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II.  Responses to Comments 

A.  Introduction 

Sections 21091(d) and 21092.5 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088 govern the lead agency’s responses to comments on a Draft EIR.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that “[T]he lead agency shall evaluate comments 

on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare 

a written response.  The lead agency shall respond to comments that were received during 

the notice comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.”  In 

accordance with these requirements, this section of the Final EIR provides the responses 

prepared by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (City) to each of the written 

comments received regarding the Draft EIR. 

Section II.B, Matrix of Comments Received on the Draft EIR, includes a table that 

summarizes the environmental issues raised by each commenter regarding the Draft EIR.  

Section II.C, Responses to Comments, provides the City’s responses to each of the written 

comments raised in the comment letters received on the Draft EIR.  Copies of the original 

comment letters are provided in Appendix FEIR-1 of this Final EIR. 
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II.  Responses to Comments 

B.  Matrix of Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Table II-1 
Matrix of Comments Received on the Draft EIR 
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1 Anthony Higgins 
Acting LDR Branch Chief  
Caltrans District 7 
100 S. Main St., Ste. 100 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-3721 

            X         X            

2 Honorable Eunisses Hernandez 
Council District 1 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring St., Rm. 460 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-2597 

      X    X           X           X 

3 Rowena Lau 
Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
LA Sanitation and Environment 
2714 Media Center Dr. 
Los Angeles, CA  90065-1733 

                        X         

ORGANIZATIONS 

4 Ernesto Medrano 
Executive Secretary 
Los Angeles–Orange County Building and 
Construction Trades Council 
1626 Beverly Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA  90026-5733 

                                X 
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888 N. Alameda St. 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-4288 
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6 Isaiah David Sandoval 
Skyline Terrace 
930 Figueroa Ter. 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-1137 

                                X 

7 Gregory K. Kimura 
greg.k.kimura@kp.org 

                                X 

8 Gianna Paris 
parisgianna98@gmail.com 
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LATE LETTERS 

9 Yelena Zeltser 
Deputy Director 
SEACA 
840 N. Broadway, Ste. 203E 
Los Angeles, CA  90012-2360 
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II.  Responses to Comments 

C.  Comment Letters 

Comment Letter No. 1 

Anthony Higgins 

Acting LDR Branch Chief  

Caltrans District 7 

100 S. Main St., Ste. 100 

Los Angeles, CA  90012-3721 

Comment No. 1-1 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 

environmental review process for the above-referenced environmental document.  The 

Project proposes the removal of an existing surface parking lot to construct a new five-story, 

232,802-square-foot commercial development consisting of a 224,597 square feet office, 

4,095 square feet of restaurant, and 4,110 square feet of retail uses, on an approximately 

2.2-acre site.  The Project would have a maximum height of 88 feet and include parking in 

one subterranean level and two above-grade levels. 

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves 

all people and respects the environment.  Senate Bill 743 (2013) has codified into CEQA law 

and mandated that CEQA review of transportation impacts of proposed development be 

modified by using Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the primary metric in identifying 

transportation impacts for all future development projects.  As a reminder, all environmental 

document should include Vehicle Miles Traveled.  You may reference the Governor’s Office 

of Planning and Research (OPR) for more information: 

https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/#guidelines-updates 

The Project is located approximately 0.4 miles north of Union Station and diagonally opposite 

the Metro A Line Chinatown Station, which provides a direct connection to Union Station.  

The Project area is served by bus lines operated by Metro, LADOT DASH Route and 

Commuter Express, Santa Clarita Transit (SCT), Antelope Valley Transit Authority (AVTA), 

and Torrance Transit.  The Project would encourage transit usage by developing an office 

project and ground floor commercial uses with convenient access to nearby rail and bus 

transit services. 
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There are no bicycle facilities adjacent to the Project Site.  However, there are bicycle 

facilities within the Study Area, the closest of which to the Project Site is a Metro bike share 

station located approximately 170 feet west at one of the Metro A Line Chinatown station 

entrances.  To comply with transportation and mobility goals, Caltrans concurs that the City 

recommends the developer contribute a one-time, fixed fee contribution of $200,000 to be 

deposited to the City’s Bicycle Trust Fund to implement active transportation improvements 

in the project vicinity. 

The Project aims to enhance pedestrian access by integrating walkways, outdoor amenities, 

and landscaping.  It involves a one-foot dedication on West College Street and a three-foot 

dedication on North Main Street to comply with street standards and expand the sidewalk.  

Necessary dedications along North Alameda Street will also be included.  Separate 

pedestrian entrances will be established to reduce conflicts with vehicles, thereby promoting 

a safer walking environment. 

The Project ensures safety and access by following ADA requirements and connecting to 

nearby pedestrian facilities.  It promotes healthy lifestyles with jobs near public transit, bike 

parking, lockers, showers, and improved pedestrian environments through landscaping.  

Additionally, it encourages active travel modes, reducing per capita VMT and air pollutants.  

The Project will replace a surface parking lot with an office and local-serving commercial 

space without displacing existing housing. 

Response to Comment No. 1-1 

This introductory comment, which summarizes the Project Description and amenities 

and states Caltrans’ vision, is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-

makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 1-2 

The Project Site is located in the Central APC area and is subject to the LADOT threshold of 

7.6 work VMT per employee for determining VMT impacts for commercial projects.  The 

Project’s office uses would result in a work VMT per capita of 8.1 which would exceed the 

7.6 work VMT per employee thresholds which VMT impacts resulting from the Project would 

be significant. 

Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1:  The Project shall implement the following 
Transportation Demand Management Policy: 

• Implement a ride-share program by matching interested employees 
with similar commutes into carpools and vanpools. 
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• The Project shall provide designated parking areas and safe and 
convenient passenger loading areas for employee carpools/
vanpools on-site and along Bruno Street. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1, which requires a carpool/vanpool 

program to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips, the project will achieve a work VMT per 

employee of 6.8, which is below the Central APC significance threshold of 7.6.  Therefore, 

the impact will be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Response to Comment No. 1-2 

This comment, which summarizes the results of the VMT analysis for the Project, is 

noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 1-3 

For the city’s consideration, we recommend additional Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) strategies in alignment with Caltrans’ Transportation Demand Management Toolbox: 

https://transportationplanning.onramp.dot.ca.gov/downloads/transportationplanning/files/

regionalplanning/Final%20Draft%202023%20LDR%20TDM%20Toolbox%20071923.pdf 

Response to Comment No. 1-3 

This comment suggests additional Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

measures.  However, as discussed in Section IV.I, Transportation, and reiterated by the 

commenter in Comment 1-2 above, with implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1, 

impacts with respect to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be less than significant.  

Therefore, no additional TDM measures are required.  The commenter’s suggestion will 

nevertheless be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 1-4 

Please be reminded that any work (if any) performed within the State Right-of-way will require 

an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans.  Any modifications to State facilities must meet all 

mandatory design standard and specifications. 

Response to Comment No. 1-4 

This comment reminds the Applicant that work performed within the State right-of-way 

(ROW) requires an encroachment permit from Caltrans and must comply with their design 

standards and specifications.  The Project does not propose work within the State ROW. 
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Comment No. 1-5 

Any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials that require the use of 

oversized transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit.  

Any large-size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods for the construction phase 

and operation phase. 

Response to Comment No. 1-5 

The comment notes that oversized transport vehicles (such as for moving heavy 

equipment or large materials) require a Caltrans transportation permit to travel on State 

highways and recommends such trips occur outside of peak commuter periods.  The Project 

will comply with all local and State requirements regarding the use of oversized vehicles, 

including obtaining required permits.  The Project also includes a Construction Traffic 

Management Plan, to be developed prior to the start of construction as part of Project Design 

Feature TR-PDF-1, which would include scheduling of construction-related deliveries outside 

of the commuter peak hours as requested by this comment. 

