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. INTRODUCTION

Section 15132 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states
that the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) shall consist of: “(a) the Draft EIR or a
revison of the draft; (b) comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either
verbatim or in summary; (c) alist of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on
the Draft EIR; and (d) the responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points
raised in the review and consultation process.” The Fina EIR for the Los Angeles Trade
Technical College (“College”) Campus Plan 2002 project is comprised of the Draft EIR dated
May 2003, and this document dated August 2003.

The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research, and circulated for public review on May 7, 2003. The 45-day comment period
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 concluded on June 20, 2003. A public meeting on
the Draft EIR was held before the Los Angeles Community College District (“District”) Board of
Trustees on May 29, 2003. No formal comments requiring written responses were received
during the public meeting. Two public hearings on the Draft EIR were held on the College
campus, one on May 15 and one on June 12, 2003. Public comments received during the
hearings are reproduced in Section 1., Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the
Draft EIR, of this document. The comments received during the public hearings have been
assigned a “letter” in order to provide a corresponding response from the District. For example,
the first comment is listed as Comment A-1, and this corresponds to Response A-1 from the
District. Transcripts of the proceedings are presented in Appendix A.

The District received a total of four (4) comment letters. These letters included
submissions from State, regional, and city agencies. Copies of the original comment |etters are
provided in Section I11., Comment Letters, of this document. The text contained in the origina
letters is reproduced in Section 1V., Response to Comments, of this document, and each of the
comments contained in the letters is also responded to in Section IV of this document. The
comments contained in each letter and the corresponding response from the District have been
assigned a number. For example, the first comment contained in Letter 1 from the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research, is listed as Comment 1.1, and this corresponds to Response 1.1
from the District. A list of al the letters received, along with a summary of the genera issues
raised in each letter, is contained in Table I-1 on page 3. Issues identified as “other” relate to
non-CEQA issues or issues that do not address adequacy or content of the Draft EIR. Comments
received that did not address CEQA issues, but expressed genera support or opposition to the
project are identified as such. Section V., Additions and Corrections to the Draft EIR, provides a
description of all changes or additions made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received.
Section VI., Final Executive Summary, of this document contains the Summary of Project
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|. Introduction

Impacts and Mitigation Measures table, which has been revised to reflect changes made to the
Draft EIR as a result of comments received. None of the changes made to the Draft EIR affect
the original conclusions related to potential environmental significance that were drawn in the
Draft EIR. Lastly, Section VII., Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, presents the full
text of each mitigation measure together with the action required, timing of implementation, the
agency or party responsible for the action, and the agency or party responsible for verifying the
completion of the action.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003

Page 2



|. Introduction

Tablel-1

Summary of Written Comments

L etter No.

Response Page No.

Project Description

Air Quality

Historic Resour ces

Noise

Transportation/Circulation

Alternatives

Mitigation Measures

L ong-Range Implications

Acknowledgement of Receipt

Other

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES

State of California

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

State of California

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

23

REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES

818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435

Southern California Association of Governments, Main Office

24

City of Los Angeles

Department of Transportation
221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 500
Los Angeles, California 90017

26
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II. COMMENTSRECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC HEARINGS
ON THE DRAFT EIR

PUBLIC HEARING ON MAY 15, 2003
The first public hearing was held on May 15, 2003. Following isalist of attendees:

Coomy Bilimoria
Mary Ann Breckell
Maria Carvga

Dr. Daniel Castro
Mary Catlin

Jim Favaro

Jerry Hostalek
Ron Johnson
Deba P. Mohapatra
Sally Salavea

Sam Shabot

Amy Shellhorn

Patricia Shoemaker

Each comment offered during the public hearing held on May 15, 2003 is presented
below followed by a response. A complete transcript of the proceedings is provided in
Appendix A.
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I1. Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR

STATEMENT BY MR. SAM SHABOT

Comment A-1

My name is Sam, S-am, last name Shabot, S-h-a-b-o-t, student at Trade-Tech, Los
Angeles Trade-Tech College, also West Los Angeles College. | am strongly in favor of the full
retention of the historic building. | wanted to ask, what was the cost of removal and did you
consider that and also consider the drastic reduction in space?

Response A-1

The eight-volume Campus Plan 2002 presents in detail the proposed removal of certain
buildings and structures, including Building C, as well as the proposed construction of new
buildings and landscape improvements together with the associated costs. Section Il., Project
Description, of the Draft EIR presents the proposed physical changes associated with the 5-year
plan.

Section 15131(b) of the Cdifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
requires that an EIR explain the reason for determining that the effect is significant where
economic or socid effects have been used to determine that a physical change is significant. The
cost of demolition would be considered an economic effect. Economic effects were not used to
determine the significant effects of the Project on Building C. Rather, Building C's potentia
value as a local historic resource was used to determine the significant effects of the Project on
Building C. Accordingly, the cost of demolition need not be explained within the Draft EIR.*

Building C consists of approximately 35,728 gross square feet (GSF) of building space.
The Project would remove Buildings C, E, M, N, R, PTA, and Apffel’s Coffee Company,
totaling approximately 167,994 GSF, of which an estimated 97,701 GSF is currently a part of the
College's inventory of instructional and support space. Proposed new construction would add
about 181,366 GSF of building space, consisting of the North Building (57,765 GSF), South
Building (68,950 GSF), additions to existing Buildings D, H, K, and L (40,651 GSF), and
construction of a new Child Development Center (14,000 GSF). The existing campus provides
about 779,400 GSF of building space. Overall, the proposed Project would increase the building
space on campus to 850,000, resulting in anet increase of approximately 70,600 square.

! CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(b) states “ ...Where an EIR uses economic or social effects to determine that a
physical change is significant, the EIR shall explain the reason for determining that the effect is significant.”
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I1. Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR

Comment A-2

| understand there is a need for open space, but this building, just taking it out, it doesn’'t
seem -- even though the need for open space, it's basically a working building and it seems that
taxpayers money is being spent to remove a functional building that might even have historical
valueto it isjust being taken out. | understand there's other space being created elsewhere, and |
wanted to know what the cost of that was in relation to the total amount of money spent on all
these projects, different projects?

Response A-2

The Project-Specific Objectives include the desire to “increase landscaped areas, open
space and recreational areas to 55 percent ...” (Draft EIR page 25). The proposed Project would
achieve this objective by removing certain buildings, thereby increasing open space from
355,316 SF (30 percent) to 682,344 SF (55 percent). The buildings proposed for removal are
generdly “buildings that contribute minimal instructional and office space to the campus
inventory yet consume a lot of its available land.”> Remova of Building C and the adjacent
Building E would open the core of the north campus for creation of the North Quad. The
proposed North Quad would shape a part of the tranquil space around which college life would
center, and provide the means to reinforce campus and community connectivity by creating a
physical and visua opening to the South Campus.

Although Building C is currently occupied with classrooms and computer [aboratories, it
is inefficient and underutilized due to its configuration and infrastructure (mechanical, electrical,
plumbing, and data systems). Although the College considered renovation of Building C, it
ultimately determined removal of the building necessary for the following reasons:

Building C has serious deficient structural, mechanical, eectrical, and plumbing
systems and therefore the cost-benefit ratio of its remodel to provide useful
instructional and support space for the College was deemed too high.

In consideration of the life-cycle costs, operations and maintenance costs of Building
C were deemed an unnecessary burden on the College in relation to its operational
benefits. Specificaly, Building C offers low quality space with high maintenance and
operations costs.

The anticipated long-term operations and maintenance cost-savings associated with
removal of Building C would be invested in the creation of state-of-the-art
instructional and/support facilities in a more efficient, sustainable arrangement with

2 Los Angeles Trade Technical College, Campus Plan 2002, Appendix |, pagei.
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I1. Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR

better life-cycle costs performance over time and in a more beneficial location on
campus.

One-story Building C was constructed in 1936, when the density and intensity of land
development within the downtown area of Los Angeles was considerably lower than
that of the existing urban setting. In 2003, a one-story building in downtown Los
Angeles, where (i) there are many buildings of eight stories and more and (ii) real
estate is expensive, would be considered an inefficient and costly use of a limited and
valuable resource¥sland. For the College, Building C represents an inefficient and
costly use of land.

Given its proximity to four surrounding buildings, the position of Building C within
the overall campus is detrimental to the quality of the educational environment such
that the campus environment, whose purpose is to support the educational mission of
the College, suffers.

Recognizing its limited real estate holdings and the scarce availability of real estate
adjacent to the existing campus, the College considers an increase in the intensity of
its building space (floor area ratio) the most reasonable, practicable solution to
meeting its Project objectives. In order to create and preserve an acceptable college
campus environment, an increase in open space must accompany the increase of
intensity; hence the overriding priority of creating meaningful, generous open spaces
in locations beneficia to the larger campus community, specificaly, the Building C

site.
Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
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I1. Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR

STATEMENT BY MS. MARY CATLIN

Comment B

| notice the public hearing was scheduled for an evening. Is it possible that the public
hearing, maybe one, can be held during the daytime while students are on campus?

Response B

In accordance with the Los Angeles Community College District Regulation B-24, the
College must conduct two public hearings during the public review period for the Draft EIR. In
order to facilitate the broadest possible participation, both hearings were held toward the end of
the day, beginning at 6:00 P.M. and ending at 8:00 P.M. The meeting announcements were
published within the Los Angeles Times and La Opinion newspapers, and posted at locations on
the campus and on the College's official website. Meeting announcements were also sent by
direct mail to residents and businesses within 1,000 feet of the College campus. This method of
public outreach is consistent with District Regulation B-24.

To date, the District and College have conducted 14 meetings on the proposed Campus
Plan 2002, three of which were specifically on the Draft EIR. The meeting dates and forums
include:

October 15, 2001, Planning Advisory Committee
October 22, 2001, Town Hall Meeting

December 17, 2001, Presentation at the Garden Room
January 22, 2002, Oversight Committee

February 11, 2002, Planning Advisory Committee
March 11, 2002, Oversight Committee

March 20, 2002, Town Hall Meeting

July 23, 2002, Grand Theater

March 26, 2003, Board of Trustees

March 26, 2003, OINC Committee

May 15, 2003, Draft EIR Public Hearing

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003
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I1. Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR

May 28, 2003, Board of Trustees
May 28, 2003, OINC Committee

June 12, 2003, Draft EIR Public Hearing
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I1. Comments Received During the Public Hearings on the Draft EIR

PUBLIC HEARING ON JUNE 12, 2003

The second public hearing was held on June 12, 2003. Representatives of the Los
Angeles Trade-Technical College and the Project Team were in attendance, including:

Mary Ann Breckell
Maria Carvga

Dr. Daniel Castro
James Favaro
Jerry Hostalek
Ron Johnson
Hector Semiden

Patricia Shoemaker

No other persons were in attendance and no comments were offered (received) during the
public hearing held on June 12, 2003. A transcript of the proceedings is provided in Appendix
A.
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FROM ACG + AVA TO 9194397537002

Letter 1
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse

June 23,2003

Mary Ann Breckell

Los Angeles Community College District
400 Wesgt Washington Blvd

Building A, Room A-108

Los Angeles, CA 90015

Subject: Los Angeles Trade-Technical College (LATTC) Campus Plan 2002
- SCH#: 2003031103

Dear Mary Ann Breckell:

P.02

(2

Tal Finney
Itterim Director

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The

teview period closed on June 20, 2003, and 1o state agencies submitted comments by that date. This letter ;
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant to the Califorpia Environmental Quality Act.

