal and Draft EIR are as follows: 

1.  The Project and the Draft EIR Cannot Go Forward Without the Nexus Study. 
Pursuant to a Los Angeles City Council Order, a Nexus Study must be completed and 
circulated as part of the Draft EIR for the Specific Plan Project. The Nexus Study will 
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analyze parking, affordable housing, green space and infrastructure, and include 
recommended mitigation. These are all issues that are required to be analyzed as part of 
California Environmental Quality Act review, not afterward. Yet, the Nexus Study has not 
been released. The Draft EIR must be recirculated to include the Nexus Study. 

Response to Comment No. 93-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  As discussed 
therein, the Nexus Study does not contain any new analyses or mitigation measures for the 
Proposed Project that are required by CEQA.  All of the required CEQA analyses and 
mitigation measures for the Proposed Project are contained in the Draft EIR.  Please refer 
to Sections IV.K.2, Parking, IV.I.2, Housing and IV.J.4, Parks and Recreation, and IV.L, 
Utilities of the Draft EIR regarding the analysis of potential impacts associated with parking, 
affordable housing, green space, and utilities, respectively. The potential CEQA impacts of 
the Proposed Project within the Nexus Study Area are fully accounted for in the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 93-4 

2. The Draft EIR Contains Insufficient Analysis Of Urban Decay Caused By The New 
Specific Plan Proposal. The project must not cause decay in the housing stock as people 
leave existing housing for the proposed new units. More analysis is needed on how the 
University's proposal will affect housing affordability for local residents in the Figueroa 
Corridor. In addition, the Draft EIR also needs more analysis of how this proposal will 
adversely affect existing small businesses in the project area, impacting jobs and small, 
minority-owned firms. 

Response to Comment No. 93-4 

Please see Response to Comment Letter No. 15-4; Topical Response No. 2, 
Potential Urban Decay Impacts in the Local Area Housing Stock; and Topical Response 
No. 3, Potential Project Impacts on Existing Small Businesses. 

Comment No. 93-5 

3. The Draft EIR Traffic Study Is Incomplete And Misleading. Faulty methodology used 
in the Traffic Study significantly underestimates the number of new trips that will occur from 
the proposed expansion in the already gridlocked area. Also, the results of the Traffic Study 
are markedly different from those contained in the November 2009 Draft EIR for the 
proposed Lorenzo Project nearby.  
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Response to Comment No. 93-5 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 6 regarding the trip generation methodology 
used in the traffic study. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 11 regarding the traffic analysis undertaken in 
connection with the Lorenzo Project Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 93-6 

4. A Community Benefits Agreement Is Needed. The University must cooperatively 
agree to a partnership with local community groups to provide local hiring, union jobs, train 
local residents, assist local small business and preserve housing affordability for 
community residents and students. Such agreements have been highly effective on other 
major projects throughout Los Angeles and can serve as models for this proposal. 

Response to Comment No. 93-6 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 

Comment No. 93-7 

5. The Draft EIR Has Weak Analysis Of Public Health And Air Quality Impacts From 
the Proposal. The Draft EIR fails to include a health risk assessment or health impact 
assessment to analyze the public health impacts of this massive plan, even though it is 
close to the I-110 Freeway which is a pollution "hot spot." Moreover, there are no mitigation 
measures at all to reduce air pollution from the project's operational phase, including cars 
and trucks for the large proposed commercial uses in University Village. 

Response to Comment No. 93-7 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  A 
detailed health risk assessment has been provided and is included as part of Appendix B-1 
of the Draft EIR as a Correction and Addition.  The commentor is referred to Response to 
Comment No. 15-7 for a detailed discussion of potential health/air quality impacts as a 
result of the proposed Project and proposed Project Design Features and mitigation 
measures. 
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Comment No. 93-8 

Thank you for considering these comments.  Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code Section 21092.2 
and Gov. Code Section 65092, please notify the undersigned in writing of any hearings, 
decisions, notifications, or actions referring or related to this Project. Should you have any 
questions or need more information, please contact me at (213) 537-5228. 

Response to Comment No. 93-8 

In response to this comment, the commentor will be placed on the Project mailing 
list. 
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Comment Letter No. 94 

Ali Poosti, Acting Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Sanitation 
Contacts: Abdul Danishwar, (323) 342-6220 

Kosta Kaporis, (213) 485-0586 
Daniel Hackney, (213)485-3684 

Comment No. 94-1 

This is in response to your July 8, 2010 letter requesting a review of your proposed project. 
The Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to 
the wastewater and stormwater systems for the proposed project. 

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged 
with the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available 
wastewater capacity exists for future developments. The evaluation will determine 
cumulative sewer impacts and guide the planning process for any future sewer 
improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the City grows and develops. 