Comment No. 1-6 

Construction truck loads should be covered with a tarpaulin cover. 

Response to Comment No. 1-6 

This comment states that construction truck loads should be covered.  Truck loads 

are required to be covered by California Vehicle Code Section 23114 and the Project will 

comply. 

Comment No. 1-7 

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles County.  Please be mindful that 

projects should be designed to discharge clean run-off water. 

Response to Comment No. 1-7 

This comment states that stormwater runoff is a known issue for the County of Los 

Angeles (County) and the Project should be designed to discharge clean runoff water.  The 

Project’s stormwater impacts are analyzed in Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 

Initial Study included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR.  As discussed therein, for construction, 

because the Project Site is greater than 1 acre, the Project would be required to obtain 

coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction 

General Permit (i.e., Order 2012-0006-DWQ).  In accordance with the requirements of the 

permit, the Applicant would prepare and implement a site-specific stormwater pollution 
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prevention plan (SWPPP) adhering to the California Stormwater Quality Association BMP 

Handbook.  The SWPPP would specify Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be used 

during construction. BMPs would include, but would not necessarily be limited to: erosion 

control, sediment control, non-stormwater management, and materials management.  With 

the implementation of an erosion control plan, site-specific BMPs would reduce or eliminate 

the discharge of potential pollutants from stormwater runoff. 

During operation, the Project has the potential to introduce pollutants into the 

stormwater system.  Anticipated and potential pollutants generated by the Project include 

sediment, nutrients, pesticides, metals, oil, and grease.  However, in accordance with the 

Low Impact Development (LID) Manual, the Project will implement multiple pre-treatment 

facilities and will capture runoff for reuse in supplementing the Project’s irrigation demand.  

As the Project Site currently does not have structural BMPs for the treatment of stormwater 

runoff from the existing impervious surfaces, implementation of the proposed BMPs would 

result in an improvement in surface water quality runoff from the entire Project Site.  As such, 

operation of the Project would not result in discharges that would cause regulatory standards 

to be violated. 

Comment No. 1-8 

A truck and construction traffic management plan (per Project Design Feature TR-PDF-1, 

Construction Traffic Management Plan) may be required for this project near US-101/SR-

110 on/off-ramps, and any lane closures or detours impacting freeway access must be 

coordinated with Caltrans. 

Response to Comment No. 1-8 

This comment states that any lane closures or detours impacting freeway access must 

be coordinated with Caltrans.  No lane closures or detours impacting freeway access are 

proposed.  The Project nevertheless includes a Construction Traffic Management Plan 

pursuant to Project Design Feature TR-PDF-1 as noted here. 

Comment No. 1-9 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin, the project coordinator, 

at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # LA-2024-04965-DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 1-9 

This comment, which concludes the letter and provides a point of contact, 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. 2 

Honorable Eunisses Hernandez 

Council District 1 

Los Angeles City Hall 

200 N. Spring St., Rm. 460 

Los Angeles, CA  90012-2597 

Comment No. 2-1 

On behalf of Los Angeles City Council District 1, I am writing to express my gratitude to the 

applicant team and the staff at the Department of City Planning for their work in preparing 

the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for public analysis and input. 

According to CalEnviroScreen 4.0 (CES 4.0), this community ranks among the most 

disadvantaged and pollution-burdened in California.  The development of this parcel—

transforming a bus yard into five stories of office, retail, publicly-accessible open space, and 

restaurant uses—will benefit the area.  The proposed project will not only activate the 

streetscape but also capitalize on one of the region’s most transit-connected locations, 

situated just steps from the Chinatown A Line station and Union Station.  However, realizing 

these benefits requires us first to address the site’s complex environmental legacy. 

Response to Comment No. 2-1 

This introductory comment stating that the Project would benefit the area is noted for 

the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-2 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The project site, formerly owned by the Southern Pacific Railway Co., has a history of diverse 

uses, including dwellings, retail, automotive fueling, machine shops, chemical mixing, 

railroads, factories, and foundries.  As with many sites in the immediate vicinity, the legacy 

of commercial and industrial use has contributed to hazardous soil conditions.  Notably, the 

site’s commercial history dates back to at least the 1800s, making it challenging to determine 

the extent of its use and potential soil contamination. 

To mitigate these risks, I request that you update the DEIR to require specialized training for 

all workers involved in grading and excavation.  Specifically, this training should teach 

workers to identify possible contaminants, thereby protecting their health and ensuring they 

properly address any hazards they encounter. 
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Response to Comment No. 2-2 

This comment summarizes the Project Site’s history and requests additional mitigation 

measures related to worker training for hazards and hazardous materials.  As discussed in 

Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 

HAZ-MM-1 requires the preparation of a Soil Management Plan (SMP) which shall be 

implemented during grading, excavation, and installation of piles and tiebacks on the Project 

Site to ensure that contaminated soils are properly identified, excavated, and disposed of 

off-site during Project construction.  The SMP would describe specific soil-handling controls 

required to comply with federal, State, and local overseeing agencies; prevent unacceptable 

exposure to contaminated soils or vapors during construction; and prevent the improper 

disposal of contaminated soils.  This mitigation measure would mitigate impacts related to 

hazardous soils to a less than significant level.  Additionally, the federal and State 

Occupational Safety and Health Administrations provide standards for the construction 

industry on hazardous waste operations and emergency response that must be adhered to 

on the jobsite.  As such, no additional mitigation measures are required under CEQA.  

Nevertheless, the commenter’s suggestion is noted for the record and will be forwarded to 

the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-3 

Additionally, given the site’s history of Underground Storage Tanks (USTs), I request that the 

mitigation measures specify clear protocols for handling any USTs encountered during 

construction. 

Response to Comment No. 2-3 

This comment requests that the mitigation measures specify protocols for handling 

any underground storage tanks (USTs) encountered during construction.  Section IV.F, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR includes a robust analysis of this topic.  

As discussed therein, several gasoline and/or service stations, as well as other facilities with 

USTs were reported to be historically located at the Project Site, therefore construction 

activities may disturb previously unknown or unidentified USTs or residual contamination 

during construction.  Project-related grading and excavation, particularly those activities 

associated with construction of the Project’s subterranean level, could uncover or disturb any 

previously unknown or unidentified USTs or residual contamination, including soil and/or 

groundwater that was within historical cleanup standards when originally removed and 

sampled but may now exceed current cleanup standards. 

In the event previously unidentified USTs or residual contamination is uncovered or 

disturbed during Project construction, soil and/or groundwater impacts and the potential 

exposure of people and the environment to hazardous materials could occur.  If USTs or 

contaminated soils or groundwater are encountered during construction, resulting plans for 
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the construction/installation, modification, upgrade, and removal of USTs would be reviewed 

by Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) Inspectors through the soil management plan (SMP) 

required by HAZ-MM-1, therefore  the Project would be required to and would comply with 

applicable regulatory requirements pertaining to their removal.1  In accordance with 

regulatory requirements, soil sampling would be conducted during the UST removal process. 

Unexpectedly encountered contamination would be handled in accordance with 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-1, with soil excavated, treated, or disposed of to the satisfaction 

of the applicable regulatory agencies, which could include the LAFD, Los Angeles Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, and/or the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

through their review and comment on the SMP prior to any excavation activities occurring.  

Compliance with regulatory permitting, notification, and worker safety regulations and 

programs would address construction worker safety at, or near, areas with potential 

contamination.  Adherence to these guidelines would serve to effectively avoid worker 

exposure to hazardous materials that may be encountered on-site during construction 

activities.  The SMP required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-MM-1 shall be implemented during 

grading, excavation, and installation of piles and tiebacks on the Project Site to ensure that 

contaminated soils are properly identified, excavated, and disposed of off‐site during Project 

construction.  This mitigation measure would mitigate impacts related to hazardous soils to 

a less than significant level.  As such, no additional mitigation measures are required under 

CEQA.  Nevertheless, the commenter’s suggestion is noted for the record and will be 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-4 

I appreciate that the DEIR addresses the presence of toxic soils through measures such as 

dust suppression, soil testing, and post-construction indoor air sampling, and these additional 

measures are necessary to ensure that all hazards are properly addressed. 