Pleage call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the

1.1

environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

Lpet—

Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

e ACG & AVA

ngeles Community Gol lage District
Proposition A Bond Program

JUN 2 7 2003
DOQCUMENT CONTROL

1400 TENTH STREET P.O, BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
(916)845-0613 FAX(916)323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

-2
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JUN-Z7-2003

11:22

TO 919497587002 P.

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

FROM ACG + AVA 03

SCH# 2003031103
Project Title Los Angeles Trade-Technical College (LATTC) Campus Plan 2002
Lead Agency Los Angeles Community College District
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description Campus Plan 2002 is a 5-ysar master plan that identifies specific construction, demaolition, renovation
and other faciiity Improvements, resulting in a net gain of 70,000 squate feet of building space and
1,100 parking spaces. Several buildings would be removed; open space would be recenfigured and
expanded; two five-story classroom buildings and a new child development center would be built; two
lavels of subterranean parking and a six-lovel garage would be developed; and the remaining buildings
would be renovated, madernlzed and expanded. The Project would accommodate an anticlpated
increase in enrcliment from a current level of approximately. 15,000 to a future level of approximately
21,300.
LLead Agency Contact:
Name Mary Ann Breckell
Agency l.os Angeles Community Coliege District
- Phone  213-763-7040 ' Fax
emall -
Address . 400 West Washington Blvd
Building A, Room A-108
City Loz Angeles State CA  Zip 90015
Project Location
County Los Angeles
" CHy Los Angeles, City of
Region
Cross Streets  Grand Ave., Washington Bivd., Flower St., 23rd St.
Parcel No. .
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
'Highways 110, 1-10
Airports
" Rallways - MTA Metro Rall
Waterways
Schools LAUSD School )
Land Use Land Usa-College Campus;
Zoning-Multi-tamily Residential, Commercial, and Industrial
Plan Designation-Institutional
Project Issues  Archaeologic-Historic; Noise; Traffic/Circulation; Growih Inducing; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Depariment of Gonservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region S; Office of
Agencles Historic Preservation; Depattment of Parks and Recreation; Callfornia Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
District 7; Integrated Waste Management Board; Reglonal Water Quality Control Board, Region 4;
Depariment of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities
Commiasion
Date Recelved 05/07/2003 Stert of Review 05/07/2003 End of Revlew 06/20/2003

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead asenov.
TOTAL P.03




Letter 2

é@ﬁ%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA £ *
- Governor’s Office of Planning and Research ‘a ;
' State Clearinghouse e
Gray Davis Tal Finney
Governor ) Interim Director
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT
DATE: May 9, 2003 -
"TO: Mary Ann Breckell
' - Los Angeles Community College District
400 West Washington Blvd
Building A, Room A-108
Los Angeles, CA 90015
RE: . Los Angeles Trade-Technical College (LATTC) Campus Plan 2002

SCH#: 2003031103

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

Review Start Date: May 7, 2003
Review End Date: June 20, 2003

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and depértments:

California Highway Patrol
Caltrans, District 7
Department of Conservation ‘ o 21
Department of Fish and Game, Region 5
Department of Parks and Recreation

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Integrated Waste Management Board

Native American Heritage Commission

Office of Historic Preservation

Public Utilities Commission

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4
Resources Agency

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any state agency comments to your
attention on the date following the close of the review period.

Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process. ACG& AV A

Los Angeles Community College District
~ Proposition A Bond Program

MAY 2 0 2003
DOCUMENT CONTROL

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

Main Office
818 West Seventh Street

12th Floor
Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

t (213) 236-1800
f (213) 236-1825

WWW.5Cag.ca.gov

Officers: President. Councilmember Hal
Bernson, Los Angeles * First Vice President:
Mayor Bev Perry, Brea * Second Vice President:
Supervisor Charles Smith, Orange County

Imperial County: Hank Kuiper, Imperial
County « Jo Shields, Brawley

Los Angeles County: Yvonne Brathwaite Burke,
Los Angeles County ¢ Zev Yaroslavsky, Los
Angeles County * Melanie Andrews, Compton *
Harry Baldwin, San Gabriel * Bruce Barrows,
Cerritos » George Bass, Bell » Hal Bernson, Los
Angeles * Ken Blackwood, Lomita * Robert
Bruesch, Rosemead * Gene Daniels, Paramount *
Mike Dispenza, Palmdale » Judy Dunlap,
Inglewood * Ruth Galanter, Los Angeles * Eric
Garcetti, Los Angeles * Wendy Greuel, Los
Angeles  James Hahn, Los Angeles * Janice
Hahn, Los Angeles « Nate Holden, Los Angeles «
Sandra Jacobs, H Segundo * Tom LaBonge, Los
Angeles * Bonnie Lowenthal, Long Beach ¢ Keith
McCarthy, Downey + Cindy Miscikowski, Los
Angeles ¢+ Pam O'Connor, Santa Monica * Nick
Pacheco, Los Angeles + Alex Padilia, Los Angeles
* Jan Perry, Los Angeles * Beawice Proo, Pico
Rivera * Ed Reyes, Los Angeles * Karen
Rosenthal, Claremont + Dick Stanford, Azusa *
Tom Sykes, Wainut * Paul Tatbot, Alhambra *
Sidney Tyler, Jr., Pasadena * Tonia Reyes Uranga,
Long Beach « Dennis Washburn, Calabasas « jack
Weiss, Los Angeles + Bob Yousefian, Glendale
Dennis P Zine, Los Angeles

©Orange County: Charles Smith, Orange County
* Ron Bates, Los Alamitos * Art Brown, Buena
Park * Lou Bone, Tustin * Debbie Cook,
Huntington Beach + Cathryn DeYoung, Laguna
Niguel « Richard Dixon, Lake Forest « Alta Duke,
1a Palma ¢ Shitley McCracken, Anaheim * Bev
Perry, Brea * Tod Ridgeway, Newport Beach

Riverside County: Bob Buster, Riverside County
= Ron Loveridge, Riverside  Jeff Miller, Corona *
Greg Pettis, Cathedral City ¢ Ron Roberts,
Temecula * Charles White, Moreno Valley

San Bermardino County: Paul Biane, San
Bernardino County * Bill Alexander, Rancho
Cucamonga * Lawrence Dale, Barstow * Lee Ann
Garcia, Grand Terrace * Susan Longville, San
Bernardino + Gary Ovitt, Ontario * Deborah
Robertson, Rialte

Ventura County: judy Mikels, Ventura County «
Glen Becerra, Simi Valley * Carl Morehouse, San
Buenaventura * Toni Young, Port Hueneme
Riverside County Transportation Commission:
Robin Lowe, Hemet

Yeutura County 'lhnsbomtio’n Commission:
Bill Davis, Simi Valley

@ Printed on Recycled Paper §59-3/6/0%
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May 21, 2003 DGCUMENT CONi:.

Ms: Mary Ann Breckell

Vice President, Administration

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College

400 W. Washington Blvd., Bldg. A, Room A-108
Los Angeles, CA 90015

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. | 20030262 Los Angeles Trade-
"Technical College Campus Plan 2002

Thank you for submitting the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College
Campus Plan 2002 for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse
for regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local
plans, projects and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on
SCAG'’s responsibilities as a regional planning organization pursuant to state
and federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is
intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that
contribute to the attainment of regional goals and poiicies.

We have reviewed the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College Campus

-Plan 2002, and have determined that the proposed Project is not regionally

significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the
proposed Project does not warrant comments at this time. Should there be a
change in the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate the
opportunity to review and comment at that time.

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG’s May 1-15,
2003 Intergovemmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and

P
RO
NASM I NST G

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG conceming this Project. Correspondence should
be sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Senior Regional Planner
Intergovernmental Review

3.1
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JUN-19-2008 15:25 FROM ACG + AVA

Letter 4 TO 919497537002 P.0O3
CiTY OF LOS ANGELES
CALIFORNIA OEPARTMENT OF

WAYNE K. TANDA

TRANSPORTATION
QENERAL MAKAGER

224 N.FIGUERDA 8T, GUITE 500
LOB ANGELGE, CA 508012
{213) 580-1 17
BAX {213) 630, 1184

Los A A'.CCOG 8 l-k\'IAD

. R0S Angeles ity College District

JAMEMSA:-%:‘ ANN l"l'm:oai’tic:ul111 rgug‘oiado;rgogram
JUN 19 2003

DOCUMENT CONTROL

Grand Ave & Washington Bl

June 18, 2003

Mary Ann Breckell

Vice President, Administration

Los Angeies Trade-Technical College

400 W. Washington Boulevard, Building A, Room A-108
" Los Angeies, CA 90015

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR THE LOS ANGELES
TRADE TECHNICAL COLLEGE LOCATED ON THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF
GRAND AVENUE AND WASHINGTON BOULEVARD

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the DEIR prepared by PCR
Seivices Corporation, dated May 2003, and supporting traffic study prepared by traffic
cansuitant, KAKU Associates, for the proposed Los Angeles Trade Technical College
project jocated on the scuthwest comer Grand Avenue and Washington Boulevard. The
project is located on the block bounded by Washington Boulevard on the north, 23
Street on the south, Grand Avenue on the east, and Flower Street on the west. The
study analyzed fifteen intersections and determined that six of the fifteen study
intersections would be significantly impacied by project related traffic. The DEIR does not
Include data as to the adequacy of the proposed parking structure to meet the campus
needs. Since there may be parking impacts of the proposed expansion plan, this
oversight may affect the adequacy of the DEIR. Except as noted, the DEIR adequately
evaluated the project’s traffic impacts on the surrounding community.

AN EQUAL £MPLOYMENT OPFORTUNITY = AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER Rocronesy e maa t: recyed vste &
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JUN-19-2003_ 15:25  FROM _ACG + AVA TO 919437537002

Mary Ann Breckell 2 June 18, 2003

PROJECT DESCRIPYION

The proposed project is a five-year master plan, which includes the removal of some
existing facilities, new building construction, rencvations and additions to existing
buildings, new landscape and open space construction, and other madification to the
campus. The project would increase the total building gross square feet (GSF) on the
campus from 780,000 GSF to 850,600 GSF and increase the open space from 355,316
square feet (SF) to 682,344 SF. The improvements are designed to accommodate an
increase of student enroliment from 15,000 to 21,300 students. In addition, a 700 space
sublerranean parking lot is proposed on campus below the track and field and a 400
space, six level, parking structure is proposed on the east side of Grand Avenue. The
build out year is expected to be In 2007. The project will have some significant street
changes including the street vacation of 21* Street, 22 Street; Hope Street, and the
'~ realignment of 23" Street. . ,

The project will result in & net increase of 463 AM peak hour trips and 842 PM peak hour
trips.

SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS

The proposed project will have a significant traffic impact at the following intersections:
Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB Ramps/17" Street

Grand Avenue and Washington Boulevard .‘

Grand Avenue and 22™ Street

Grand Avenue and 23" Street

Adams Boulevard and Harbor Freeway NB Off-Ramps

@ o » X N S

Adams Boulevard and Grand Avenue

MITIGATION MEASURES

Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB Ramps/17™ Street

The proposed mitigation to restripe the westbound approach to provide an additional
through lane is not acceptable to LADOT.