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project: 

Type Description Average Daily Flow per 
Type Description 

(GPD/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of Units Average Daily Flow 
(GPD) 

SUBAREA 1 
Proposed    
Academic/University 18 GPD/STUDENT 3,103 STUDENTS 55,854 
School: Dormitory 75 GPD/STUDENT 200 STUDENTS 15,000 
  Subarea 1 Total 70,854 

SUBAREA 2 
Proposed    
Academic/University 18 GPD/STUDENT 1,034 STUDENTS 18,612 
  Subarea 2 Total 18,612 

SUBAREA 3 
Existing    
Century: 1-BR 120 GPD/DU 54 DU 6,480 
Century: 2-BR 160 GPD/DU 88 DU 14,080 
Cardinal: 1-BR 120 GPDIDU 78 DU 9.360 
Cardinal: 2-BR 160 GPD/DU 125 DU 20,000 
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Type Description Average Daily Flow per 
Type Description 

(GPD/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of Units Average Daily Flow 
(GPD) 

La Sorbonne: Studio 80 GPD/DU 5 DU 400 
La Sorbonne: 1-BR 120 GPD/DU 21 DU 2,520 
Retail 80 GPD/1 000 SQ.FT 59,562 SQ.FT 4,765 
Cinema 4 GPD/SEAT 485 SEATS 1,940 
Bank 80 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 12,953 SQ.FT 1,036 
Medical Office 250 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 6,638 SQ.FT 1,660 
Restaurant/Food Court 300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 34,414 SQ.FT 10,324 
University Uses 200 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 63,527 SQ.FT 12,705 
Supermarket 80 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 39,047 SQ.FT 3,124 
Proposed    
Academic/University 18 GPD/STUDENT 1,034 STUDENTS 18,612 
Retail 80 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 202,000 SQ.FT 16,160 
Fitness Center 250 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 20,000 SQ.FT 5,000 
Restaurant/Food Court 300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 45,000 SQ.FT 13,500 
Cinema 4 GPD/SEAT 2,000 SEATS 8,000 
Grocery Store 80 GPD/1000 SQ,FT 40,000 SQ.FT 3,200 
Hotel Rooms 130 GPD/ROOM 150 ROOMS 19,500 
Hotel Conference Center 180 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 50,000 SQ.FT 9,000 
Lab School K-8 200 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 80,000 SQ.FT 16,000 
Undergrad/Grad: Studio 80 GPD/DU 1,456 DU 116,480 
Undergrad/Grad: 1- BR 120 GPD/DU 743 DU 89,160 
Undergrad: 2-BR 160 GPD/DU 238 DU 38,080 
Undergrad: 4-BR 240 GPD/DU 139 DU 33,360 
Grad: Double Studio 80 GPD/DU 468 DU 37,440 
Grad: 2-BR 160 GPD/DU 125 DU 20,000 
Faculty: 1-BR 120 GPD/DU 100 DU 12,000 
Faculty: 2-BR 160 GPD/DU 100 DU 16,000 
Faculty: 3-BR 200 GPD/DU 50 DU 10,000 
  Subarea 3 Total 393,098 

SUMMARY FLOWS FOR PROJECT 
  Total Proposed Flow 482,564 

SEWER AVAILABILITY 

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes three (3) sewer 
systems which are designated as Subarea 1, Subarea 2, and Subarea 3. 

SUBAREA 1 

In the Subarea 1 sewer system, there is an existing 8-inch line on McClintock Ave RW and 
existing 8-inch line on Jefferson Blvd. The sewage from both existing 8-inch lines feed into 
an 18-inch line on McClintock Ave, where it joins the existing sewage from Subarea 3. The 
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sewage from the 18-inch line continues into a 21-inch line on McClintock Ave before 
discharging into a 45-inch line on Exposition Blvd. 

Based on our existing gauging information, the current approximate flow level (d/D) and the 
design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer system are as follows: 

Pipe Diameter (in) Pipe Location Current Gauging 
d/D (%) 

Gauged Date 50% Design 
Capacity 

8 McClintock Ave RW 24 Feb 2007 256,391 GPD 

8 Jefferson Blvd 16 Mar 2010 240,516 GPD 

18 McClintock Ave 
Ease 

32 Feb 2007 1.09 MGD 

21 McClintock Ave * * 1.50 MGD 

45 Exposition Blvd 12 Feb 2008 25.66 MGD 

* No gauging available 

SUBAREA 2 

In the Subarea 2 sewer system, there is an existing 8-inch line on Grand Ave and an 
existing 8-inch line on Hope St. Sewage from the existing 8-inch line on Hope St feeds into 
an 8-in line on Hoover St RW before discharging into a 40-inch line on University Ave. 
Sewage from the existing 8-inch line on Grand Ave feeds into a 12-inch line on Flower St 
and continues onto Figueroa St. The sewage then splits into a 72-inch line on 41st Place 
and a 10-inch line on Figueroa St. The flow from the 10-inch line feeds into a 16-inch line 
on Figueroa St before finally discharging into a 39-inch line on Slauson Ave. 