Response to Comment No. 2-4 

This comment states that the requested additional measures are needed to properly 

address hazardous soils.  Refer to Response to Comment Nos. 2-2 and 2-3 above. 

Comment No. 2-5 

In consideration of the documented history of contamination on the parcel and the fact that 

census tract 207103 and the surrounding tracts score in the top 5 percentile of the CES 4.0, 

I recommend that this project include a community room.  The project should offer this space 

to the public free of charge and extend operating hours into weekday evenings, Monday 

 

1 California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 16, Article 7, October 2022. 
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through Friday.  These steps would uphold environmental justice principles, encourage 

community participation in local matters, and ensure that this development directly serves 

the community. 

Response to Comment No. 2-5 

This comment requests that the Project include  a community room to uphold 

environmental justice principals.  The comment does not address any deficiency in the Draft 

EIR and, therefore, no response is required.  However, the request for inclusion of a 

community room is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their 

review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-6 

Transportation 

The project site is located in one of the most transit-rich areas of Los Angeles, with immediate 

access to Metro rail, regional rail, and bus lines.  The project site also provides close 

proximity to high-quality cycling infrastructure, including a Metro Bike Share station at the 

Chinatown A Line station.  In 2025, the City’s Department of Transportation was awarded 

$10 million to implement the first phase of the Sunset/Cesar Chavez Mobility Project, which 

will ultimately connect Union Station to East Hollywood with protected bike lanes.  

Additionally, the City’s Department of Transportation conducted outreach for the 

Spring/Alameda Mobility Project—with implementation projected for 2026—to redesign 

Alameda and Spring Streets, establishing a connection between Union Station and Los 

Angeles State Historic Park with protected bike lanes that pass directly by the project site. 

Response to Comment No. 2-6 

This comment summarizing the Project’s transportation setting is noted for the record 

and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-7 

To reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and promote sustainable transportation, I ask the 

project team to consider implementing cycling and transit pass incentive programs for 

tenants, either in lieu of or in addition to the proposed carpool/vanpool program.  I believe 

that these programs will most effectively capitalize on existing and planned transportation 

infrastructure to reduce VMT. 
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Response to Comment No. 2-7 

This comment requests that the Project either add cycling and transit pass incentive 

programs to its TDM plan or replace the proposed carpool/vanpool program with these 

incentives As discussed in detail in Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project’s 

office uses would result in a work vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita of 8.1, which would 

exceed the 7.6 work VMT per employee thresholds.  However, with the implementation of 

Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1 which requires a carpool/vanpool program to reduce single-

occupancy vehicle trips, the Project would result in a work VMT per employee of 6.8, which 

is below the Central APC significance threshold of 7.6.  As such, no additional mitigation 

measures are required under CEQA.  The commenter’s request is nevertheless noted for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 2-8 

Conclusion 

I am pleased that the DEIR incorporates measures to preserve the historic Granite Block 

Paving along Bruno Street.  As Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument #211, this paving 

represents a rare example of hand-hewn granite from early 1900s Los Angeles—a key 

remnant of the City’s heritage.  I look forward to the project’s publicly-accessible open 

spaces, which will bring Angelenos closer to this piece of history. 

I again thank the project team and the Department of City Planning for their consideration.  I 

believe these recommended changes will ensure the safety of workers and the community 

while making the project a true local benefit.  If you have any questions, please contact my 

Planning Director, Helen Campbell, at helen.campbell@lacity.org. 

Response to Comment No. 2-8 

This comment, which concludes the letter by praising the Project’s efforts to preserve 

the historic Granite Block Paving (City Historic-Cultural Monument #211) and providing a 

point of contact, 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. 3 

Rowena Lau 

Division Manager 

Wastewater Engineering Services Division 

LA Sanitation and Environment 

2714 Media Center Dr. 

Los Angeles, CA  90065-1733 

Comment No. 3-1 

This is in response to the Notice of Completion & Notice of Availability of Draft Environment 

Impact Report that LA Sanitation and Environment’s (LASAN) Wastewater Engineering 

Services Division (WESD) received on December 8, 2025.  The notice regarded the actions 

taken by Los Angeles City Planning for the 234,601 square-foot commercial development on 

an approximately 2.2-acre site located at 130 W College Street. 

LASAN has received and logged the notification.  Upon review, there were no changes to 

the project and the previous response is valid.  Please notify our office in the instance that 

additional environmental review is necessary for this project. 

If you have any questions, please contact Brett Perry at brett.perry@lacity.org. 

Response to Comment No. 3-1 

This comment states that LASAN has reviewed the Project and their previous 

response remains valid.  As discussed in Section XIX, Utilities and Service Systems, of the 

Initial Study included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR, LASAN analyzed the Project’s demands 

along with existing conditions and forecasted growth and has determined that there appears 

to be sufficient service to accommodate the total flows of the Project.  As required by LAMC 

Section 64.15, the Project would submit a Sewer Capacity Availability Request to LASAN to 

evaluate the capability of the existing wastewater system and obtain approval to discharge 

the Project’s wastewater to the existing sewer lines surrounding the Project Site.  Further 

detailed gauging and evaluation, as required by LAMC Section 64.14, would be conducted 

to obtain final approval of sewer capacity and connection permit for the Project during the 

Project’s permitting process.  In addition, Project-related sanitary sewer connections and on-

site infrastructure would be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable LASAN 

and California Plumbing Code standards.  Therefore, the Project would not cause a 

measurable increase in wastewater flows at a point where, and at a time when, a sewer’s 

capacity is already constrained or that would cause a sewer’s capacity to become 

constrained.  Impacts were determined to be less than significant. 
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Comment Letter No. 4 

Ernesto Medrano 

Executive Secretary 

Los Angeles–Orange County Building and Construction Trades Council 

1626 Beverly Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA  90026-5733 

Comment No. 4-1 

The Los Angeles/Orange Counties Building and Construction Trades Council represents 

150,000 skilled construction workers in 48 local unions and district councils. 

We strongly support the proposed creative office project located at 130 W. College Street in 

Council District 1. 

Creating jobs and new revenue sources has never been more vital for Los Angeles.  Our 

Building Trades unions are in an unprecedented drive to recruit new members from 

underserved communities, including veterans, women, the formerly incarcerated and those 

with other barriers to employment.  Many of these new members are Los Angeles residents. 

Our all-union projects such as the 130 W. College proposal create critical opportunity for 

these Angelenos.  Hiring local residents also cuts down commute times and is 

environmentally friendly. 

We believe in building for the future, and we support development that will help facilitate 

significant and sustainable employment growth.  Our Building Trades unions stand strongly, 

together, to build it. 

Response to Comment No. 4-1 

This comment expressing support for the Project 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. 5 

Jasper Chew 

888 N. Alameda St. 

Los Angeles, CA  90012-4288 

Comment No. 5-1 

In response to the recently released Draft Environmental Impact Report, I am writing today 

in support of the proposed project at 130 College Street in Chinatown.  As someone who 

lives in Chinatown, and less than a half-mile from this property, I welcome development that 

will help revitalize the more industrial side of town.  Given all the new housing coming down 

the pipeline in Chinatown, this creative office project helps provide some much-needed 

balance and job opportunities.  Maybe most importantly, this area needs some love.  I like 

the proposed publicly accessible open space.  I also like the space dedicated to 

neighborhood-serving retail and restaurant, which will be a great compliment to the adjacent 

Gold Line Station. 

Generally, this is a well-designed project that will be a positive addition to the Chinatown 

community. 