4.2



i.lopez

i.lopez
4.2


JUN-19-2008 15:25 FROM ACG + AVA TO 919497537002

Mary Ann Breckell 3 June 18, 2003
Grand Avenue and Washipgton Boulevard

LADOT concurs that no physical or operational mitigation measure was feasible at this
intersection.

LADOT has no objection to the street vacation of the west leg of this intersection. This will
become the main entrance for the campus. If the installation of the naw traffic signal is
found to be warranted by LADOT in the next flve years, then all cosl for the design and

instgliation of the new traffic signal would be the responsibility of the Los Angsles Trade-
- Technical College, ,

- Grand Avenue and 23" Street

LADOT has no objection t¢ the proposed ra-ahgnment of the west leg of 23“’ Street and the
instaliation of an eastbound left turn only lane. 23" Street is currently a jogged intersection
st Grand Avenue and the realignment will simplify the mtersectmn However, due to
proximity of the proposed driveway serving the proposed 23™ Street parking structure, Las
Angeles Trade-Technical College must dedicate additional right-of-way beyond the street

standards to provide for a westbound right-tum-only lane to the subterranean parking
structure.

Ada ' ' 2

The proposed mitigation to provide a right-turn only lane on the “mixed Tlow” portion of the
northbound Harbor Freeway off-ramp is acceptable to LADOT. However, the freeway ramp
is under the jurisdiction of the Califomia Department of Transporistion (Caltrang), The

developer should contact Caltrans to coordinate the proposed improvements at the freaway
ramp.

s Boul nd Avenu

LADOT concurs that no physical or opérational mitigation measure was feasible at this
intersection.

Unless otherwise specified, the proposed mitigation measures and improvements shall be
implemented through the Bureau of Engineering's (BOE’s) B-Permit process and Caltrans
encroachment permit process. Construction of the improvements to the satisfaction of
LADOT, BOE, and Caltrans must be Completed before issuance of any certificate of
occupancy. Should any improvement not receive required approval, the City may substitute
an alternative measure of an equivalent cost and effectiveness. Prior to setting the bond
amount, BOE shall require that the developer's engineer or contractor contact LADOT B-

Permit Coordinator, telephane (213) 580-5336, to arrange a pre-design meetmg {o finalize
the proposed design needed for the project.
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Mary Ann Breckell - 4 June 18, 2003
COMMENT

Grand Avenue and 21* Street, 22™ Street, and Hope Street

LADOT has no objection to the street vacation of 21* Street, 22™ Street, and Hope Street, 4.9
which are local streets.

HIGHWAY DEDIGATION AND STREET WIDENING REQUIREMENTS

23"™ Street Is classified as a Collector Street, which requires a 22-foot haif-width roadway on
a 32-foot half-width right-of-way. The voluntary reailgnment of 23" Street will require
additional right-of-way to mitigate impacts at the 23™ Street garage entrance.

Flower Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which require; a 35-foot hatf-Width
roadway on a 45-foot half-width right-of-way.

Grand Avenue is classified 85 a Major Class |l Highway, which requires a 40-foot haif-width
roadway on a 52-foot half-width right-of-way. Grand Avenue is currently improved fo a 28- 4.10
foot half-width roadway on a 40-foot half-width right-of~way. DOT recommends a 12-foot
dedication and widening along the project frontage to accommodate left tum channelization
into the expanded campus.

Washington Boulevard is classified as a Major Class I Highway, which requires a 40-foot‘
half-width roadway on & 52-foot half-width right-of-way.

it appears that additional highway dedication may be required for etreets fronting the
proposed project. The developer must check with the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Land
Development Group to determine the highway dadncation street widening and sidewalk
requirements for the project.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted ta DOT for
review and approval prior to the start of any construction work, The plan should show the 4.11
location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation,

protective devices, warning signs and access o abutting propetties. DOT aiso recommends
that all construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours,

DRIVEWAY ACCESS

The review of this study does not canstitute approval of the driveway access and ciroulation 4.12
scheme. Those require separate review and approval and should be coardinated as soon
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as possible with DOT's Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 N. Figueroa Styeet, 4 412
Floar, Station 25) to avoid delays in the building permit approval process. All driveways :
should be Case 2 driveways and 30 feet wide.

If you have any questions. please contact Ed Chow of my staff (213) 240-3074.

Sincerely, - '

Allyn D. Rifkjs? Principal Transportation Engineer

Department of Transportation

cc.  Coungcil District No. 9
Kaku Associates
Steve Buswell, Caltrans
Cantral District, LADOT
Design Division, LADOT
Offstreet Parking Division, LADOT
Citywide Planning Coordination Section, LADOT
Land Development Group, BOE
Community Redevelopment Agency

LettarsiA_TradeTech_Colloge.doc

TOTAL P.O7
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Letter XX

CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF FIRE

MMISSIO CALIFORNIA
FIRE COMMISSIONERS 200 NORTH MAIN STREET
; LOS ANGELES, CA 80012

WILLIAM R. BAMATTRE

JAY H. GRODIN
CORT:/?SILT;NRTCON FIRE CHIEF
VICE PRESIDENT FA§(2;1(:;)13)8?4-36£3247
ROLAND COLEMAN bitpffonnwlald.org
LOUISE L. FRANKEL , T
\ AMES K. :
TYRONTEEMAN W EN?A \’((o EAHN - AICCG & ACYAD
) nge it istrict
_ RAQUEL JAREL Proposition A Bond Program.
APR 1 6 2003
April 11, 2003 DOCUMENT CONTROL
Los Angeles Trade-Technical Community College
400 W. Washington Bivd., Bldg. A, Room A108
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Attn: Mary Ann Brekell j E
Vice President, Administration = A
| 85 3 3
: . T A2
Subject: COLLEGE CAMPUS PLAN 2002 \ i O ::;
SE 3 o«
PROJECT LOCATION °F 2 =
o
oy M
)

The Projéct is located on the existing campus of the Los Angeles Trade-Teqéhiqg
College and on the adjoining property at 2115 S. Grand Avenue. The existifig ceémpus

is in the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, and is generally bounded by
Washington Boulevard on the north; Flower Street on the west; 23" Street on the south

and Olive Street on the east.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College Campus Plan 2002 is a 5-year master plan that
identifies specific construction, demolition, renovation and other facility improvements to
be achieved using the funds allocated by Proposition A. The Project would accommodate
an anticipated increase in enroliment from a current level of approximately 15,000
students to a future level of approximately 21,300 students. The Project would result in a
net gain of 70,000 square feet of building space and 1,100 parking spaces. Several
existing buildings would be removed; the remaining buildings would be renovated and
expanded; two five-story classroom buildings and a new child development center would
be added; campus open space would be reconfigured and expanded; and two levels of
subterranean parking and a six-level parking garage would be developed.

A. Fire Flow

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire-flow,
response distance from existing fire stations, and this Department’s judgment
for needs in the area. In general, the required fire-flow is closely related to
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

- Main Office
818 West Seventh Street

. 12th Flsor
Los Angeles, California

90017-3435

t (213) 236-1800
f (213) 236-1825

www.scag.ca.gov

Officers: President: Councilmember Hal
Bernson, Los Angeles + First Vice President:
Mayor Bev Perry, Brea * Second Vice Fresident:
Supervisor Charles Smith, Orange-County

Imperial ‘County: Hank Kuiper, Imperial
County = Jo Shields, Brawley

Los Angeles County: Yvonne Brathwaite Burke,
Los Angeles County * Zev Yayoslavsky, Los
Angeles County = Melanie Andrews, Compton *
Harry Baldwin, San Gabriel « Bruce Barrows,

_ Cerritos * George Bass, Bell » Hal Bernson, Los

Angeles » Ken Blackwood, Lomita « Robert
Bruesch, Rosemead « Gene Daniels, Paramount *
Mike Dispenza, -Palindale « Judy Dunlap,
Inglewood * Ruth Galanter, Los Angeles ¢ Eric
Garcetti, Los Angeles * Wendy Greuel, los
Angeles ¢ James Hahn, Los Angeles ¢ Janice
Hahn, Los Angeles « Nate Holden, Los Angeles «

- Sandrs Jacobs, Bl Segundo * Tom LaBonge, Los

Angeles « Bonnie Lowenthal, Long Beach * Keith
McCarthy, Downey + Cindy Miscikowski, Los
Angeles + Pam O'Connor. Santa Monica ¢ Nick
Pacheco, Los Angeles « Alex Padilla, Los Angeles
= Jan Perry. Los Angeiés * Beatrice Proo, Pico
Rivera * Ed Reyes, Los Angeles ¢ Karen
Rosenthal, Claremont * Dick Stanford, Azusa =
Tom Sykes, Walnur « Paul Talbet, Alhambra *
Sidney Tyler, Jr., Pasadena * Tonia Reyes Uranga,
Long Beach * Dennis Washburn, Calabasas * Jack
Weiss, Los Angeles ¢ Bob Yousefian, Glendale «
Dennis P Zine, Los Angeles

Orange County: Charles Smith, Orange County
« Ron Bates, Los Alamitos * Art Brown, Buena
Park * Lou Bone, Tustin * Debbie Cook,
Huntington Beach ¢ Catiryn DeYoung, Laguna
Niguel * Richard Dixon, Lake Forest « Alta Duke,
La Palma ¢ Shirley McCracken, Anaheim * Bev
Perry, Brea » Tod Ridgeway, Newport Beach

Riverside County: Bob Buster, Riverside County
« Ron Loveridge, Riverside » Jeff Miller, Corona ¢
Greg Pettis, Cathedral City ¢ Ron Roberts.
Temecula = Charles White, Moreno Valley

San Bernardino County: Paul Biane, San
Bernardino County * Bill Alexander, Rancho
Cucamonga ¢ Lawrence Dale, Barstow * Lee Ann

. Garcia. Grand Terrace * Susan Longville, San

Bernardino ¢ Gary Ovitt; Ontario * Deborah
Robertson, Rialto
Ventura County: Judy Mikels, Ventura County *

Glen Becerra, Simi Valley » Carl Morehouse, San
Buenaventura * Toni Young, Port Hueneme

ide County Transp ion C
Robin Lowe, Hemert

County Tr: ion C

P

Bill Davis, Simi Valley

€® Prinied on Recycied Paper 569-3/6/03

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. -

. Letter XX

o5 o
R, <

%%/ %’//

ACG&AVA %, 77/
Los Angeles Community Collese District 4’) ,95’
Proposition A Bond Fragram (‘?,/274»}0 ‘?‘
APR 14 2003 GO

April 9, 2003 /(%\

DOCUMENT CONTROL

Ms. Mary Ann Breckell

Vice President, Administration

Los Angeles Trade-Technical Community College
400 W. Washington Blvd. A, Room A-108

Los Angeles, CA 90015

: I 20030178 Los Angeles Trade-
Technical Coliege Campus Plan 2002

Déar Ms. Breckell:

Thank you for submitting the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College
Campus Plan 2002 or review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans,
projects and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG’s

_responsibilities as a regional planning organization pursuant to state and

federal laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is
intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that
contribute to the attainment of regicnai goals and policies.

We have reviewed the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College Campus
Plan 2002, and have determined that the proposed Project is not regionally
significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the
proposed Project does not warrant comments at this time. Should there be a
change in the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate the
opportunity to review and comment at that time.

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG's March ‘16-31,
2003 Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and
comment. .