Based on our existing gauging information, the current approximate flow level (d/D) and the 
design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer system are as follows: 

Pipe Diameter (in) Pipe Location Current Gauging 
d/D (%) 

Gauged Date 50% Design 
Capacity 

8 Grand Ave * * 283,193 GPD 

8 Hope St * * 256,391 GPD 

40 University Ave 43 Jul 2008 9.56 MGD 

12 Flower St * * 523,720 GPD 

72 41st Place 31 Jan 2009 71.90 MGD 

10 Fiqueroa St 33 Jun 2008 322,069 GPD 
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Pipe Diameter (in) Pipe Location Current Gauging 
d/D (%) 

Gauged Date 50% Design 
Capacity 

16 Fiqueroa St 48 Jun 2008 1.03 MGD 

39 Slauson Ave 48 Jun 2008 13.79 MGD 

* No gauging available 

SUBAREA 3 

In the Subarea 3 sewer system, there is an existing 8-inch line on Hoover St, an 8-inch line 
on Orchard Ave, and an 8-inch line on 30th St. The existing 8-inch line on Hoover St and 
existing 8-inch line on Orchard St connect and feed into an 18-inch line at the intersection 
of Jefferson Blvd and McClintock Ave where it joins the existing sewage from Subarea 1. 
The sewage from the existing 8-inch line on 30th St feeds into a 14-inch line on Jefferson 
Blvd and continues into an 18-inch line and 20-inch line on Jefferson Blvd before splitting 
and discharging into a 30-inch line and 42-inch line on Arlington Ave. 

Based on our existing gauging information, the current approximate flow level (d/D) and the 
design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer system are as follows: 

Pipe Diameter (in) Location Current Gauging 
d/D (%) 

Gauged Date 50% Design 
Capacity 

8 Hoover St 8 Mar 2010 256,391 GPD 

8 Orchard Ave 23 Mar 2010 461,503 GPD 

8 30th St 33 Mar 2010 256,391 GPD 

14 Jefferson Blvd 44 Jul 2008 1.07 MGD 

18 Jefferson Blvd 62 May 2009 1.78 MGD 

20 Jefferson Blvd 68 May 2009 2.05 MGD 

30 Arlington Ave 69 May 2009 3.48 MGD 

42 Arlington Ave 23 Dec 2006 6.75 MGD 

* No gauging available 

SEWER AVAILIBILITY RESULTS 

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate 
the total flow for your proposed project based on the following conditions: 

• The Subarea 3 flows must be split equally among the three (3) existing sewer lines 
located on Hoover St, Orchard Ave, and 30th St.  
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Further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of the permit process to 
identify a sewer connection point. If the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity then the 
developer will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with 
sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made 
at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, 
which has sufficient capacity for the project. 

If you have any questions, please call Abdul Danishwar of my staff at (323) 342-6220. 

Response to Comment No. 94-1 

This comment is similar to the letter from the Bureau of Sanitation dated April 10, 
2010 that was provided to the environmental consultant as part of preparation of the Draft 
EIR.  This information has been included in Section IV.L.2., Wastewater of the Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 94-2 

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division is charged with enforcement of 
the provisions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 

On a response dated June 17, 2010 includes comments related to watershed protection 
issues. Please refer to prior response for further details. For more information, a WPD staff 
is available at your request to provide guidance on storm water issues. Please contact 
Kosta Kaporis of my staff at (213) 485-0586. 

Response to Comment No. 94-2 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is in receipt of the June 17, 
2010 letter from the Bureau of Sanitation.  Please refer to the comments and associated 
responses to Comment Letter No. 13. 

Comment No. 94-3 

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments 
of four or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all 
other development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such 
developments must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For 
more details of this requirement, please contact Special Projects Division. 
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Special Projects staff is available at your request to provide guidance on solid resource 
issues. Should you have any questions, please contact Daniel Hackney at (213)485-3684. 

Response to Comment No. 94-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 13-4 regarding recycling areas provided 
by the proposed Project. 
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Comment Letter No. 95 

Village Nutrition 
3161 S. Hoover St 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Comment No. 95-1 

I am a merchant and resident in the neighborhood now known as the University Park, 
therefore I am one of the powerless and defenseless hundreds of citizens whose lives will 
be inexorably altered by USC's "Development Plan". Will there ever come a time when the 
poor will not suffer devolution as a direct result of selfish planned development for the rich? 

Your task, I am told, is to study and issue a report on the impact all planned developments 
will have on the environment.  Whose environment?  The "dispossessed" or "the 
gentrifies"? 

This is not the forum for polemics on socially engineered "urban decay" but it begs the 
question why all the societal ills magically descend only upon those areas populated by 
those not of the preferred hue. 

Response to Comment No. 95-1 

Please see Response to Comment No. 62-1. 

Comment No. 95-2 

USC's plan, ostensibly, is to provide “affordable” housing for its burgeoning student 
population. To do so, it must deprive the community not only of several outlets which 
catered to their specific cultural needs, but also a "green space", within walking distance of 
many of their houses, where "family values" can be observed first-hand. 

Response to Comment No. 95-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. Upon completion of the project, an increase in 
commercial/retail uses and publicly-accessible open space areas would result. 

Comment No. 95-3 

What a joy it is to watch infants bravely venturing their first steps across the pebbled 
courtyard or hear the happy squeals of toddlers playfully scrambling around or over the 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-815 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

structures within the mall common, all under the amused gazed of indulgent parents, 
secure in the knowledge that their children are safe from all harm, vehicular or terror. 

Response to Comment No. 95-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 95-4 

Recently the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that a corporation now has all the right of a person; 
however this Court did not say that a corporation had to have a heart. Thus, while the 
Hallmark family scene educes the warm and fuzzies [sic] from me, this huge acreage of 
non-productive prime property brings cold comfort to corporate balance sheets. 