Response to Comment No. 5-1 

This comment expressing support for the Project 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. 6 

Isaiah David Sandoval 

Skyline Terrace 

930 Figueroa Ter. 

Los Angeles, CA  90012-1137 

Comment No. 6-1 

I am a local resident in CD1 who lives in Victor Heights, directly adjacent to Chinatown and 

the property located at 130 College Street.  As you know, this site is a surface parking lot for 

buses.  That’s not a good use of the space given its location right next to multi-family housing 

and the Chinatown Gold Line.  We can do better!  

I support the project, as described in the draft Environmental Impact Report, because this 

area of Chinatown needs more activity and safe places for people to congregate.  The project 

will attract employment, but it will also be a place that adjacent residents and transit riders 

can utilize; whether it be for the new places to eat, or just to sit and read in the new public 

plazas.  I see a lot of new landscaping and green space incorporated in the design, which is 

great!  I’d encourage the developer to make the project as green as possible given the 

surrounding area is pretty bleak and uninviting. 

Thanks for reading this. 

Response to Comment No. 6-1 

This comment expressing support for the Project 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. 7 

Gregory K. Kimura 

greg.k.kimura@kp.org 

Comment No. 7-1 

My name is Greg Kimura, and I am writing in support of the creative office project at 130 

West College Street.  As someone who both lives and works in the Chinatown 90012 

community, I see this project as a win-win.  It will beautify the poorly maintained area in and 

around the Gold Line station, make it safer, encourage visitors, investments, and 

employment.  Chinatown always seemed to be one of the communities left behind in City 

Planning, but the projects in and around the area are encouraging.  It will be wonderful to 

see this creative office project move forward. 

Response to Comment No. 7-1 

This comment expressing support for the Project 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. 8 

Gianna Paris 

parisgianna98@gmail.com 

Comment No. 8-1 

I live in Chinatown at the Mozaic Apartments near Union Station.  I support the project 

proposed at the existing bus parking lot located at 130 West College Street next to the Metro 

Station.  I view a project like this as a catalyst for positive change in the community.  Less 

parking lots and more jobs and housing is the right recipe for safer and more walkable 

neighborhoods. 

Response to Comment No. 8-1 

This comment expressing support for the Project 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. 9 

Yelena Zeltser 

Deputy Director 

SEACA 

840 N. Broadway, Ste. 203E 

Los Angeles, CA  90012-2360 

Comment No. 9-1 

On behalf of the Southeast Asian Community Alliance (SEACA) I respectfully submit 

comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the 130 W College 

Street project (Project) proposed by Steve Riboli and S & R Partners, LLC (Applicant).  

Specifically, we object to the conclusion that the Project would have less than significant land 

use impacts and that it complies with the goals and policies of the Los Angeles General Plan 

(General Plan), and the Central City North Community Plan (Community Plan).  In addition, 

the Project would seriously disrupt circulation in the area both during construction and 

operation causing significant traffic and congestion problems, as well as contributing to 

greenhouse gas emissions, and poor air quality.  The project also inadequately mitigates the 

potential toxic hazards associated with the project site.  Lastly, the analysis fails to 

adequately address the impacts of noise, vibration, and cumulative impacts.  For all these 

reasons we find the analysis in the DEIR lacking and ask the City to address, and recirculate 

a revised DEIR. 

Response to Comment No. 9-1 

This introductory comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the Project, 

outlines their specific issues, and requests recirculation.  Specific issues raised by the 

commenter are addressed in Response to Comment Nos. 9-2 through 9-22 below.  As 

demonstrated therein, the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and recirculation is 

not required. 

Comment No. 9-2 

I. Project Conflicts with General Plan, Community Plan and Fails to Identify Land 

Use Impacts 

Vacancy rates for office space in Los Angeles are at record highs, with vacancy rates in 

Downtown LA hovering over 34%1.  As Chinatown continues to lose community-serving small 

businesses through gentrification and displacement, the persistent conversion to office space 

has had severe negative impacts on the culture and identity of our community, and 

contributes to further real-estate speculation and gentrification of Chinatown.  In fact a large 

office-space development completed in 2023 and located across the street from the 
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proposed Project remains mostly vacant.  A painful reminder to the community of the once 

vibrant commercial plaza it displaced.  Commercial developments such as the proposed 

Project have repeatedly displaced numerous small businesses that provided income for 

hundreds of immigrant workers and small entrepreneurs only to remain vacant for years.  At 

the same time Los Angeles is undeniably in the midst of an affordable housing crisis, where 

74% of extremely low income households (those earning 30% of AMI) are severely rent 

burdened, meaning they spend more than 50% of their income on housing costs2.  As 

proposed, the Project’s intended uses do not support the needs or activities of long-term 

community residents and will have a negative effect on the surrounding community by 

increasing the threat of gentrification and displacement for both existing mom-and-pop 

businesses as well as residents who struggle to afford rents. 

1 https://www.latimes.com/business/story/2025-04-25/trade-wars-fires-and-economic-uncertainty-cast-a-
cloud-over-l-a-s-office-market 

2 2021–2029 Los Angeles Housing Element. Page 52. 

Response to Comment No. 9-2 

This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to an office project and 

discusses a number of socio-economic concerns.  Per PRC Section 21082.2(c) and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15131, socio-economic issues are not considered significant effects on 

the environment under CEQA.  The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded 

to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-3 

The DEIR errs in the assertion that the Project will have no significant land use impacts.  The 

Project is inconsistent with Policy 2-1.3 of the Central City North Community Plan 

(Community Plan), to Insure the viability of existing neighborhood stores and businesses 

which support the needs of local residents and are compatible with the neighborhood.3  The 

Project’s potential to conflict with this policy is excluded from the DEIR analysis entirely4.  

Similarly, the DEIR errs in its analysis of Objective 7.2 of the Framework Element of the City’s 

General Plan (General Plan), to Establish a balance of land uses that provides for 

commercial and industrial development which meets the needs of local residents, sustains 

economic growth, and assures maximum feasible environmental equality5. 

3 Central City North Community Plan. Page 18. 

4 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/App_G.pdf. Table 4. 

5 https://planning.lacity.gov/odocument/513c3139-81df-4c82-9787-78f677da1561/Framework_Element.pdf. 
Page 114. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-3 

This comment claims the Draft EIR’s conclusion of less than significant land use 

impacts is incorrect and provides two examples with which they claim the Project is 

inconsistent.  First, with respect to Policy 2-1.3, the CEQA threshold for the evaluation of 

land use conflicts is whether or not a project would conflict with “any land use plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect”  

(emphasis added).  Policy 2-1.3 is related to the economic viability of neighborhood stores 

and businesses and as discussed above, socio-economic issues are not relevant to the 

CEQA analysis.  With respect to Objective 7.2, the analysis provided on pages 10 and 11 of 

Appendix G, Land Use Tables, of the Draft EIR that the “Project would support this objective 

by providing up to 234,601 square feet of office, retail, and restaurant uses to complement 

the employment base of the Community Plan area, help meet the needs of local residents, 

and foster continued economic investment” and that “the Project Site would have convenient 

access to public transit and opportunities for walking and biking, thereby facilitating a 

reduction in vehicle trips, VMT, and air pollution to ensure maximum feasible environmental 

quality” is accurate as demonstrated throughout the Draft EIR’s analysis and the commenter 

provides no evidence to the contrary.  The commenter’s opinion is nevertheless noted for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-4 

The proposed office/commercial Project does not meet the needs of the local residents, such 

as the need for high quality, deeply affordable housing, living wage jobs, or affordable 

commercial space that houses community serving businesses.  The addition of office space 

used in an already oversaturated market does not support sustained economic growth. 

Response to Comment No. 9-4 

This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to an office project and 

discusses a number of socio-economic concerns. Per PRC Section 21082.2(c) and CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15131, socio-economic issues are not considered significant effects on 

the environment under CEQA.  The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded 

to the decision-makers for their review and consideration. 