The project tite and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all
correspondence with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should
be sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

. SMITH, AICP

Senior Reégional Planner
intergovernmental Review

Sincerely,
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April 11, 2003

Page 2

land use. The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies with the
type of development, life hazard, occupancy, and the degree of fire hazard.

Fire-flow requirements will vary from 2,000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) in low
Density Residential areas to 12,000 GPM. In high-density commercial or
industrial areas. A minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square
inch (P.S.1.) is to remain in the water system, with the required gallons per
minute flowing. The required fire-flow for this project has been set at 4,000

- G.P.M. from four fire hydrants flowing simultaneously.

. Response Distance

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for
initial response into the area of the proposed development:

Fire Station No. 10

1335 S. Olive Street

Los Angeles, CA ,
Task Force Truck and Engine Company
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance

EMT Rescue Ambulance

Staff — 14

Miles — 0.6

Fire Station No. 15

915 S. Jefferson Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Task Force Truck and Engine Company
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance

EMT Rescue Ambulance

Staff — 14

Miles-1.4

Fire Station No. 9

430 E. 7th Street

Los Angeles, CA 90014

Task Force Truck and Engine Company
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance
Battalion 1 Headquarters

Staff — 13

Miles - 1.8

The above distances were computed to 400 W. Washington Blvd.
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C. Firefighting Access, Apparatus, and Personnel.

Based on these criteria (response distance from existing fire stations), fire
protection would be considered adequate.

Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required.
Their number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's
review of the plot plan. - SRR S e

Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department
approval.

Standard cut-corners will be used on all turns.

During demolition, the Fire Department access will remain clear and
unobstructed.

Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or
where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet
in width. :

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire
Department apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be
35 feet. An additional six feet of clear space must be maintained beyond the
outside radius to a vertical point 13 feet 6 inches above the paved surface of
the roadway. .

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated
fire lane.

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire
Department apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet.

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required.

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings
exceed 28 feet in height.

Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road level surface of the
subterranean parking structure, that structure shall be engineered to
withstand a bearing pressure of 8,600 pounds per square foot.
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CONCLUSION

The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as
well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General Plan of the City of
Los Angeles C.P.C. 19708).

For additional lnformatlon please contact Inspector Mlchael Theule of the
- Construction Serv:ces Unit at (213) 482-6509

WILLIAM R. BAMATTRE
Fire Chief

Alfred B. ant Fire Marshal
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety

ABH:MT:gm

c:College Campus Plan 2002
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LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT M. CarDacpas

WILLIAM J. BRATTON P.0O. Box 30158

Chief of Police Los Angeles, Calif. 90030
Telephone: (213) 485-4101
TDD: (877)275-5273

Ref#: 1.1.2
samesk nann ACG&AVA .
Mayor 0 Angeles Community College District &5 ¢
April 10, 2003 Proposition A Bond Program ‘__% = 2‘}“
APR162003 = 7 o
o2 = o
Ms. Mary Ann Breckell DOCUMENT CONTROL 22 2 %
Vice President, Administration = o O
Los Angeles Trade-Technical Community College M in
400 West Washington Boulevard, Bldg. A, Room A-108 s W
Los Angeles, California 90015 :

Dear Ms. Breckell:

PROJECT TITLE: LOS ANGELES TRADE TECHNICAL COLLEGE

The proposed project involves the Los Angeles Police Department’s (LAPD) Newton Area.
Enclosed are Area and individual Reporting District population, average crime rate per thousand
persons, predominant crimes, response time to emergency calls for service, and Area personnel
statistics and information. The Department’s response is based on information received from the

Area in which the project is located, LAPD’s Information Technology Division, and input from
Crime Prevention Unit (CPU) personnel.

In review of this project it is noted that the time span for completion of this development would
transpire over a 5-year period. With the added increase of approximately 63,000 students from
the current level of approximately 15,000 students, it is determined that a project of this size
would have a moderate impact on police services in Newton Area. Also, appropriate security
measures should be practiced during the construction phase of this project. The LAPD’s
Community Relations Section, CPU, is available to advise you on crime prevention features

appropriate to the design of the property involved. The LAPD strongly recommends that
developers contact CPU personnel to discuss these features.

Upon completion of the project, you are encouraged to provide the Newton Area commanding

officer with a diagram of each portion of the property. The diagram should include access routes
and any additional information that might facilitate police response.

Questions regarding this response should be referred to Sergeant John Amendola, Community
Relations Section, at (213) 485-4101.

Very truly yours,
WILLIAM J. BRATTON

Chief of Police
’ D R, Lidutenant
ffi

cer in Charge
Community Relations Section

_Office of the Chief of Police ‘ F | l E
/ Enclosures |

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
www.LAPDOnline.org
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NEWTON AREA

The Los Angeles Trade Technical College project is located in Newton Area, in Reporting
District (RD) 1321. The Newton Area covers 9.79 square miles and the station is located at
3400 S. Central Avenue, Los Angeles, California 90011, (323) 846-6547.

The service boundaries of Newton Area are as follows: Washington Boulevard, Maple Avenue,
oth Street, San Pedro Street, and 7 Street to the north; Florence Avenue to the south; the Harbor
Freeway (110) to the west; and the Los Angeles River to the east.

The boundaries for RD 1321 are as follows: Washington Boulevard to the north; Figueroa Street
to the west; Adams Boulevard to the south; and Maple Avenue to the east.

The average response time to emergency calls for service in Newton Area during 2002 was

9.5 minutes. The Citywide average during 2002 was 10.2 minutes. There are approximately

269 sworn officers and 22 civilian support staff deployed over three watches at Newton Area.

There were 65 crimes per 1000 persons in Newton Area in 2002. Individual RD crime statistics,
population and crimes per 1000 persons are listed on the attached RD information sheet. The

predominant crimes in Newton Area are aggravated assaults, burglary from vehicles, and vehicle
thefts.

Prepared by:
Crime Prevention Unit
Community Relations Section




LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT
CRIMES BY REPORTING DISTRICT OF OCCURRENCE

PROJECT NAME: LOS ANGELES TRADE TECHNICAL COLLEGE

TYPE OF CRIME RD * 1321 NEWTON AREA CITYWIDE
Burglary from Business 44 407 5,407
Burglary from Residence 7 © 493 15,155
Burglary Other ‘ 4 206 4,758
Street Robbery 31 893 11,259
Other Robbery 10 294 5,998
Murder 0 46 655
Rape 3 68 1,400
Aggravated Assault 29 1,993 32,491
Burglary from Vehicle 81 1,388 29,135
Theft from Vehicle 20 762 13,467
Grand Theft 10 502 12,408
Theft from Person 2 71 1,006
Purse Snatch 1 22 348
Other Theft ’ 19 609 22,890
Bicycle Theft 0 8 306
Vehicle Theft 112 2,057 34,123
Bunco 0 2 133
TOTAL 373 ; 9,821 190,939
CRIMES PER 1000 PERSONS
REPORTING CRIMES |/ | POPULATION X 1000 CRIMES PER 1000
DISTRICT PERSONS
NEWTON 9,821 / 150,734 65/1000
CITYWIDE 190,939 / 3,865,000 49/1000

* All statistical information is based on 2002 Los Angeles Police Department
Selected Crimes and Attempts by Reporting District from the Police Arrest and
Crime Management Information System 2 report.
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V. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

LETTERNO. 1

Date Received: May 20, 2003

State of Cdifornia

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

RE: LosAngeles Trade-Technical College (LATTC) Campus Plan 2002 SCH#: 2003031103

Comment 1.1

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is:

Review Start Date:  May 7, 2003
Review End Date: June 20, 2003

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments:

California Highway Patrol

Caltrans, District 7

Department of Conservation

Department of Fish and Game, Region 5
Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Integrated Waste Management Board
Native American Heritage Commission
Office of Historic Preservation

Public Utilities Commission

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4
Resources Agency

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any state agency comments to your
attention on the date following the close of the review period.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003

Page 21



IV. Response to Comments

Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process.

Response 1.1

This comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse of the Governor’'s Office of
Planning and Research received the Draft EIR. Since this comment is not directed at the
adequacy or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003

Page 22



IV. Response to Comments

LETTER NO. 2

Date Receaived: June 27, 2003

Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse
State of Cdlifornia

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Subject: Los Angeles Trade Technical College (LATTC) Campus Plan 2002
SCH#: 2003031103

Comment 2.1

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above-named Draft EIR to selected state agencies
for review. The review period closed on June 20, 2003, and no state agencies submitted
comments by that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmenta documents, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Please cal the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions
regarding the environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named
project, please refer to the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Response 2.1

This comment indicates that the State Clearinghouse of the Governor’'s Office of
Planning and Research submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review and that no
state agencies submitted comments by the date the review period closed (June 20, 2003).
Furthermore, the comment acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, have been
met.

Since this comment is not directed at the adequacy or conclusions in the Draft EIR, no
further response is required.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003

Page 23



IV. Response to Comments

LETTER NO. 3

Date Received: May 30, 2003

Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP

Senior Regional Planner Intergovernmental Review

Southern California Association of Governments, Main Office
818 West Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, Cdifornia 90017-3435

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse No. 1 20030262 L os Angles Trade-Technical College Campus
Plan 2002

Comment 3.1

Thank you for submitting the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College Campus Plan 2002
for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionaly significant projects, SCAG
reviews the consistency of local plans, projects and programs with regiona plans. This activity
is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a regiona planning organization pursuant to state and
federa laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local
agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of regiona goals
and policies.

We have reviewed the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College Campus Plan 2002, and
have determined that the proposed Project is not regionaly significant per SCAG
Intergovernmental Review (IGR) Criteria and Caifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines (Section 15206). Therefore, the proposed Project does not warrant comments at this
time. Should there be a change in the scope of the proposed Project, we would appreciate the
opportunity to review and comment at that time.

A description of the proposed Project was published in SCAG's May 1-15, 2003
Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment.

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in al correspondence
with SCAG concerning this Project. Correspondence should be sent to the attention of the
Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867.
Thank you.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003
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IV. Response to Comments

Response 3.1

This comment indicates SCAG’ s determination that the proposed Project is not regionally
sgnificant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review Criteria and CEQA Guidelines (Section
15206), and based on that determination has no comments to offer at this time. SCAG requests
the opportunity to review and comment should there be a change in the scope of the proposed
Project.

Comment 3.1 is noted. Since the comment is not directed at the adequacy or conclusions
in the Draft EIR, no further response is required.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003

Page 25



IV. Response to Comments

LETTER NO. 4

Date Received: June 18, 2003

Allyn D. Rifkin, Principa Transportation Engineer
City of Los Angeles

Department of Transportation

221 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 500

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Comment 4.1

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the DEIR prepared by PCR Services
Corporation, dated May 2003, and supporting traffic study prepared by traffic consultant, KAKU
Associates, for the proposed Los Angeles Trade Technical College project located on the
southwest corner Grand Avenue and Washington Boulevard. The project is located on the block
bounded by Washington Boulevard on the north, 23rd Street on the south, Grand Avenue on the
east, and Flower Street on the west. The study analyzed fifteen intersections and determined that
six of the fifteen study intersections would be significantly impacted by project related traffic.
The DEIR does not include data as to the adequacy of the proposed parking structure to meet the
campus needs. Since there may be parking impacts of the proposed expansion plan, this
oversight may affect the adequacy of the DEIR. Except as noted, the DEIR adequately evaluated
the project’ s traffic impacts on the surrounding community.