You, madam, have the unenviable, task of weighing the economic interest of the well 
heeled and well connected against the safety needs of the "teaming masses” and "huddled 
poor". We, the latter, look to our elected representatives and such dedicated experts like 
you to navigate through the maze of rules and protocols which stand like myrmidons 
precluding our access to the American Dream. 

Response to Comment No. 95-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 95-5 

Our neighborhood group has discussed that a Nexus Study should have been prepared 
concurrently with the EIR but was not. We are therefore asking that you carefully examine 
the plans impact on 

1. Traffic including street parking 
2. Air quality and water usage vis a vis community health. 
3. Availability of ethnic products necessary to our lifestyle. 

Response to Comment No. 95-5 

Please see Response to Comment No. 62-5. 
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Comment Letter No. 96 

Yelba Castellon 
San Martin Pharmacy 
1554 W Adams Blvd 
Los Angeles CA 90007 

Comment No. 96-1 

We are asking that the development agreement and the USC DEIR include a strong 
community benefits agreement that is negotiated with the community and endorsed by the 
city. 

If you agree with what we are requesting, please register here: 

Name:  Yelba Castellon (San Martin pharmacy) 
Address:  1554 W Adams Blvd L.A. Ca 90007 
Years in the Community:  20 years 

Response to Comment No. 96-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 

Comment No. 96-2 

Additional Comments 

The consequences of competing with large businesses are placing small businesses at 
risk, such as mine, which has functioned well for many years.  How is the university going 
to support – or rather, to develop some way of providing seminars and/or orientations to be 
able to access to services.  To be able to consult with small businesses to offer the USC 
community (students and worker) the services [sic]. 

Response to Comment No. 96-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 regarding potential Project impacts on small 
businesses. 

Comment No. 96-3 

Better street maintenance and security systems for pedestrians (stop lights). 
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Response to Comment No. 96-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 96-4 

Tree planting and road education in the schools for students and parents. 

Response to Comment No. 96-4 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 97 

Gabriela Gonzales 
Manager 
Proyecto de Hogares Saludables (Project for Healthy Homes) 
1979 S. Estrella Ave. #107 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 97-1 

I write this document to relate you my concerns.  My name is Gabriela Gonzales.  I work as 
a Manager in the “Proyecto de Hogares Saludables” (Project for Healthy Homes).  This job 
has given me the opportunity to witness the problems in this neighborhood.  Over the last 
12 years I have seen how this neighborhood has changed, our office is located at 1979 S. 
Estrella Ave. #107, Los Angeles, CA  90007 and I have lived my entire life in the area of 
South Central Los Angeles. 

Response to Comment No. 97-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 97-2 

With the proposed changes with the USC expansion plan [sic], where the University Village 
is currently located, with the intention to build a hotel, a movie theater, student apartments, 
and a shopping center, the impact on various areas will be great. 

I ask that USC’s DEIR study and analyze carefully the impact that would be caused to the 
health of area residents, as well as the environmental impact due to demolitions, 
construction activities and traffic. 

Response to Comment No. 97-2 

The Draft EIR addresses a wide range of environmental impacts from construction 
and operation of the proposed Project, including potential impacts associated with human 
health, and potential impacts associated with demolition, construction activities and traffic.  
Please refer to Section IV.B., Air Quality, Section IV.E., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
and Section IV.K.1., Transportation and Circulation. 
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Comment No. 97-3 

I ask USC to fulfill with the compromise in the community benefits agreement.  We need 
the quality of life of our residents to improve. 

I thank you in advance for your consideration and support.   

Response to Comment No. 97-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 98 

Nestor Alfaro 
916 S. Georgia, Apt. 303 
Los Angeles, CA  90015 

Comment No. 98-1 

I respectfully would like to inform you about my concerns over the planned actions that are 
being generated within the community where I’ve lived for 10 years. 

I would like for you to pay attention to the interests of the residents in my sector, to the 
interest of the neighbors and logically to my own interests, in the same manner as the 
interests of the university are being taken into account.  [illegible word] a tenant who pays 
rent and as an unemployed person. 

I would like to know that the city’s development and specifically the community of South 
Central Los Angeles.  I am also grateful that the Draft EIR cannot advance without the 
NEXUS study. 

Response to Comment No. 98-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 98-2 

Because I find that the Draft EIR contains insufficient analyses of the decay [illegible word] 
caused by the proposal of the new specific plan. 

Response to Comment No. 98-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  The Draft EIR contains a comprehensive analysis of 
impacts associated with the proposed Specific Plan.  Please refer to Section IV.G., Land 
Use for an analysis of potential urban decay impacts associated with the proposed Project.  
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Comment No. 98-3 

I would like that the University undertake a study or Community Benefits agreement to 
include the production of inexpensive housing and good jobs. 

Response to Comment No. 98-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community.  Also refer to Response to Comment No. 
15-4 regarding affordable housing. 
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Comment Letter No. 99 

Adriana Nuno 
Soluna Hair Concepts 
2312 South Union St. 
Los Angeles, Ca 90007 

Comment No. 99-1 

I am Adriana Nuno, Owner of a small business.  I am very interested in finding out more 
about the USC Plan. 