Comment No. 9-5 

In addition the Project will contribute to significant gentrification of Chinatown further 

threatening displacement of existing small businesses and residents.  The DEIR must 

analyze and propose mitigations to address displacement. 
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Response to Comment No. 9-5 

This comment claims the Project would threaten displacement of small businesses 

and residents.  As discussed Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Project Site 

is currently a parking lot so no direct displacement of housing or residents would occur.  

Furthermore, no housing developments have been proposed on the Project Site in the recent 

past.  While the displacement of businesses is not a CEQA issue, it is again noted that the 

Project Site is currently a parking lot with no businesses on-site. However, the comment is 

noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and 

consideration. 

Comment No. 9-6 

The Project is seeking discretionary approvals including:  a General Plan Amendment; a 

Zone Change and Height District Change; and a Main Conditional Use Permit for 

consumption of alcohol at multiple establishments, among others6.  Such substantial 

deviation from zoning code and development standards points to the unsuitability of the 

project, necessitating a robust justification for how the project aligns with the City’s General 

and Community Plans, an analysis of potential impacts, and strong mitigation measures in 

the EIR.  By failing to provide these, the DEIR is incomplete and should be amended and 

recirculated. 

6 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/D_II.pdf.  Page 18. 

Response to Comment No. 9-6 

This comment claims the Project’s requested entitlements render it unsuitable for the 

community.  Legislative actions such as Zone Changes, Height District Changes, and 

General Plan Amendments are not considered physical impacts to the environment or land 

use impacts under CEQA, they are part of the exercise of police powers by local agencies. 

To the extent the Project allowed by such legislative actions would cause a physical impact 

as a result of land use conflicts with applicable plans, policies, or ordinances adopted for the 

purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect,  Section IV.G, Land Use, and 

Appendix G, Land Use Tables, of the Draft EIR, provide a discussion of the topic and 

determined the Project would not conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or ordinances 

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.   
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Comment No. 9-7 

II. Project Will Have Significant Traffic Impacts 

The DEIR errs in its assertion that the Project would not conflict with any plan, ordinance, or 

policy addressing the circulation system since the project fails to comply with the City’s 

Mobility Plan 2035, and the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles. 

Policy 1.1 Roadway User Vulnerability and Policy 3.1 Access for All of the Mobility Plan 2035 

prioritize the safety of “most vulnerable” roadway users and recognizes the need for a multi-

modal transportation system.7  Although the Project claims to be a pedestrian and transit-

oriented development, the Project description fails to provide detailed description of 

pedestrian infrastructure.  Chinatown is one of the City’s densest and most transit dependent 

communities.  As such many residents rely on pedestrian and transit infrastructure for work, 

school, recreation, and errands.  The draft fails to articulate how the project will support the 

needs of most vulnerable residents, workers and visitors such as children and youth, low-

income people, seniors, and people with limited mobility.  A detailed plan of pedestrian 

infrastructure, bike paths, the location of bike parking, and the programmatic way in which 

vulnerable users will be served by the mobility infrastructure must be produced as part of the 

Project description and the DEIR analysis. 

7 Mobility Plan 2035.  Pages 62 and 102. 

Response to Comment No. 9-7 

This comment claims the Draft EIR does not support its conclusion that the Project 

would not conflict with Mobility Plan Policies 1.1 and 3.1 because it does not discuss how 

the Project will attain the goals, thereby suggesting inconsistency with the Los Angeles 

Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG).  On 

page 2-1 of the TAG, guidance for this topic states “ Specifically, proposed projects shall be 

analyzed to identify potential conflicts with adopted City plans and policies.”  The 

methodology guidance continues to make clear LADOT prescribed methodology is about the 

potential for the Project to preclude or impede the City from implementing mobility policies 

such as the Mobility Plan, rather than each Project’s individual strict adherence to standards 

and policies. Further, as discussed in Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. City of 

Oakland (1994), a Project need not be consistent with each and every policy, goal or 

objective of a plan to be generally consistent with the Plan. The commenter does not provide 

substantial evidence to support their proposed methodology. Section IV.I, Transportation, 

includes an analysis of both policies.  Refer to pages IV.I-30 and IV.I-34, respectively.  Lastly, 

with respect to plans, the plan set for the Project is on file with the Department of City 

Planning and is available for public review. 
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Comment No. 9-8 

Similarly, the Project fails to comply with many policies of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, 

including Policy 1.5 Plan for Health, Policy 1.6 Poverty and Health, and Policy 1.7 

Displacement and Health8.  Chinatown is one of LA’s oldest and most established ethnic 

enclaves which for generations has been home to low-income and poor immigrant and 

refugee communities.  Historically, families located in Chinatown specifically because of its 

linguistic and cultural assets, access to entry-level employment or entrepreneurial 

opportunities, and low-cost housing.  The project fails to serve the needs of current 

community residents, especially those of seniors, disabled individuals, the families facing 

poverty, and otherwise vulnerable populations.  By excluding uses that serve a majority of 

current residents, the Project misses a key strategy to reduce VMTs, support multi-modal 

circulation, and improve the health of vulnerable populations.  The Project as currently 

proposed cannot be said to promote health or improve mobility for low-income community 

members and thus does not comport. 

8 Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles.  Pages 34–36. 

Response to Comment No. 9-8 

This comment claims the Project “fails to comply” with Policies 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7 of the 

Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles. As discussed above in Response to Comment 9-7, the 

commenter suggests an analysis methodology that is not consistent with the LADOT TAG. 

The policies the commenter suggests should be discussed are not applicable to the 

transportation section as they do not relate to transportation, but primarily socio-economic 

topics.  CEQA charges the lead agency with evaluating impacts from a Project on the 

environment, and per PRC Section 21082.2(c) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, 

socio-economic topics are not considered an environmental impact under CEQA.  It should 

also be noted that the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles is a Citywide document created by the 

Department of City Planning to guide citywide development, not impose specific 

requirements for individual projects.  

Comment No. 9-9 

Per the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis, the Project will generate 8.1 VMTs, exceeding 

the regional threshold of 7.6 VMT and resulting in significant impacts9.  The proposed 

mitigation measure, a carpool/vanpool program is woefully inadequate and unlikely to result 

in VMT reduction.  The DEIR provides no details on how the program will be implemented 

and monitored to ensure reduced VMTs.  An additional mitigation measure, such as a 

targeted local hire program for commercial and restaurant uses that employs Chinatown 

community residents should be considered.  Without additional mitigations the DEIR analysis 

cannot conclude that it is consistent with CEQA Section 15064.3 subdivision (b). 
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9 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/D_IVI.pdf.  Pages 44–46. 

Response to Comment No. 9-9 

This comment claims the proposed mitigation for impacts related to vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) (i.e., Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1) is insufficient.  The Transportation 

Assessment, which was reviewed and approved by LADOT, and included as Appendix I of 

the Draft EIR, includes a detailed analysis of VMT impacts using the City’s VMT calculator 

which demonstrates that VMT impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with 

implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-MM-1, as shown in the supporting VMT calculator 

worksheets included as Appendix E of that document.  This analysis is also summarized in 

Section IV.I, Transportation, of the Draft EIR.  The commenter has provided no evidence that 

this analysis is flawed, or that additional mitigation measures are warranted. Further, the 

commenter provides no evidence to substantiate that the proposed mitigation measure will 

meaningfully reduce VMT for a project with primarily office uses rather than commercial and 

restaurant uses. It should be further noted that the Project’s VMT analysis included in the 

Transportation Assessment attributes VMT primarily to the office uses rather than 

commercial or restaurant uses which comprise a comparatively small floor area within the 

Project. With respect to implementation of the car/vanpool program, the program is one 

element of the required TDM Program required by LADOT. The measure is one of a number 

of measures a Project can implement to reduce VMT. TDM strategies have been empirically 

demonstrated to reduce trip-making or mode choice in such a way as to reduce VMT, as 

documented by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association in their report titled 

Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.2 Additionally, these measures are 

documented in the TAG, with further information in the LADOT calculator substantiating their 

effectiveness. Implementation would be part of the permitting phase, with the car/vanpool 

program subject to LADOT approval.  