Response 4.1

Parking for the proposed Project is discussed in Draft EIR (*DEIR”) Section I1., Project
Description, on pages 38, 40, 44 and 48. The parking analysis is presented on pages 156 and 157
of the DEIR, Section V.D.2.g., Parking.

Those sections of the DEIR note there are 1,690 parking spaces within and around the
campus. Of the 1,690 parking spaces, about 840 are within surface parking lots on the campus,
approximately 550 are within off-campus lots, and about 300 are metered street parking spaces.
Based on the spaces available and the current enrollment of 15,000, the current ratio of parking
availability to demand is about 0.113 spaces per student. The proposed Project includes
construction of 700 new parking spaces in the proposed subterranean garage and 400 new
parking spaces in the garage and lot on the east side of Grand Street. In addition, the physica
changes to the campus would remove 192 existing spaces. After completion of the Project, the
total number of parking spaces available to the College would be 2,598. Based on this number
of spaces anticipated to be available and a future enrollment of 21,300 students, the future ratio

Los Angeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003
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IV. Response to Comments

of parking availability to demand would be about 0.122 spaces per student, a dight increase in
availability.

On DEIR page 156, the analysis indicates that the demand for parking would be reduced
compared to typical suburban community college campuses due to heavy transit presence
adjacent to the Project. Paragraph 3 of page 156 informs the reader that the empirical count of
trip rates generated by the College were only 67 percent of the trip rates for Community College
campuses,® and therefore the Project would only generate 67 percent of the parking demand of a
typica Community College Campus. The parking ratios for the Los Angeles Southwest College
and Los Angeles Pierce College are 0.141 and 0.182 spaces per student, respectively. The
proposed parking plan for the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College would increase the parking
ratio from 0.113 to 0.122 spaces per student. Based on the expected level of parking demand for
the Project and the empirical evaluation of parking demand for other Community Colleges, the
analysis concludes the Project parking supply would be adequate.

DEIR Section V.D.2.g., Parking, also presents information on the Los Angeles Municipal
Code (LAMC) parking requirements. LAMC Section 12.21.A.4(c)(7) specifies the minimum
number of parking spaces for a community college type of use. One (1) space is required for
each 50 square feet of floor area contained within classrooms and assemble areas or one parking
gpace for each five fixed seats contained with classrooms and assembly areas, whichever is
greater. For classroom areas in which heavy equipment is used in training, one parking space is
required for each 500 square feet of floor area.

In paragraph 5 of DEIR page 156, the discussion notes the proposed Project would result
in approximately 288,320 SF of classroom space and approximately 259,600 SF of classroom
space in which heavy equipment would be used,* and that based on the LAMC parking
regulations, the College would need 6,286 parking spaces. The College currently provides 1,439
parking spaces to serve its estimated 780,000 GSF of building floor area. The proposed Project
would increase the building floor area by approximately 70,600 GSF for a total of 850,600 GSF.
Of the 70,600 GSF approximately 56,480 SF would be usable sguare feet.> Using the LAMC
parking criteria, 1,130 parking spaces would be needed for the Project’s increase in usable
building floor area. The proposed Project would provide 1,100 parking spaces more than exists
on the campus, for a total of 2,598 parking spaces, excluding off-campus metered parking aong
streets surrounding the College, as noted on page 157 of the DEIR.

Trip Generation, 6 Edition (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1997).

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College, Campus Plan 2002, Appendix Il—Campus-wide Departmental Space
Inventory and Distribution Map.

The“ usable” or assignable square feet (ASF) estimate excludes corridors, elevators, storage rooms, mechanical
equipment spaces, and other similar spaces.
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Lastly, the second paragraph on DEIR page 157 concludes that although the proposed
Project would result in less parking than required by the LAMC parking standards for a college
use, the impact of this deviation from the LAMC would not be significant because: 1) as
summarized on DEIR page 139, the traffic study determined, using historical demand rates, that
the parking provided by the Project would be adequate; 2) the City allows variances from its
normal code rates where warranted by evidence of shared uses or other circumstances; and 3) a
parking variance would not be required if the District’s governing board elects to exempt the
Project from local planning and zoning requirements.

The analyses presented within DEIR Section V.D.2.g., Parking, and Appendix D, Traffic
Study, provide sufficient data relative to the potential effects of the proposed Project on parking
supply and demand, and based on that information reasonably concludes the Project would cause
no significant effects on parking. No further response is required.

Comment 4.2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is a five-year master plan, which includes the remova of some existing
facilities, new building construction, renovations and additions to existing buildings, new
landscape and open space construction, and other modification to the campus. The project would
increase the total building gross square feet (GSF) on the campus from 780,000 GSF to 850,600
GSF and increase the open space from 355,316 sguare feet (SF) to 682,344 SF. The
improvements are designed to accommodate an increase of student enrollment from 15,000 to
21,300 students. In addition, a 700 space subterranean parking lot is proposed on campus below
the track and field and a 400 space, six level, parking structure is proposed on the east side of
Grand Avenue. The build out year is expected to be in 2007. The project will have some
significant street changes including the street vacation of 21st Street, 22nd street, Hope Street,
and the realignment of 23rd Street.

The project will result in anet increase of 453 AM peak hour trips and 842 PM peak hour trips.
SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACTED INTERSECTIONS
The proposed project will have a significant traffic impact at the following intersections:

1. Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB Ramps/17" Street

2. Grand Avenue and Washington Boulevard
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3. Grand Avenue and 22™ Street

4. Grand Avenue and 23“ Street

5. AdamsBoulevard and Harbor Freeway NB Off-Ramps
6. Adams Boulevard and Grand Avenue

MITIGATION MEASURES

Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB Ramps/17" Street

The proposed mitigation to restripe the westbound approach to provide an additiona through
lane is not acceptable to LADOT.

Response 4.2

In 2007, Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway westbound (WB) ramps at 17" Street
is projected to operate at level of service (LOS) “A” during the A.M. peak hour and LOS “D”
during the P.M. peak hour (refer to DEIR Appendix D, Table 8 on page 41). With the proposed
Project, the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio would increase by 0.028 in the A.M. peak hour and
0.042 in the p.M. peak hour, however the intersection would continue to operate at LOS “A”
during the A.mM. peak hour and LOS “D” during the P.M. peak hour. Because the Project traffic
and the incremental change in the V/C ratio is estimated to be greater than 0.020, the Project
impact on the Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB ramps a 17" Street would be
considered significant (DEIR page 153). The proposed mitigation to re-stripe the westbound
approach to provide an additional lane would improve future conditions at this intersection to a
V/C ratio of 0.725and to LOS“C.”

Based on information provided by LADOT, implementation of the proposed re-striping
mitigation measure would involve relocation of an existing heavily used school bus loading area
aong 17" Street. Consideri ng the LADOT determination that no suitable alternate site for the
school bus loading area exists in the vicinity, the proposed re-striping mitigation measure has
been identified as not feasible. As no other feasible mitigation has been identified which would
reduce the project impacts at the Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB ramps at 17"
Street, Sections V.D.4 and V.D.5 on pages 158 and 159 of the DEIR, respectively, are hereby
modified to the following effect:
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Mitigation Measure No. 1 (“Grand Avenue and I-10 westbound Ramps/17th Street—
The westbound approach would be re-striped to provide an additional through lan€e”)
will be deleted (DEIR Section V.D.4, page 158); and

The discussion under the subheading Level of Sgnificance After Mitigation will find
the impacts at the intersection of Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway WB
Ramps/17" Street to be significant (DEIR Section VV.D.5, page 159).

These modifications to Sections V.D.4 and V.D.5 of the DEIR would not substantially
change the DEIR conclusions relative to the potential traffic-related impacts of the proposed
Project, specificaly: 1) after implementation of mitigation measures, significant traffic impacts
would dtill be experienced at Project study area intersections;, 2) no physical or operational
mitigation measures were considered feasible to mitigate the anticipated traffic impacts of the
Project; and 3) significant cumulative traffic conditions not addressed by mitigation would be
considered significant unavoidable impacts.

Comment 4.3

Grand Avenue and Washington Boulevard

LADOT concurs that no physical or operational mitigation measure was feasible at this
intersection.

Response 4.3

The comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.
Comment 4.4

Grand Avenue and 22™ Street

LADOT has no objection to the street vacation of the west leg of this intersection. This will
become the main entrance for the campus. If the installation of the new traffic signal is found to
be warranted by LADOT in the next five years, then al cost for the design and installation of the
new traffic signal would be the responsibility of the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College.

Response 4.4

The comment is noted for the record. The following clarifying language is hereby added
to Traffic Mitigation Measure No. 2 on page 158 of the DEIR:
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Grand Avenue and 22™ Street — A traffic signa would be installed when it is
found warranted by LADOT. All costs for the design and installation of the new
traffic signal would be the responsibility of the College. Design and instalation
of the new traffic signal would be coordinated through the City of Los Angeles
Bureau of Engineering B-Permit process.

Comment 4.5

Grand Avenue and 23" Street

LADOT has no objection to the proposed re-alignment of the west leg of 23" Street and the
installation of an eastbound left turn lane. 23 Street is currently a jogged intersection at Grand
Avenue and the realignment will simplify the intersection. However, due to proximity of the
proposed driveway serving the proposed 23 Street parking structure, Los Angeles Trade-
Technical College must dedicate additional right-of-way beyond the street standards to provide
for a westbound right-turn-only lane to the subterranean parking structure.

Response 4.5

The comment is noted for the record. The following clarifying language is hereby added
to the Mitigation Measure for Grand Avenue and 23" Street (refer to DEIR page 158):

Grand Avenue and 23" Street — The offset on 23" Street would be eliminated by
realigning the west leg of 23" Street northerly to aign with the east leg of the
intersection. In addition, a left-turn lane would be provided on the eastbound
approach, requiring the dedication by the College of a small area of right of way,
and a westbound right-turn-only lane to the subterranean parking structure would
be provided, also requiring dedication of right-of-way by the College. These
improvements would be coordinated through the City of Los Angeles Bureau of
Engineering B-Permit process.

Comment 4.6

Adams Boulevard and Harbor Freeway NB Off-Ramps

The proposed mitigation to provide a right-turn only lane on the “mixed flow” portion of the
northbound Harbor Freeway off-ramp is acceptable to LADOT. However, the freeway ramp is
under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The developer
should contact Caltrans to coordinate the proposed improvements at the freeway ramp.
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Response 4.6

The comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.

Comment 4.7

Adams Boulevard and Grand Avenue

LADOT concurs that no physical or operational mitigation measure was feasible at this
intersection.

Response 4.7

The comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.

Comment 4.8

Unless otherwise specified, the proposed mitigation measures and improvements shal be
implemented through the Bureau of Engineering's (BOE'S) B-Permit process and Caltrans
encroachment permit process. Construction of the improvements to the satisfaction of LADOT,
BOE, and Cadtrans must be completed before issuance of any certificate of occupancy. Should
any improvement not receive required approval, the City may substitute and alternative measure
of an equivalent cost and effectiveness. Prior to setting the bond amount, BOE shall require the
developer’s engineer or contractor contact LADOT B-Permit Coordinator, telephone (213) 580-
5336, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the proposed design needed for the project.