And, as a small business owner, I am somewhat worried about the impact that this project 
that is being carried out by USC may cause to my business, or to the community.   

My concern is about whether the university is willing to help small community businesses 
and the form that help would take. 

Or of giving us the same opportunity at the same price or prices that are compatible with 
those of the surroundings. [sic]   

Or low-interest bank loans in order to be able to compete with name-brand stores. [sic] 

I want to know if the university commits itself to helping us to be competitive with the stores 
they want to put in their development. 

I would like to know if they are willing to give us the opportunity to acquire some of the 
premises for our businesses. 

Response to Comment No. 99-1 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 3 regarding potential Project impacts on small 
businesses. 
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Comment Letter No. 100 

Miriam Castillo 
2819 S. Vermont Ave 
LA CA  90007 

Comment No. 100-1 

We, as owners of small businesses at 2819 S. Vermont, LA CA 90007, need to know how 
we will be affected by the projects that USC is thinking about developing and what can you 
do to help us with our businesses and our houses.  We need your help. 

Response to Comment No. 100-1 

Please refer to Topical Response 3 regarding an evaluation of impacts on existing 
small businesses.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 101 

Francisco Valle 
2828 S Vermont Ave 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 101-1 

We are asking that the development agreement and the USC’s DEIR include a strong 
community benefits agreement that is negotiated with the community and endorsed by the 
city. 

If you agree with what we are requesting, please register here: 
Name: Francisco Valle 
Address:  2828 S Vermont Ave 
Number of Years in the Community: 17 years 

Response to Comment No. 101-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 

Comment No. 101-2 

Additional Comments:  
I believe that the impact of this construction will be too intense, given that I have been in 
this area 17 years and opened my business in 1992 and I have been able to move ahead 
thanks to not having to compete with a national chain. 

Response to Comment No. 101-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their review and consideration.  Please also see Topical Response No. 3 regarding 
potential Project impacts on small businesses. 
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Comment Letter No. 102 

Sandra B. Matamoro 
Moses Matamoros 
801 W. 23rd Street #103 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 102-1 

This letter is to make you aware of my concerns about what is happening in the community 
that surrounds USC.  I have been a resident in this community for 7 years and 6 months 
and I have seen and lived in the flesh to see how little by little the population has been 
displaced, given that my family and I were evicted from a housing unit that USC purchased 
and, as with us, thousands of families [sic].  And it is because of this that I would like to see 
in our community: 

affordable housing units; 
that they produce adequate housing for persons with disabilities; 

Response to Comment No. 102-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please refer to Response to Comment No 15-4 regarding 
affordable housing. 

Comment No. 102-2 

that they produce green areas (parks for children (community)); 

Response to Comment No. 102-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the potential 
impacts to parks and recreation in Section J.4., Public Services—Parks and Recreation. 
The Project proposes recreational amenities including new open space areas and 
landscaping including courtyards, plazas, pedestrian paseos, pedestrian streets, roof 
terraces, gardens, other similar outdoor gathering places, and athletic courts and fields.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 2-3 regarding open space and recreational 
facilities available to the public. 

Comment No. 102-3 

provide for the prevention of [illegible line at bottom of page] community; 
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that they provide training for small business development to the community; 

that opportunities be provided for unionized jobs that truly target this community – that the 
workers be residents of this area. 

We remain with the hope and awaiting that all of this will become a reality and the 
development be fair, equitable, and accessible to those of us who reside here and not only 
for a privileged few. 

Response to Comment No. 102-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community.  Please also refer to Topical Response 3 
regarding small business impacts. 
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Comment Letter No. 103 

Margarita Maderos 
1979 Estrella Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 103-1 

With the respect that you deserve, I write to make you aware of my concerns related to the 
University’s master plan.  In accordance with the proposals of the development’s EIR, the 
following are my concerns:  I would like a community benefits agreement that we need.   

Response to Comment No. 103-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 

Comment No. 103-2 

I would like that more affordable housing be produced, training for local persons and with 
dignified jobs with better pay.  The main thing for us are affordable housing units for 
residents and students.  Likewise, that small businesses continue to function as they have 
up until now. [sic] 

Response to Comment No. 103-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.   Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 
regarding affordable housing. 

Comment No. 103-3 

I, Margarita, have lived in this area for 20 years and these are my concerns that I hope you 
will take into account. 

Response to Comment No. 103-3 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 104 

Maria Vargas 
2727 S. Budlong Ave 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 104-1 

Having lived for 34 years in this community, USC is making changes that are very drastic if 
it removes all of the Village.  The community as well as the workers will be affected, so it 
would be important to achieve consensus to make decisions about this project. 

The community needs affordable housing as much as the students, so it is necessary to 
preserve mixed income housing both for students and the community. 

Response to Comment No. 104-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing. 
Please also refer to Response to Comment No. 52-2.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 104-2 

Small businesses, likewise, should have training for job security.  Using the union for 
everyone’s protection if they are trained we will have more labor accidents and a higher 
unemployment number. [sic] 

Response to Comment No. 104-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please refer to Topical Response 3 regarding impacts to 
small businesses.   
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Comment Letter No. 105 

Teresa Rolon 
1979 Estrella Ave #304 
LA CA  90007 

Comment No. 105-1 

This project will affect the way in which I need to shop. 