Comment No. 9-10 

III.  Project Fails to Properly Assess and Mitigate GHG Impacts 

The DEIR improperly analyzes potentially significant GHG impacts of the Project on the 

surrounding community, especially those most vulnerable to GHG effects such as children 

and elderly.  According to CalEnviroScreen the Project is located within an area that is in the 

92nd percentile for diesel emissions, and in the 100th Pollution Burden Percentile.10  

Chinatown is home to the region’s most vulnerable population of low-income immigrants and 

refugee families, including a disproportionate number of seniors.  The Project is also located 

within a quarter of a mile from Castelar Elementary, and Ann Street Elementary, and a half 

 

2 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures:  A 
Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation 
Measures, August 2010. 
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a mile from Cathedral High School.  It is also within a quarter of a mile from the Metro at 

Chinatown Senior Lofts, Alpine Recreation Center, St.  Barnabas Chinese Senior Services 

Center,and [sic] the Los Angeles State Historic Park, all of which are recreation and gathering 

spaces for seniors, families, and young children which are sensitive receptors for air 

pollution. 

10 CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Website. Census track:  6037206010. 

Response to Comment No. 9-10 

This comment claims the Draft EIR’s analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts is 

improper and lists sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project Site.  First, it appears that 

this comment confuses GHG impacts for air quality impacts. As discussed in Section IV.E 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the threshold for impacts related to 

Greenhouse Gas emissions are whether the Project generates GHG emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, and whether the 

Project conflicts with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

reducing the emissions of GHGs.  However, as discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of the 

Draft EIR, specific standards related to exposure and human health apply for regulated air 

pollutants. As discussed in Section IV.A, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, a detailed analysis of 

Project air quality impacts on both a local and regional level are provided, and Figure IV.A-4 

included therein depicts the nearest sensitive receptors to the Project Site.  Consistent with 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) methodology, potential impacts 

were evaluated at the closest off-site sensitive receptor, which are the residential uses 

located to the north, across West College Street.  As detailed in the background section of  

Section IV.A, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the nature of emissions is such that impacts at 

receptor locations further afield, such as those cited by the commenter, would be less than 

those  receptors identified closer to the Project Site. As discussed on pages IV.A-58 through 

IV.A-62, the Project’s contribution to regional and localized cumulative air quality impacts 

would not be cumulatively considerable and, thus, would be less than significant. 

Additionally, as discussed on pages IV.A-63 through IV.A-69 of the Draft EIR, the Project’s 

on- and off-site construction and operational emissions would not exceed SCAQMD 

thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. Lastly, the commenter incorrectly 

identifies the Project Site as being within Census Tract 6037206010 within CalEnviroScreen 

4.0 and purports that the Project Site is within the 100th percentile for pollution burden and 

92nd percentile for diesel particulate matter.  As a point of clarification, the Project Site is 

within Census Tract 6037207103.  As such, the Draft EIR correctly identified that the overall 

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 percentile is in the 96th percentile relative to other census tracts which 

was disclosed on page IV.A-27 of the Draft EIR.3  In addition, it places the Project Site in the 

 

3 OEHHA, CalEnviroScreen 4.0 MAP, https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/11d2f52282a54ceebcac
7428e6184203/page/CalEnviroScreen-4_0/, accessed April 9, 2024. 
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97th percentile in overall pollution burden and 96th percentile for diesel particulate matter.  

Furthermore, the CalEnviroScreen score is not used in determining AQMP consistency or 

comparison of SCAQMD significance purposes under CEQA.  In Sierra Club v. County of 

Fresno (2018), the court maintains that the lead agency must make a reasonable effort to 

substantively connect a project's air quality impacts to likely health consequences. As 

discussed above, the Project would not have any Project specific or cumulative air quality 

impacts, therefore no additional health impacts would occur to surrounding sensitive 

receptors as a result of Project construction or operation.  

Comment No. 9-11 

The DEIR does not set a threshold for GHG emissions but sets evaluation criteria according 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b).  Although under CEQA lead agencies have the 

discretion to select a quantitative or qualitative analysis, both shall be “based to the extent 

possible on scientific and factual data” and “must reasonably reflect evolving scientific 

knowledge and state regulatory schemes.”11  The selected analysis must be supported by 

substantial evidence and be supported by evolving scientific knowledge and regulatory 

policies.  None of the plans cited in the DEIR contain vital features of a Climate Action Plan 

(pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064.4(b)(3) and 15183.5(b)(1)), nor do they contain the 

mandatory, project-specific measures that satisfy CEQA Guidelines § 15064(h)(3).  In 

addition, the DEIR rejects the use of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(SCAQMD)’s 10,000 MTCO2e threshold despite applying these thresholds in other cases.  

Under the SCAQMD’s thresholds the Project would be found to have significant GHG 

impacts, and merit mitigation measures. 

11 CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4 subds. (a) & (b) 

Response to Comment No. 9-11 

This comment expresses the  opinion that the Draft EIR should have applied a 

different threshold to the GHG analysis.  However, as noted by the commenter and explained 

on pages IV.E-41 through IV.E-43 of Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft 

EIR, the City, SCAQMD, the Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation, 

California Air Resources Board, California Air Pollution Control Officers Association, nor any 

other State or regional agency has adopted a numerical significance threshold for assessing 

impacts related to GHG emissions that is applicable to the Project.  Further, the City has not 

formally adopted a local plan for reducing GHG emissions.  The Draft EIR clearly provides 

justification for the analysis focusing on the Project’s consistency with Statewide, regional 

plans, and local initiatives adopted for the purpose of reducing and/or mitigating GHG 

emissions. As CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 grants lead agencies broad discretion in 

setting GHG thresholds, this threshold is appropriate. The commenter continues stating that 

none of the plans discussed in the Draft EIR are Climate Action Plans, nor include measures 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15064.4 and 15183.5(b)(1)),  but this is not a requirement 
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of the analysis and the commenter provides no evidence that these sections require such 

plans or elements to allow a lead agency to set a qualitative threshold. It should be further 

noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 speaks to analysis for projects with significant 

impacts seeking to streamline analysis, but does not change the latitude granted to the City 

in CEQA Guidelines 15064.4 and is therefore not appliable here.  Additionally, CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) cited by the commenter establishes cumulative analysis 

guidelines, but here the commenter again misapplies the Guidelines, as the cited section 

does not change the authority to set the methodology for Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

analysis in CEQA Guidelines 15064.4. As set out in Section IV.E, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, of the Draft EIR, impacts are by their nature cumulative, the Draft EIR found no 

Project level impact and therefore cumulative impacts were determined to be less than 

significant as well.  Lastly, with respect to the 10,000 MTCO2e threshold the commenter 

requests be used for this analysis, this threshold is interim guidance from SCAQMD for 

stationary source/industrial projects where SCAQMD is the lead agency.  This SCAQMD 

interim GHG significance threshold is not applicable to the Project as the Project is an 

office/commercial development, and SCAQMD is not the lead agency, in addition to the 

commentor disregarding PRC Section 15064.7 on Thresholds of Significance that states “ 

Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency’s 

environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, 

and developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence.”   