Response 4.8

This comment identifies the Bureau of Engineering’s B-Permit process and the Caltrans
encroachment permit process as the means for implementing mitigation measures and
improvements identified within the Project environmental documentation. This comment is
noted for the record. No further response is required.

Comment 4.9

COMMENT

Grand Avenue and 212 Street, 22™ Street, and Hope Street

LADOT has no objection to the street vacation of 21% Street, 22™ Street, and Hope Street, which
arelocal streets.
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Response 4.9

This comment is noted for the record. No further responseis required.

Comment 4.10

HIGHWAY DEDICATION AND STREET WIDENING REQUIREMENTS

23" Street is classified as a Collector Street, which requires a 22-foot half-width roadway on a
32-foot half-width right-of-way. The voluntary realignment of 23 Street will require additional
right-of-way to mitigate impacts at the 23" Street garage entrance.

Flower Street is classified as a Secondary Highway, which requires a 35-foot half-width roadway
on a45-foot half-width right-of-way.

Grand Avenue is classified as a Mgjor Class Il Highway, which requires a 40-foot half-width
roadway on a 52-foot half-width right-of-way. Grand Avenue is currently improved to a 28-foot
haf-width roadway on a 40-foot half-width right-of-way. DOT recommends a 12-foot
dedication and widening along the project frontage to accommodate left turn channelization into
the extended campus.

Washington Boulevard is classified as a Mgjor Class I Highway, which requires a 40-foot half-
width roadway on a 52-foot half-width right-of-way.

It appears that additional highway dedication may be required for streets fronting the proposed
project. The developer must check with the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Land Development
Group to determine the highway dedication, street widening and sidewalk requirements for the
project.

Response 4.10

This comment provides information regarding the existing right-of-way and the roadway
classification and corresponding right-of-way for streets adjacent to the Project site. Section
V.D.1l.a of the DEIR (page 147) presents a description of the street system serving the project
gte. The roadway classification and existing right-of-way information for streets within and
abutting the Project site provided within Comment 4.10 is acknowledged together with the
following findings:

The re-alignment of 23rd Street at Grand Avenue would provide a 22-foot half-width
roadway on a 32-foot haf-width right of way plus additional width for westbound
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right-turn lane. The proposed alignment would mitigate the impact at Grand Avenue
and 23rd Streset;

Flower Street is currently a 35-foot half-width roadway on a 45-foot half-width right-
of-way and meets current Secondary Highway standards,

Dedication of right-of-way and widening to improve Grand Avenue to current Major
Class Il Highway standards is not needed to mitigate project environmental impacts;
and

Dedication of right-of-way to improve Washington Boulevard to current Mgor Class
Il Highway standards is not needed to mitigate project environmental impacts.

Comment 4.11

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT for
review and approva prior to the start of any construction work. The plan should show the
location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, hours of operation,
protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. DOT also recommends that
al construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours.

Response 4.11

For the safety of its students, faculty, and staff, and the contract construction crews, the
College fully intends to identify traffic control measures for implementation during construction.
To that end, the College agrees to transmit its construction traffic control plan to LADOT for its
information. The following action is hereby incorporated into the FEIR:

The College will provide a construction work site traffic control plan to the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation for its information prior to the start of any construction
work. The plan will show the location of any roadway or sidewak closures, traffic
detours, haul routes, hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to
abutting properties.
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Comment 4.12

DRIVEWAY ACCESS

The review of this study does not constitute approval of the driveway access and circulation
scheme. Those require separate review and approva and should be coordinated as soon as
possible with DOT’S Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 N. Figueroa Street, 4™ Floor,
Station 25) to avoid delays in the building permit approva process. All driveways should be
Case 2 Driveways and 30 feet wide.

If you have any questions, please contact Ed Chow of my staff (213) 240-3074.

Response 4.12

This comment provides procedural guidance regarding City of Los Angeles review of
driveway access and circulation. The comment is noted. No further response is required.
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V. ADDITIONSAND CORRECTIONSTO THE DRAFT EIR

In response to comments received during the public review period from various agencies
and organizations, the following additions and corrections to the Draft EIR are provided.
Modifications to the Draft EIR are listed under Section titles as presented within the Draft EIR.

SUMMARY

F. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTS

Table S 1 Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures included within the
Draft EIR has been revised to reflect changes made to the Draft EIR as a result of
comments received. Please refer to Section VI., Fina Summary, of this document for
the revised version of Table S-1 (Table VI-1 of this document). Revisions and
additions are noted by redline/strikeout text.

V. EFFECTSFOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

M. PUBLIC SERVICES

1. Revise paragraph 5 on page 63 to read as follows:

The Project site is adequately protected by existing facilities of the
Los Angeles Fire Department and proposed structures would comply with
appropriate fire and safety building codes and building interiors would be
appropriately sprinklered. City of Los Angeles Fire Stations 9, 10, and 15
are located within 1.8 miles of the Project site. Correspondence from the
City of Los Angeles Department of Fire dated April 11, 2003, indicates
fire protection would be considered adequate based on the response
distance (up to 1.8 miles) from existing fire stations. The Project site is
located within the City of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD),
Reporting Area 1321, in the Newton Area. Correspondence from the
LAPD dated April 10, 2003, indicates the average response time to
emergency calls for the Newton Area during 2002 was 9.5 minutes, which
is below the Citywide average response time of 10.2 minutes for the same
year. The Project would be adequately protected by the existing facilities
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of the Community College Bureau of the Los Angeles Special Districts
(Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department) and by the City of Los
Angeles Police Department. The Project is not expected to introduce any
new population to the region that would require instruction or service from
the public school system (other than those being served by the Project
itself) or the public library system. Therefore, the Initial Study determined
that no new or physicaly atered public services or facilities would be
necessary to meet additional demands generated by the proposed Project.

1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

A. AIRQUALITY

1. Revise paragraph 2 on page 81 to read as follows:

Emissions modeled for the regional on-road air quality analysis
were compiled using the URBEMIS 2001 emission inventory model. This
computer model projects emission rates for motor vehicles based on a
desired year of analysis, a projected vehicle fleet mix, projected vehicle
speeds, and whether these emissions are expected to occur during the
summer or winter months. Assumptions used in preparing the model
analysis were consistent with those recommended in SCAQMD CEQA Air
Quality Handbook (Appendix to Chapter 9). The regiona on-road
emissions were based on average daily trips as presented in Section V.D.,
Transportation & Circulation, of this Draft EIR.** Project emissions were
calculated for the Project buildout, as shown in Table 8 on page 81. As
shown in Table 8, Project-related daily emissions are expected to exceed
the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOx, ROC and CO. As such,
operational emissions would result in a significant regiona air quality
impact without incorporation of mitigation measures. Daily emissions for
SOx and PM1p would be considered adverse, but less than significant,
since levels of these emissions would fal below SCAQMD significance
thresholds.

14 This analysis assumed an average daily trip rate of 1.14 trips per student. This was obtained by assuming p.m.
peak hour traffic represents 10% of average daily traffic.
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B. HISTORIC RESOURCES

1. Revise paragraph 3, (c) Building E-Student Health Center, on page 117 as follows:

Constructed in 1925, Building E was origindly the Science
Building prior to significant modifications to its exterior for its new
purpose as a classroom building which houses the Electronics Department
and the Student Health Center (Figure 13). The three-story building is
designed as an unadorned utilitarian educationa structure. The reinforced
concrete building is “L”-shaped in plan, flat-roofed, with a non-origina
rough gunite finish. Most windows are tall, recessed, multipane, double-
hung sash. Non-original exterior metal staircases are attached to the west
and north elevations within the “L.” Other aterations and modifications
over the years have erased any notable character-defining features that
once might have existed on the building.

D. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

1. Revise the construction related impacts discussion on page 155 to read as follows:

f. Construction Related Impacts

Construction of the subterranean parking structure within the South
Campus area would involve removal of approximately 135,488 cubic
yards (cy) of earth from the Project site. To remove this amount of earth
from the Project site, approximately 9,033 trucks with a carrying capacity
of about 15 cy would be used. This activity would be scheduled in 2005
during daytime hours and, to the extent possible, during non-traffic peak
periods. Accordingly, less than significant impacts are expected to occur.

2. According to information provided by LADOT on the Grand Avenue and the Santa
Monica Freeway westbound (WB) ramps at 17" Street, implementation of the
proposed re-striping of 17" Street at that location (DEIR page 158) would involve
relocation of an existing heavily used school bus loading area along 17" Street.
Considering the LADOT determination that no suitable aternate site for the school
bus loading area exists in the vicinity, the proposed re-striping mitigation measure for
the intersection at Grand Avenue and the Santa Monica Freeway westbound ramps at
17" Street has been identified as not feasible, In addition, because of the physical and
economic constraints posed by the existing right-of-way and the existing buildings
located on Adams Boulevard at the [-110 NB off-ramp, the potential mitigation
measure identified for the 1-110 NB off-ramp a Adams Boulevard has been
determined not feasible.
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Based on this information, the mitigation measures listed in Section IV.D.4 on page
158, and the findings concerning the level of significance after mitigation stated
within Section 1V.D.5 on page 159 are revised to read as noted below. These
modifications to Sections V.D.4 and V.D.5 of the DEIR would not substantialy
change the DEIR conclusions relative to the potential traffic-related impacts of the
proposed Project, specificaly: 1) after implementation of mitigation measures,
ggnificant traffic impacts would still be experienced a Project study area
intersections;, 2) no physical or operational mitigation measures were considered
feasble to mitigate the anticipated traffic impacts of the Project at identified
intersections, and 3) significant cumulative traffic conditions not addressed by
mitigation would be considered significant unavoidable impacts.

4. MITIGATION MEASURES
a. Intersections

As described above, the Project would generate significant traffic
impacts at six of the 15 study intersections. The following mitigation
measures are proposed for two of these intersections:

1. Grand Avenue and 22™ Street — A traffic signal would be installed
when it is found warranted by LADOT. All costs for the design
and indgtallation of the new traffic signad would be the
responsibility of the College. Design and installation of the new
traffic signa would be coordinated through the City of Los
Angeles Bureau of Engineering B-Permit process.

2. Grand Avenue and 23™ Street — The offset on 23" Street would be
eliminated by realigning the west leg of 23" Street northerly to
align with the east leg of the intersection. In addition, a left-turn
lane would be provided on the eastbound approach, requiring the
dedication by the College of a small area of right of way, and a
westbound right-turn-only lane to the subterranean parking
structure would be provided, aso requiring dedication of right-of-
way by the College. These improvements would be coordinated
through the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering B-Permit
process.
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5. LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

After implementation of the above described mitigation measures,
significant impacts would still be experienced at four intersections—
Grand Avenue and Santa Monica Freeway westbound (WB) ramps at 17"
Street, 1-110 NB off-ramp and Adams Boulevard, Grand Avenue at
Washington Boulevard, and Grand Avenue at Adams Boulevard. No
physica or operational mitigation measures were considered feasible to
mitigate the anticipated impact of the Project. In addition, significant
cumulative conditions not addressed by the above described mitigation
would be considered significant unavoidable impacts.

VI. ALTERNATIVES

B. ALTERNATIVESANALYSIS

1. Revise paragraph 3 on page 164 to read as follows:

Alternative 1-No Action/No Project would not generate the daily
emissions associated with the proposed Project, which would be expected
to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for ROC, CO and NOy
during construction, resulting in a significant regiona air quality impact
without incorporation of mitigation measures, and adverse but less than
significant operational impacts relative to SOy and PMyq (refer to Table 8
on page 82). This Alternative would not cause localized air quality
impacts related to mobile source emissions. In contrast, the proposed
Project would result in such localized mobile source emissions, however
the findings of the local area CO dispersion analysis conclude the impacts
would be less than significant (refer to page 83 of this EIR).