Response to Comment No. 105-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  The proposed Project would provide for the development of 
up to approximately 350,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving uses including 
retail/commercial uses such as retail/shopping center uses, restaurants, a grocery store, a 
2,000 seat movie theater, and a University fitness center.  In addition, existing tenants will 
be provided the opportunity to relocate within Subarea 3 of the proposed Project.  Please 
also refer to Response to Comment No. 52-2.  

Comment No. 105-2 

It will also affect me because there will be much traffic.  A lot of congestion, lack of parking 
and discussions in these neighborhoods. [sic] 

Response to Comment No. 105-2 

Please refer to Section IV.K.1 Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR for an 
analysis of traffic and parking impacts associated with the proposed Project.  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 



III.  Responses to Comments 

City of Los Angeles USC Development Plan  
SCH. No. 2009011101  June 2011 
 

Page III-830 

WORKING DRAFT – Not for Public Review 

Comment Letter No. 106 

Silvia Hernandez 
1981 Estrella Av 
LA CA  90007 

Comment No. 106-1 

The environmental problem will be very serious.  Without analyzing the impact that it will 
have on public health, given the environmental pollution, many of our children suffer from 
lead in the blood!  And with high levels!  We also have a high percentage of asthmatics in 
the area with all this demolition.  There will be more environmental pollution, therefore it is 
important to see the nexus before there’s any further movement. 

Response to Comment No. 106-1 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  The 
commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a detailed discussion of 
potential health/air quality impacts, including lead, as a result of the proposed Project and 
proposed Project Design Features and mitigation measures. 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study that has been 
completed for the Project.  As discussed therein, the Nexus Study does not contain any 
new analyses or mitigation measures for the Proposed Project that are required by CEQA 
and the potential CEQA impacts of the Proposed Project within the Nexus Study Area are 
fully accounted for in the Draft EIR. 
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Comment Letter No. 107 

Juana Z Osorio 
1945 Estrella Ave 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 107-1 

Having lived 39 years in this community, and your making drastic changes if it is removed, 
it is important that a consensus be achieved in making decisions about the project. 

The students need housing but we, the community, do too.  Therefore, please consider 
together with all community members, what would happen. 

I have been a customer for 39 years. 

Response to Comment No. 107-1 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 108 

Octavio Macias 
1979 S Estrella #303 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 108-1 

This USC expansion project will affect traffic significantly and result in more congestion, so 
much as to provoke fights between drivers when they look for parking.   

Response to Comment No. 108-1 

Please refer to Section IV.K.1 Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR for an 
analysis of traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project.  This comment is noted for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 108-2 

My recommendation is that you analyze all the misfortune that you will cause.  We need to 
gage [sic] the pros and cons.  Also pause in the community and not only to return more 
money with this investment in spite of the human beings that live around this community.  

Response to Comment No. 108-2 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the Project.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 109 

Gloria Serrano 
801 W. 23rd Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 109-1 

I write to communicate my concern about what is happening with the Draft EIR for the USC 
Specific Plan.  I have fears about how the project will affect me and my family and all of the 
South Central community.  I have resided in this neighborhood for 37 years.  I have 
participated in all the hearings that have been conducted. 

Response to Comment No. 109-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 109-2 

I think that the project and Draft EIR cannot continue without the nexus study. 

Response to Comment No. 109-2 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study. 

Comment No. 109-3 

Additionally, the project should take into account what we need: affordable housing, jobs, 
small businesses that are self-sustaining, fair salaries.  It is no longer possible to live with 
the minimum. 

Response to Comment No. 109-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing.  Also 
refer to Topical Response 3 regarding an analysis of impacts to small businesses.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Comment Letter No. 110 

Flavia Delgado 
1953 Estrella Avenue #4 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 110-1 

The biggest problem is our children’s health with the environmental effects that would be 
caused by the demolition and the pollution that affects us all of the community. 

We need you to support us in stopping this project that has been proposed, for the sake of 
the environment and health of all of our neighbors in this community. 

Response to Comment No. 110-1 

The comments describing ambient air quality in the Project vicinity and air quality 
concerns are noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
public and decision-makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.  The 
commentor is referred to Response to Comment No. 15-7 for a detailed discussion of 
potential health/air quality impacts as a result of the proposed Project and proposed Project 
Design Features and mitigation measures. 
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Comment Letter No. 111 

Alejandra Cruz 
2141 S Estrella Ave. Apt #2 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 111-1 

I have lived in this neighborhood for more than 30 years.  I am very worried about USC’s 
expansion plan in the area where University Village is situated today, where a shopping 
center, a hotel, student apartments, a movie theater. 

I ask that the USC DEIR to make thorough study of the environmental and health impacts 
of this development. 

Response to Comment No. 111-1 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the project, including potential impacts 
associated with human health.  Refer to Section IV.B, Air Quality for an evaluation of 
human health impacts associated with the proposed project.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 111-2 

I also ask that USC fulfill the community benefits agreement and to thereby enable this to 
somewhat mitigate the impact that this development will cause. 