Comment No. 9-12 

IV.  Project Inadequately Mitigates Hazardous Soils and Materials 

The Project site has a clear history of industrial and manufacturing uses with a high potential 

of concentration of toxic substances, including railroad tracks, chemical warehouse and 

mixing plant, multiple machine shops, and a gasoline fueling station, among others.  The site 

was also used to install multiple underground gasoline storage tanks (USTs) from 1940 to 

198612.  While the EPA warns that, “Until the mid-1980s, most USTs were made of bare 

steel, which is likely to corrode over time and allow UST contents to leak into the 

environment.  Faulty installation or inadequate operating and maintenance procedures also 

can cause USTs to release their contents into the environment”, the DEIR wrongfully 

concludes that the USTs do not represent a significant environmental concern for the Project 

when such a threat is clearly present.13  The DEIR also discusses that tests conducted at the 

site found elevated levels of both lead (at concentrations of 30.6 milligram per liter, exceeding 

the 5 mg/L maximum Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration), as well as Volatile Organic 

Compounds (elevated levels of PCEs and TCEs were found in soil samples above the 

concentrations levels exceeding DTSC soil gas screening levels).14 

12 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/D_IVF.pdf. Pages 20–21. 

13 https://www.epa.gov/ust/learn-about-underground-storage-tanks#why. 
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14 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/D_IVF.pdf. Page 25. 

Response to Comment No. 9-12 

This comment summarizes the Project Site’s history and known soil contamination, 

and questions the Draft EIR’s conclusion regarding USTs.  The Draft EIR includes a lengthy 

discussion disclosing the Project Site’s history and known issues, and USTs were 

determined to be a REC for the Project Site as several historic gasoline and/or service 

stations, as well as other facilities with USTs were reported to be historically located at the 

Project Site. Elevated levels of lead were also found on-site. However, after implementation 

of a SMP under HAZ-MM-1, impacts related to USTs and lead levels were found to be less 

than significant, as it ensures that contaminated soils are properly identified, excavated, and 

disposed of off‐site during Project construction. Finally, though elevated levels of VOCs are 

found on the Project Site, with implementation of HAZ-MM-2, which requires the installation 

of a combined MMS/VIMS, and HAZ-MM-3, which requires post construction monitoring to 

confirm the MMS/VIMS is preventing vapor intrusion, impacts would be less than significant.  

Refer to pages IV.F-19 through IV.F-26 of Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR also includes four separate appendices related to this topic 

including the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix F.1) which provides a 

detailed discussion of the Project Site’s history and current conditions; a Phase II 

Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix F.2) which was performed to evaluate the 

potential presence of USTs, the condition of subsurface soils, and the potential presence of 

soil vapors; an appendix clarifying some dates in the Phase I and Phase II Environmental 

Site Assessments (Appendix F.3); and a Methane Memorandum (Appendix F.4) because the 

Project Site is located in a methane buffer zone. The commenter has provided no evidence 

that this analysis is incorrect or inadequate. 

Comment No. 9-13 

As noted above, the Project is located in close proximity to multiple schools and other 

sensitive sites, in a community that already contends with some of the worst air quality in the 

state. 

Response to Comment No. 9-13 

In the context of soil hazards, this comment notes that the Project is located near 

schools and other sensitive uses.  Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 

Draft EIR includes a thorough analysis of this issue on pages IV.F-38 and IV.F--39 of the 

Draft EIR. As discussed therein, because of the presence of contaminated soil and soil gas 

beneath the Project Site (elevated lead levels and VOCs), the Project has the potential to 

emit hazardous emissions or materials, however,  with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

HAZ-MM-1 through HAZ-MM-3, potentially significant impacts regarding hazardous 

emissions or use of acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
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mile of an existing or proposed school during Project construction would be reduced to a 

less-than-significant level. The commenter has provided no evidence that this analysis is 

incorrect or inadequate. 

Comment No. 9-14 

In addition the Applicant owns, operates, and plans to further develop multiple sites within a 

quarter mile radius from the project, all of which have a high probability of toxic hazards 

based on historical uses. 

Response to Comment No. 9-14 

This comment states that the Applicant owns, operates, and has plans to develop 

other properties that may be contaminated as a result of historical uses.  The Draft EIR 

analyzes impacts to the Project as proposed on the Project Site and other properties owned 

by the Applicant are irrelevant to that analysis.  To the extent the Project and related projects 

in the area may contribute to hazards and hazardous materials impacts, this is fully evaluated 

in the cumulative analysis of Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft 

EIR.  As stated on pages IV.F-41 and IV.F-42, with full compliance with all applicable federal, 

state, and local laws, rules, and regulations, as well as implementation of site-specific 

recommendations for the related projects, cumulative impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

The commenter has provided no evidence that this analysis is incorrect or inadequate. 

Comment No. 9-15 

Therefore the proposed mitigations do not adequately meet the needs of the community, and 

our most vulnerable residents.  In addition to proposed mitigation measure related to 

excavation, grading, and post construction monitoring, the Applicant should make a 

substantial contribution to an Environmental Justice fund that could be used to further 

remediate highly contaminated sites in proximity to the project area, develop community 

greening initiatives that improve air quality and provide shade, improve infrastructure that 

supports core bus riders and lowers VMTs such as bus shelters, and other public amenities. 

Response to Comment No. 9-15 

This comment claims the proposed mitigation related to hazards and hazardous 

materials does not meet the needs of the community and suggests additional measures 

related to environmental justice.  As discussed in Section IV.F, Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials, of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures HAZ-MM-1, HAZ-MM-2, and HAZ-MM-3 

which require preparation of a soil management plan, installation of a combined methane 

and vapor barrier, and post-construction monitoring would reduce impacts related to soil and 
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soil vapor hazards to a less than significant level.  The commenter has provided no evidence 

that this analysis is incorrect or inadequate.  With respect to the additional measures 

requested by the commenter, in addition to not being warranted because impacts are already 

reduced to a less than significant level, CEQA requires rough proportionality and a “nexus” 

between impacts and mitigation, as there is no adopted environmental justice threshold, the 

proposed mitigation measures would not comply with CEQA and there is no evidence to 

support their adoption. 

Comment No. 9-16 

V.  Project Inadequately Mitigates Noise and Vibration Impacts 

The DEIR analysis confirms significant noise and vibration impacts during construction, 

however the Project fails to properly mitigate such impacts.  The DEIR needs to include a 

detailed and actionable mitigation program that would properly mitigate on-site and off-site 

effects for the duration of the construction phase, which is anticipated to be 20 months. 

Response to Comment No. 9-16 

This comment states that the Draft EIR needs to include mitigation measures to 

address noise and vibration during construction.  With respect to on-site noise, the Project 

includes Mitigation Measure NOI-MM-1 which requires a temporary and impermeable sound 

barrier be erected along the northern property line constructed to reduce noise by 12 dBA in 

the event the residential development at receptor R3 north of the Project Site has been 

completed and is occupied.  With respect to off-site noise, as explained on page IV.H-48 of 

Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR, conventional mitigation measures for off-site noise are 

not feasible due to financial infeasibility and the mitigation measures themselves resulting in 

other significant impacts. With respect to vibration, as discussed on pages IV.H-56 and 

IV.H-57 of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure CUL-MM-1 which requires a construction 

monitoring plan for the historic Granite Block Paving adjacent to the Project Site would 

mitigate impacts to this resource to the extent feasible.  However, as detailed therein, 

because of the required setback, further mitigation for this resource would not be feasible.  

With respect to human annoyance impacts associated with vibration, mitigation measures 

considered to reduce vibration impacts from on-site and off-site construction trucks included 

the installation of a wave barrier.  However, as discussed on page IV.H-56 of the Draft EIR, 

wave barriers, are not considered cost effective for temporary applications and the 

construction associated with wave barriers would, in and of itself, generate groundborne 

vibration from the excavation equipment.  Furthermore, it would not be technologically 

feasible to install a wave barrier along the public roadways for the off-site construction 

vibration impacts as it is within the public right-of-way, over which the Applicant does not 

have control.  Thus, as concluded in the Draft EIR, there are no technologically feasible 

mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce the temporary vibration impacts 

from off-site construction trucks associated with human annoyance to a less-than-significant 
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level.  Finally, as discussed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR, each mitigation measure 

is drafted with clear details and specifics, as well as City standard practice requiring 

Mitigation Monitoring Programs be adopted as conditions of approval, the commenter’s 

suggestion the measures are not sufficient is not reflected in the record.   