2. Revise paragraphs 2 and 3 on page 168 to read as follows:

With the retention of Building C, Alternative 2 would involve less
demolition and construction than that of the proposed Project. As aresult,
the average construction-related emissions generated by this Alternative
would be somewhat lower than the average construction-related emissions
generated by the Project. In both cases (Alternative 2 and the Project),
daly emissons for CO, ROC, SOy, and PMjp would be considered
adverse but less than significant because levels of emissions would fall
below the SCAQMD significance thresholds (refer to Table 7 on page 81).
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The worst-case day construction-related emissions would be comparable
to the Project. In both cases (Alternative 2 and the Project) construction-
period emissions would be expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance
threshold for NOx.

With a similar increase in student enrollment, regiona and
localized operational impacts would be comparable to the proposed
Project. Daily emissions associated with Alternative 2 would be expected
to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for ROC, CO and NOy;
thus resulting in a significant regional ar quality construction-related
impact without incorporation of mitigation measures. The daily emissions
of SOx and PMjo associated with Alternative 2 would be considered
adverse but less than significant because levels of these operationa
emissions would fall below the SCAQMD significance thresholds (refer to
Table 8 on page 82). Comparable to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 is
expected to result in localized air quality impacts related to mobile source
emissions, however, the findings of the local area CO disperson analysis
conclude the impacts would be less than significant (refer to page 83).

3. Revise paragraphs 3 and 4 on page 171 to read as follows:

Alternative 3 would feature the same physical improvements to the
Campus as in the proposed Project. As such, the extent of the
construction-related emissions generated by this Alternative would be
identical to the Project. The average daily construction-related emissions
of CO, ROC, SOy, and PMi associated with Alternative 3 would be
considered adverse but less than significant because levels of emissions
would fall below the SCAQMD significance thresholds (refer to Table 7
on page 81). The worst-case day construction-related emissions are
expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for NOy.

With only a 20 percent increase in student enrollment, the regiona
and localized operational emissions associated with Alternative 3 would
be substantially less than the emissions estimated for the proposed Project.
Alternative 3 would generate daily operational emissions which would be
expected to exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold for CO, NOy and
ROC resulting in a dignificant regional air quality impact without
incorporation of mitigation measures, and adverse but less than significant
impacts relative to SO, and PMo. Both Alternative 3 and the proposed
Project would result in localized mobile source emissions, however the
findings of the local area CO dispersion analysis conclude the impacts
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would be less than significant for the proposed Project (refer to page 83 of
this EIR,) and for Alternative 3. Because the student enrollment for
Alternative 3 (18,000) would be substantialy less than for the proposed
Project (21,300), the localized mobile source emissions associated with
Alternative 3 are expected to cause less than significant impacts.

APPENDIX A NOTICE OF PREPARATION

1. Revisepageb5 of Table A-1to read as follows:

Alfred B. Hernandez
Assistant Fire Marshal

Bureau of Fire Prevention and

Public Safety

City of Los Angeles
Department of Fire
200 No. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

City A. FireFlow

The adequacy of fire protection for agiven areais
based on required fire-flow, response distance from
existing fire stations, and this Department’ s judgment
for needs in the area. 1n general, the required fire-
flow is closely related to land use. The quantity of
water necessary for fire protection varies with the type
of development, life hazard, occupancy, and the
degree of fire hazard.

Fire-flow requirements will vary from 2,000 gallons
per minute (GPM) in low Density Residentia areasto
12,000 GPM in high-density commercial or industrial
areas. A minimum residual water pressure of 20
pounds per square inch (psi) isto remain in the water
system, with the required gallons per minute flowing.
The required fire-flow for this project has been set at
4,000 GPM from four fire hydrants flowing
simultaneously.

B. Response Distance

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at three
locations for initial response into the area of the
proposed devel opment.

C. Firefighting Access, Apparatus, and Personnel

Based on these criteria (response distance from
existing fire stations), fire protection would be
considered adequate.

Recommends adequate fire hydrants, Fire Department
access, and design features (bearing pressure of 8,600
pounds per square foot) for the road surface of the
subterranean parking structure.

Conclusion

The proposed project shall comply with all applicable
State and local codes and ordinances, and the
guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of
which are elements of the General Plan of the City of
Los Angeles, C.P.C. 19708.

Based upon the Initial
Study for the proposed
Project, the potential
impacts on fire
protection were
determined to be less
than significant.

The College will
consider the
recommendations
contained within this
comment letter during
the environmental
process and project
design and
construction phases.
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V. Additions and Corrections to the Draft EIR

Fred Booker, Lieutenant
Officer in Charge

Community Relations Section
Office of the Chief of Policy

Los Angeles Police
Department

200 No. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

City

Determined that the project would have a moderate
impact on police services in Newton Area. Also,
appropriate security measures should be practiced
during the construction phase of the project. LAPD is
available to advise on crime prevention features
appropriate to the design of the property involved.
The LAPD strongly recommends that the developers
contact CPU personnel to discuss these features.

Upon completion of the project, provide the Newton
Area commanding officer with adiagram of each
portion of the property. The diagram should include
access routes and any additional information that
might facilitate police response.

Based upon the Initial
Study for the proposed
Project, the potential
impacts on police
protection were
determined to be less
than significant.

The letter incorrectly
notes the increase in
student enrollment.
The proposed project
assumes an increase of
6,300 students,
bringing the total
student enrollment to
21,300 by the year
2007.

The College will
consider the
recommendations
contained within this
comment letter during
the environmental
process and project
design and
construction phases.
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VI. FINAL SUMMARY

The Los Angeles Community College District (“District” or LACCD) in collaboration
with the Los Angeles Trade-Technical College (“College’) propose to implement the Campus
Plan 2002, 5-year plan (the “Project”) of development for the College campus located at 400 W.
Washington Boulevard, Los Angeles, Cdifornia.  Currently the campus encompasses
approximately 23 acres bounded by Washington Boulevard, Grand Avenue, 23rd Street and
Flower Street. Regional access to the site is provided either from the Harbor Freeway or Santa
Monica Freeway to Grand Avenue or Flower Street.

A. PROJECT BACKGROUND

The College is a comprehensive public community college that is part of the District.
Through an intellectually rigorous, technologically current and socially relevant curriculum, the
College places an emphasis on developing technical skills and work experience necessary for
students to succeed in the job market and to provide students with a foundation for further
advanced education. The various programs of study are designed to culminate in a certificate of
completion, a skills certificate or an associate degree. Within the next five years, enrollment is
expected to grow to 21,300 from a current enrollment of around 15,000 students, a 47 percent
increase in the student body.

Instruction is currently offered in over 65 different occupationa areas including
accounting; architecture and design technology; automotive repair and related technology;
business administration; child development; construction technologies, computer applications
and information systems, computer repair; cosmetology; culinary arts, electronics; English;
fashion design; management and marketing; finance, journalism; machine tools, and nursing. In
addition to classroom instruction, the College offers non—traditional formats including
apprenticeship training, cooperative work experience programs, and directed study. The College
also offers opportunities for participation in intercollegiate athletics, campus clubs and other
student organizations.

The College is faced with the need to expand and improve its facilities in order to fulfill
its educational mission and better serve its growing student body. In 2001, a Bond measure
(Proposition A) was approved by the voters of Los Angeles County for the remodeling,
renovation and new construction of facilities at the campuses of the District. Funds from this
bond, $138 million, will be made available to the College with the expectation that these funds
be expended within a 5-year period.
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In response to this opportunity, the College has developed Campus Plan 2002, a 5-year
master plan (the “Project”) and 30-year vision for the campus. The 5-year plan identifies those
projects to be funded through Proposition A. The 30-year vision presents possible future
projects, though no funds are yet available or identified for the redization of this long-term
vison. The 5-year plan includes specific construction, demolition, renovations and other facility
improvements that, as a defined project, is subject to the CEQA and therefore is assessed in this
Fina EIR. The 30-year vision included in the Campus Plan 2002 represents a conceptual future
perspective for the College that helps to explain the intent of the transformations proposed in the
5-year plan. In years to come, this vision may blossom into subsequent specific improvement
projects that would themselves be subject to CEQA but it is not appropriate at this time to
evaluate potential impacts of thisvision in its current speculative form.°

The Project involves three distinct elements: 1) the expansion, renovation,
modernization, and demolition of existing buildings (Building Projects); 2) the increase in open
space (Landscaping and Open Space Plan); and 3) the implementation of non-structural upgrades
(Utilities and Infrastructure Projects). The Project also involves the acquisition of property for
additional building construction. Implementation of the Project would increase the total building
GSF on the campus from 780,000 GSF to 850,600 GSF (including new central receiving areas),
and increase the amount of open space from 355,316 SF to 682,344 SF.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW REQUIREMENTS

In compliance with CEQA Guidelines (21080.4), the District circulated a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the Draft EIR notifying responsible agencies and interested parties of the
proposed Project and soliciting their input and comments. As part of the NOP, an Initial Study
(1S), including an Environmental Checklist, was prepared to identify those environmental issue
areas that would not be impacted by the proposed Project and which would not need to be further
analyzed in the Fina EIR. The NOP/IS was circulated from March 19, 2003 to April 21, 2003.
Based on the IS and NOP comments, the Draft EIR included the analysis of the following
environmental issues:

Air Quality
Historic Resources

Noise

® Topanga Beach Renters Association v. Department of General Services, (1976) 58 Cal. App. 3d 712:
“ Bvaluation of future environmental effects must await the future decisions that could cause the effects.”
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Trangportation and Circulation

The Draft EIR dated May 2003, was distributed to State, regiona, County, and City
agencies. Notices of availability were sent to property owners and residents within 1,000 feet of
the College site. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available for review in the Los Angeles
Centra Library and three locations on the College campus¥s the Office of Dr. Daniel A. Castro,
President; the Office of Mary Ann Breckell, Vice President of Administration; and the Library,
Building L, al of which serve the community.

The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research, and circulated for public review on May 7, 2003. The 45-day comment period
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 concluded on June 20, 2003. A public meeting on
the Draft EIR was held before the Los Angeles Community College District (“District”) Board of
Trustees on May 29, 2003. No forma comments requiring written responses were received
during the public meeting. Two public hearings on the Draft EIR were held on the College
campus, one on May 15 and one on June 12, 2003.

C. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Potential areas of controversy specific to the proposed Project include demolition of
known historic structures on the College campus, construction-related impacts, and traffic-
related impacts.

D. ALTERNATIVESTO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Consistent with the requirements of Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, a range
of aternatives to the proposed Project were considered and evaluated in this Draft EIR. These
aternatives, which were developed in the course of project planning and environmental review,
consist of:

Alternative 1 - No Action/No Project
Alternative 2 - Full Retention of Building C

Alternative 3 - Reduced Future Enrollment

The purpose of describing and analyzing Alternative 1-No Action/No Project is to allow
the decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed Project with the impacts
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of not approving the Project. Alternative 2-Full Retention of Building C was selected for
detailed evaluation because it would achieve some of the basic objectives of the proposed Project
while reducing impacts on cultural resources. Alternative 3-Reduced Future Enrollment was
selected for detailed evaluation because it would achieve most of the basic objectives of the
proposed Project while reducing impacts on air quality, noise, and transportation and circulation.