Response to Comment No. 111-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 112 

Claudia Vidal 
2141 S. Estrella Ave, Apt #5 
Los Angeles, California, 90007 

Comment No. 112-1 

My name is Claudia Vidal.  I live at 2141 S. Estrella Ave, Apt #5, Los Angeles, California, 
90007.  I have lived here for more than 20 years.  I have seen how this neighborhood has 
changed over the past few years. 

Now with the USC expansion plan in the place where University Village is situated today, 
the intention to build a hotel, movie theater, shopping center, student apartments, these 
changes will be much greater. 

I ask the USC DEIR to make exhaustive study and that it analyze the impact that this 
development will cause – environmental, economic and social impact. 

Response to Comment No. 112-1 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the Project and focuses on the physical 
impacts of the environment.  Nonetheless, a fiscal impact analysis has been prepared that 
provides an analysis of the economics of the Project.  This report is available for review 
within the Environmental Review Section of the Planning Department at 200 North Spring 
Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA. 

Comment No. 112-2 

I ask the USC DEIR to acknowledge that the less privileged of us are always those who are 
most affected when large developments occur, such as that proposed by USC. 

I ask that USC fulfill the community benefits agreement, and that through it the quality of 
life be improved for many area residents. 

Response to Comment No. 112-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 113 

Maria Ramos 
22128 S. Bonsallo Ave. Apt #1 
Los Angeles, CA, 90007 

Comment No. 113-1 

I write to express my concerns as a resident of this area.  My name is Maria Ramos and I 
live at 22128 S. Bonsallo Ave. Apt #1, Los Angeles, CA, 90007.  I have lived in this area for 
almost 40 years.  And I have seen how my community has changed. 

Now with the changes that approach with USC’s specific plan for development.  I ask that 
the USC DEIR study and analyze the impact that the construction of a hotel, movie theater, 
shopping center, and student apartments.  This development will have a great negative 
impact on the environment and will also negatively affect human health. 

I ask that the USC DEIR consider all the possibilities and that it not limit the resources used 
toward preventing these impacts. 

Response to Comment No. 113-1 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the project, including potential impacts 
associated with construction activities and human health.  Section IV.B, Air Quality 
provides a discussion of human health impacts associated with the proposed Project.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for review 
and consideration. 

Comment No. 113-2 

I ask USC to fulfill the community benefits agreement that is broad and just, where it will 
help to improve the quality of life of the residents of this community. 

Response to Comment No. 113-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 114 

Victoria Mercel 
801 W 23rd St #202 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 114-1 

I would like to express my concerns with the specific plan for the USC expansion.  The plan 
to develop on the site where University Village is situated today, a shopping center, hotel, 
movie theater, student apartments, will create a great impact upon the residents in the 
area. 

I ask the USC DEIR to demand the necessary studies of the impacts and consequences 
that this development would cause in our neighborhood in the areas of health, environment 
and transportation. 

Response to Comment No. 114-1 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the Project, including potential impacts 
associated with human health and traffic.   Refer to Section IV.B, Air Quality and Response 
for an evaluation of human health impacts.   Also refer to Section IV.K.1., Transportation 
and Circulation of the Draft EIR for an analysis of potential impacts associated with 
transportation.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 114-2 

I would also like to make you aware that our community needs a community agreement 
and obtain benefits that should help improve the quality of life for our residents.  I have 
lived in South central Los Angeles for more than 25 years and I always see how we, the 
most economically disadvantaged are the most vulnerable when large-scale developments 
are carried out, such as that proposed by USC. 

I hope to God that in this occasion your department enables the impact of the development 
to be mitigated by a community benefits agreement. 

I now take leave of you, hoping that the change in my community will benefit everyone. 
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Response to Comment No. 114-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  Please see Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding 
community benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 115 

Maria Elena Rivas 
1953 S Estrella Ave, Apt#5 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 115-1 

By means of this letter I introduce myself to you. My name is Maria Elena Rivas, resident at 
1953 S Estrella Ave, Apt#5, Los Angeles, CA  90007.  I have lived in this area for about 
seven years and I have concerns with respect to the specific plan for development that 
USC has presented.   

As a mother and grandmother of asthmatics, I demand that the USC DEIR carry out an 
exhaustive study of the impact that would be caused to the health of the residents who live 
or work in the impact area. 

The construction of a shopping center, hotel, movie theater, and student apartments in the 
area where University Village is situated today would cause vehicular chaos that would 
result not only in delays and road detours, but would also cause a great negative 
environmental impact and irreversible repercussions to the health of our families.  I ask that 
the USC DEIR not limit resources that should be used to ensure that our quality of life and 
health are protected. 

Response to Comment No. 115-1 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the Project, including potential impacts 
associated with human health and traffic.   Refer to Section IV.B, Air Quality for an 
evaluation of human health impacts.  Also refer to Section IV.K.1., Transportation and 
Circulation of the Draft EIR for an analysis of potential impacts associated with 
transportation.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 115-2 

The intent of USC is to achieve a community benefits agreement.  I would like for that 
agreement to be fulfilled, with the maximum results and that our community benefit from 
this large-scale development where some day it was for our service, social and economic. 
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Response to Comment No. 115-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 116 

Araceli Rodriguez 
2128 S. Bonsallo Ave, Apt #2 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 116-1 

With this letter I introduce myself.  My name is Araceli Rodriguez.  I reside at 2128 S. 
Bonsallo Ave, Apt #2, Los Angeles, CA  90007.  I have resided in this area for more than 
28 years. 