Comment No. 9-17 

The project is located in close proximity to community amenities with a large concentration 

of sensitive populations. 

Response to Comment No. 9-17 

This comment states that there are community amenities and sensitive receptors near 

the Project Site.  Refer to Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR, specifically pages IV.H-18 

which states that “[t]he 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide states that noise-sensitive uses 

include residences, transient lodgings (hotels), schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, 

nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, playgrounds, and parks” and 

Table IV.H-5, Description of Noise Measurement Locations, on page IV.H-21 which lists the 

six sensitive receptor locations analyzed in the EIR including five residential locations and 

the Los Angeles State Historic Park. Further, while the commenter may be referring to 

various other receptors, as discussed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR, noise 

attenuates or decreases in measurable levels with more distance from the source, the 

sensitive receptor locations are representative of worst case impacts, so while the 

commenter is correct other receptors are nearby, the analysis is adequate as its conservative 

in its methodology using the closest representative receptors. 

Comment No. 9-18 

The project admits to not being able to adequately mitigate significant impacts of both noise 

and vibration during construction, but fails to propose additional mitigations outside of a wave 

barrier. 

Response to Comment No. 9-18 

This comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify additional mitigation 

measures for noise and vibration.  Refer to Response to Comment No. 10-15, above, and 

Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR.  As detailed therein, no additional feasible mitigation 

measures were identified. 

Comment No. 9-19 

Additionally, the Project justification in light of significant unavoidable impacts does little to 

address significant regional and local social and land use factors.  The project does little to 
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support equitable economic development, benefit Chinatown residents or businesses, or 

meaningfully contribute to greenhouse gas reduction. 

Response to Comment No. 9-19 

This comment expressing the commenter’s opinion of the Project is noted for the 

record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.  With 

respect to the justification for the Project in light of its significant and unavoidable impacts, 

this appears to be a reference to a statement of overriding considerations; refer to Response 

to Comment No. 10-21, below, for a discussion of this topic. 

Comment No. 9-20 

The Project’s goals inexplicably reference the Downtown Los Angeles community plan15, 

while the rest of the DEIR analysis relies on the older Central City North Plan. 

15 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/D_II.pdf. Pages 7-8 

Response to Comment No. 9-20 

This comment notes that the Project Objectives reference the Downtown Community 

Plan (DTLA 2040), but includes a land use consistency analysis based on the previous 

Central City North Community Plan.  As stated in footnote 4 of Section II, Project Description, 

of the Draft EIR, DTLA 2040 became effective on January 27, 2025.  Since the application 

for this Project was filed before DTLA 2040 became effective, the provisions of DTLA 2040 

do not apply to this Project.  As such, the Central City North Community Plan is still the 

operative land use document for the Project Site.  The Project Objectives nevertheless 

reference DTLA 2040 goals because this updated Community Plan represents the future of 

the community. 

Comment No. 9-21 

In order to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 (b) the DEIR must clearly 

articulate overriding considerations that truly benefit community, City, and regional 

development by contributing to development of deeply affordable housing (matching the 

incomes of the local community), supporting local, small, community-serving businesses, 

addressing hazardous soil remediation and improving air quality, and supporting transit 

infrastructure for local residents. 

Response to Comment No. 9-21 

This comment incorrectly states that in order to comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.2(b), the Draft EIR must include a statement of overriding considerations.  First, CEQA 
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Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) is related to the analysis of energy impacts, not statements 

of overriding considerations.  Refer to Section IV.C, Energy, of the Draft EIR, for a detailed 

analysis of energy impacts.  As discussed therein, impacts would be less than significant.  

With respect to the statement of overriding considerations, in accordance with CCR Title 14, 

Section 15093, this is prepared after the release of the Final EIR and adopted by the Lead 

Agency if the Project is approved as proposed or as modified by the Lead Agency.  

In accordance with CEQA, no Statement of Overriding Considerations was included in the 

Draft EIR. 

Comment No. 9-22 

VI.  List of Cumulative Impacts is Incomplete 

The Project fails to include the Redevelopment of William Mead Homes in its list of related 

projects16.  The redevelopment project spearheaded by the Housing Authority of the City of 

Los Angeles (HACLA)17 is located a quarter of a mile from the Project site, and should be 

considered in all cumulative impacts.  The proposed expansion of William Mead would 

quadruple the amount of residential units onsite, from about 400 to 1,600 and significantly 

increase any potential impacts.  Furthermore, since William Mead is not mentioned as one 

of the related projects, it is not clear whether its residents were included in the assessment 

of noise, vibration, traffic, GHG, and other analysis conducted for the DEIR.  William Mead 

is home to low-income families with children, and seniors, who should be considered as 

sensitive receptors in the DEIR.  This project should be considered in the analysis of all 

potentially significant cumulative impacts under CEQA.  William Mead should be added to 

the list of related projects and a new analysis of cumulative impacts conducted. 

16 https://planning.lacity.gov/eir/130_College_Project/deir/files/D_III.pdf.  Pages 9–10 

17 William Mead Homes Website 

Response to Comment No. 9-22 

This comment states that the redevelopment of William Mead Homes was not 

included in the Project’s Related Project List.  The related projects list included in Section III, 

Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR was prepared based on information obtained 

primarily from LADOT and the Department of City Planning and includes 21 related projects.  

These related projects are in varying stages of the approval/entitlement/development 

process and consist of a variety of land uses reflecting the diverse range of land uses in the 

vicinity of the Project Site. The related projects list is based on CEQA Guidelines Section 

15130.(b)(2) and includes present, recent past projects and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects at the time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation.  With respect to William 

Mead Homes specifically, while the redevelopment project kicked off in 2021, there has been 

no update to the project’s website since 2023 and no project plans are available or public. 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, CEQA allows for speculation in narrow circumstances, 
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and only predicated on facts, in the absence of details for the William Mead Homes, it is not 

permissible speculation to include the project in the related project list.  Nonetheless, as it 

relates to impacts the commenter suggests are not disclosed, as discussed above in 

Response to Comments 9-10 and 9-17 as it relates to sensitive receptors with greater 

distance to the Project Site the those in the Draft EIR concerning both Air Quality and Noise.  

With respect to transportation, as discussed in Section IV.I, Transportation, the LADOT TAG 

are used for methodology for transportation analysis, no related Projects factor into this 

methodology, with the exception of Threshold Question C related to dangerous design 

features which considers other Projects only on the same block. Finally, as discussed in 

Response to Comment 9-11 GHG emissions are by their nature analyzed as cumulative. 

While the commenter is correct the William Mead Homes are a redevelopment project in the 

area, the Draft EIR related projects list did not have sufficient detail to include this related 

project, and the commenter’s assertions about undisclosed impacts is incorrect.  

Comment No. 9-23 

VII.  Conclusion 

SEACA appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the Project’s DEIR.  We 

are committed to make our City and especially the Chinatown community a thriving and safe 

community where our youth and families can live, work, and recreate.  We see ourselves 

and our community as stakeholders in the Project and have a direct interest in seeing that 

the State’s environmental laws and the City’s land-use laws are being followed, and that new 

development does not contribute to the climate-change crisis that threatens low-income 

communities of color.  For the above reasons we urge the Project to address our concerns 

and amend and recirculate the DEIR with additional analysis and mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment No. 9-23 

This comment concludes the letter, reiterates the commenter’s opposition to the 

Project, and requests recirculation.  Specific issues raised by the commenter are addressed 

in Response to Comment Nos. 9-2 through 9-22, above.  As demonstrated therein, the Draft 

EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and recirculation is not required. 

 