I write to express concerns to you and the USC DEIR, USC’s expansion plan.  It will have a 
great impact on our neighborhood.  I ask the USC DEIR to study and analyze the impact it 
will have on health, environment and economy, and how it will affect the residents of this 
area. 

Response to Comment No. 116-1 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the Project.  Refer to Section IV.B, Air 
Quality regarding the evaluation of human health impacts.    

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR focuses on the physical impacts of the 
environment.  Nonetheless, a fiscal impact analysis has been prepared that provides an 
analysis of the economics of the Project.  This report is available for review within the 
Environmental Review Section of the Planning Department at 200 North Spring Street, 
Room 750, Los Angeles, CA. 

Comment No. 116-2 

The plan to build a hotel, movie theater, shopping center, student apartments, will have a 
great impact in terms of damage to the environment and human health. 

This development will likely benefit some persons, but how can we ensure that USC will 
achieve an agreement that will include community benefits, and that the agreements are 
respected and fulfilled? 

I ask that the USC DEIR ensure that the most vulnerable not be ignored again in this 
process. 
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Response to Comment No. 116-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 
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Comment Letter No. 117 

Jesus Hermosillo 
152 W 32nd St 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 117-1 

I write this to express my concern about the changes that are being proposed for the South 
central community that do not take into account the needs of the residents. 

I would like to see that the nexus study be included in the Draft EIR for the USC Specific 
Plan, given that it does not contain a complete analysis of the impact the Plan would have 
on affordable housing, green space, and infrastructure in the zone. 

Response to Comment No. 117-1 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  Please refer to 
Sections IV.I.2, Housing and IV.J.4, Parks and Recreation, and IV.L, Utilities of the Draft 
EIR regarding the analysis of potential impacts associated with affordable housing, green 
space, and utilities, respectively. This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 117-2 

I also want to advise you that in this community we need a community benefits agreement 
that should guarantee us good (unionized) jobs, affordable housing and support for small 
businesses. 

Response to Comment No. 117-2 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community.  Please also refer to Response to 
Comment No. 15-4 regarding affordable housing. 
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Comment Letter No. 118 

Monica Uriate 
801 W. 23rd St., #102 
Los Angeles, CA  90007 

Comment No. 118-1 

My name is Monica Uriarte.  I live at 801 W. 23rd St., #102, Los Angeles, CA  90007.  I 
have lived at this address for the last five years, but I have worked in this community for 12 
years as a health promoter.  I have knocked on doors in this neighborhood to provide 
information related to health, and sadly I have seen how our community has changed, 
having evicted families for different reasons. 

Response to Comment No. 118-1 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 118-2 

My concerns relate to the economic and social stability of this community.  I have had the 
opportunity to attend some of the public meetings where the specific plan for USC 
expansion has been discussed. 

As a resident of this area I want to be conscious of the impact that this would cause our 
families and to the local merchants in this community.  What would be the benefits to the 
immediate neighbors that live or work within the project zone? 

Response to Comment No. 118-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment 15-6 regarding a community benefits 
agreement.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 118-3 

I know of the “Nexus” study that was requested in order to measure the impact that this 
development would cause in different areas such as accessible housing, parking, green 
spaces, and infrastructure issues.  We, the members of this community, do not yet know 
what the results of the study are.  We ask that through the USC DEIR that this process not 
advance any further without the community’s and local organizations’ review and analysis 
of this study. 
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Response to Comment No. 118-3 

Please refer to Topical Response No. 1 regarding the Nexus Study.  Please refer to 
Sections IV.I.2, Housing and IV.J.4, Parks and Recreation, and IV.L, Utilities of the Draft 
EIR regarding the analysis of potential impacts associated with affordable housing, green 
space, and utilities, respectively. This comment is noted for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 118-4 

The purpose of developing the site of the University Village with a shopping center, movie 
theater, hotel, student apartments.  This development will have irreversible impacts on our 
community, among them the problem of vehicular congestion and related environmental 
pollution.  As an area resident, I demand to the USC DEIR that pertinent measures are 
taken to prevent health damage to the residents and workers in the affected area. 

Response to Comment No. 118-4 

In accordance with CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR provides a comprehensive 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with the Project, including potential impacts 
associated with human health and traffic.  Refer to Section IV.B, Air Quality regarding the 
evaluation of human health impacts associated with the project.  Also refer to Section 
IV.K.1., Transportation and Circulation of the Draft EIR for an analysis of potential impacts 
associated with transportation.  This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-makers for review and consideration. 

Comment No. 118-5 

I ask that USC fulfill their intention to establish a community benefits agreement, and to 
ensure that this project help the residents near the project zone and to ensure that this 
event improve the quality of life of all neighbors in the area. 

I hope that this department will truly consider the petitions from the residents. 

Response to Comment No. 118-5 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers 
for review and consideration.  See Response to Comment No. 15-6 regarding community 
benefits provided by USC within the community. 