E. SUMMARY OF PROJECT IMPACTSAND MITIGATION MEASURES

A summary of the identified significant environmental impacts, proposed mitigation
measures, and level of significance after mitigation is provided in Table VI-1 on page 54.
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TableVI-1

Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Potential Environmental I mpacts Proposed Mitigation M easures Level of Significance After Mitigation

AIR QUALITY

Construction-period emissions of x Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt) with 5 percent or greater silt content shall be  Mitigation measures would reduce and
NO, would exceed SCAQMD watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers control construction related emissions.
thresholds. according to manufacturers specifications. However, Project construction would
x All other active sites shall be watered as often as necessary to remain visibly —continue to generate NO, emissionsin
moist. excess of SCAQMD thresholds. Impact
would remain significant and

x All grading activities shall cease during second stage smog alerts and periods of unavoidable.

high winds (i.e., greater than 25 mph) if soil is being transported to off-site
locations and cannot be controlled by watering.

x All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials off-site shall be
covered or wetted or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum
vertical distance between the top of the load and the top of the trailer).

x All construction roads internal to the construction site that have a traffic volume
of more than 50 daily trips by construction equipment, or 150 total daily trips for
all vehicles, shall be surfaced with base material or decomposed granite, or shall
be paved.

x Streets shall be swept hourly if visible soil material has been carried onto
adjacent public paved roads.

x Construction equipment shall be visually inspected prior to leaving the site and
loose dirt shall be washed off with wheel washers as necessary.

x Water or non-toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied, according to manufacturers
specifications, as needed to reduce off-site transport of fugitive dust from all
unpaved staging areas and unpaved road surfaces.

x Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall not exceed 15 mph.

x All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accordance with
manufacturer’ s specifications.

x General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment so as to
minimize exhaust emissions. During construction, trucks and vehiclesin loading
and unloading queues would be kept with their engines off, when not in use, to
reduce vehicle emissions. Construction emissions should be phased and
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Potential Environmental I mpacts

Table VI-1 (Continued)

Summary of Project Impactsand Mitigation Measures

Proposed Mitigation M easures

L evel of Significance After Mitigation

During operational phase, emissions
of NO,, ROC and CO would exceed
SCAQMD thresholds.

HISTORIC RESOURCES

scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and discontinued during second-stage smog
alerts.

No mitigation measures are considered feasible.

Impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Renovation of the exterior and
interior of the Building A.

Rehabilitation Work

Any maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, preservation, conservation or
reconstruction of any portion of Building A shall be conducted in a manner
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (the Standards), Weeks and Grimmer (1995).
Project plans for the rehabilitation/restoration of Building A shall be submitted to
and reviewed by an independent consulting historic preservation professiona to
evaluate preliminary and final plans to ensure continued compliance with the
Standards.

Photography and Recordation

Prior to the rehabilitation of Building A, a photographic documentation report shall
be prepared of the significance of the building and its physical conditions, both
historic and current.

Identification of Character-Defining Features

Prior to completion of project design and prior to the rehabilitation/
restoration of Building A, an inventory of significant, character-defining features
and materials of the historic resource shall be made by a qualified architectural
historian or historic architect. These features and materials shall be retained in-
place and repaired as part of the overall rehabilitation/restoration project proposed
for Building A.

Impacts would be greatly reduced, but not
eliminated.
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Potential Environmental I mpacts

Table VI-1 (Continued)

Summary of Project Impactsand Mitigation Measures

Proposed Mitigation M easures

L evel of Significance After Mitigation

The removal of Building C, which
has been identified as a historic
resource for the purposes of CEQA.

The removal of the Apffel’s Coffee
Company Building, which is
considered a historic resource for the
purposes of CEQA.

Compatibility of New Construction

Where new construction is proposed near or adjacent to Building A, the Standards
shall be followed.

Recordation

Prior to demolition of Building C for the implementation of the proposed Project, a
Historic Structures Report/Historic American Buildings Survey (HSR/HABS) shall
be prepared.

Demolition Coordination

The demoalition of Building C shall be coordinated with the construction of the new
educational facilities on the campus. Therefore, Building C shall not be demolished
until all project plans for the North Quad project (Campus Plan 2002, Appendix
VI, page 9) are final and approved by the District and the City of Los Angeles
Cultural Affairs Department.

Interpretive Education Program

An interpretive educational program or display shall be incorporated into the
development of the new campus, specifically adjacent to or within the Building A.

Recordation

Prior to the demolition of the Apffel’s Coffee Company building for the
implementation of the proposed Project, a HSR/HABS shall be prepared.

Relocation

As part of the acquisition process currently underway, the District will provide
relocation assistance to the Apffel’s Coffee Company as required by law. The
Company has acquired arelocation site in Santa Fe Springs, California. Subject to
the consent of the Coffee Company, the District will provide funds to assist in
relocating the existing Coffee Company museum, located in the current building’s
lobby, to the new facility.

Demoalition of a historic resourceis
considered a significant adverse impact
that cannot be mitigated to alevel of less
than significant.

Demolition of a historic resourceis
considered a significant adverse impact.
However, because of the nature of the
building’s significance as it relates to its
economic history as along time Los
Angeles business versus architectural
merit, and given that the business has
previously relocated twice in Los Angeles
before settling into its current building,
implementation of the mitigation
measures would reduce the impact to a
level of less than significant.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College
PCR Services Corporation

Page 56

Campus Plan 2002
August 1, 2003



VI. Fina Summary

Potential Environmental I mpacts

Table VI-1 (Continued)

Summary of Project Impactsand Mitigation Measures

Proposed Mitigation M easures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

The removal of the PTA Building.
The building as awhole is not
considered a historic resource for the
purposes of CEQA; however, the
building’ s auditorium is of special
interest because of its distinguishing
International Style architectural
design.

Potential construction impacts to the
mature Morten Bay Fig Tree.

NoIse

Recordation

Prior to the demolition of the Parent Teacher Building, specifically the Auditorium
portion of the building, for the implementation of the proposed Project, a Historic
Structures Report/Historic American Buildings Survey (HSR/HABS) shall be
prepared.

Any new landscaping proposed shall respect the historic character of the identified
landscape features and the historic building(s), if any, in which it is adjacent to.
Any maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, preservation, conservation or
reconstruction of any portion of fig tree shall be conducted in a manner consistent
with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (the Standards), Weeks and Grimmer (1995).

Impact would be less than significant.

Impact would be less than significant.

Construction noise.

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

During all Project site preparation, grading, and construction activities, the Project
contractor(s) shall equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly
operating and maintained noise mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

An eight-foot temporary sound barrier (e.g., plywood) shall be erected along the site
boundary to block the line of sight between construction activity and off-site
receptor locations.

Reduced, yet impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.

1-10 westbound Ramps/17" Street
would experience a significant traffic
impact during the p.m. peak hour.

No physical or operational mitigation measures considered feasible.

Impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.
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Potential Environmental I mpacts

Table VI-1 (Continued)

Summary of Project Impactsand Mitigation Measures

Proposed Mitigation M easures

Level of Significance After Mitigation

Grand Avenue and 22™ Street would
experience a significant traffic
impact during both the A.m. and the
P.M. peak hours.

Grand Avenue and 23 Street would
experience a significant traffic
impact during the p.m. peak hour.

[-110 NB off-ramp and Adams
Boulevard would experience a
significant traffic impact during the
P.M. peak hour.

Grand Avenue and Washington
Boulevard would experience a
significant traffic impact during the
P.M. peak hour.

Grand Avenue and Adams Boulevard
would experience a significant traffic
impact during the p.m. peak hour.

The incremental addition to the
traffic at intersections operating
without the Project at Level of
Service F [Grand and 21% and Grand
and 22"].

A traffic signal would be installed when it is found warranted by LADOT. All
costs for the design and installation of the new traffic signal would be the
responsibility of the College. Design and installation of the new traffic signal
would be coordinated through the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering B-
Permit process.

The offset on 23" Street would be eliminated by realigning the west leg of 23
Street northerly to align with the east leg of the intersection. 1n addition, aleft-turn
lane would be provided on the eastbound approach, requiring the dedication by the
College of asmall area of right of way, and a westbound right-turn-only lane to the
subterranean parking structure would be provided, also requiring dedication of
right-of-way by the College. These improvements would be coordinated through
the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering B-Permit process.

No physical or operational mitigation measures considered feasible.

No physical or operational mitigation measures considered feasible.

No physical or operational mitigation measures considered feasible.

A traffic signal would be installed at Grand and 22™ Street.

Western leg of 21% Street at Grand Avenue would be eliminated as part of the
Project.

Impact would be less than significant.

Impact would be less than significant.

Impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.

Impact would be less than significant.
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Table VI-1 (Continued)

Summary of Project Impactsand Mitigation Measures

Potential Environmental I mpacts Proposed Mitigation M easures Level of Significance After Mitigation
The incremental addition to the Mitigation measures to address significant cumulative conditions are beyond the Impact would remain significant and
traffic on the Harbor Freeway and ability of individual projects to implement. unavoidable.

the Santa Monica Freeway.
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VIlI. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

As of January 1, 1989, CEQA requires a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) for projects where mitigation measures are a condition of their approva and
development. This program has been prepared in compliance with the requirements of Section
21081.6 of CEQA. The Fina Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Los Angeles Trade
Technical College Campus Plan 2002 Project identifies the potentia significant environmental
impacts associated with the proposed Project and specifies a series of measures designed to
mitigate adverse impacts to the environment. Table VII-1 on page 61 lists al the mitigation
measures adopted in connection with approval of the proposed Project. The MMRP describes
the procedures the Applicant will use to implement the mitigation measures and identifies at
what point the mitigation measure is to be monitored. Monitoring refers to the observation of
mitigation activities at the Project site, in the design of plans or in the operation of the proposed
Project. Table VII-1 also identifies the agency or party responsible for implementation of the
mitigation, and the monitoring agency or party.
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TableVII-1

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
AIR QUALITY
(a) Land Clearing/Earth-Moving
1. Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt) with 5 percent or Water exposed pitstwicedaily,  During gradingand  Construction Digtrict/College
greater silt content shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated with  construction Contractor
enclosed, covered or treated with non-toxic soil non-toxic soil stabilizers. activities.
stabilizers according to manufacturers specifications.
2. All other active sites shall be watered as often as Water al other active During gradingand  Construction Digtrict/College
necessary to remain visibly moist. construction aress. construction Contractor
activities.
3. All grading activities shall cease during second stage ~ Water all other active During grading Construction Digtrict/College
smog alerts and periods of high winds (i.e., greater than construction areas. activities. Contractor
25 mph) if soil is being transported to off-site locations
and cannot be controlled by watering.
4. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose Inspect each haul truck prior to  During excavation Construction Digtrict/College
materials off-site shall be covered or wetted or shall its leaving the construction site.  and grading activities. Contractor
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum
vertical distance between the top of the load and the top
of thetrailer).
(b) Paved Roads
1. All construction roads internal to the construction site  Surface on-site construction During construction  Construction Digtrict/College
that have atraffic volume of more than 50 daily trips by access routes with base material, Contractor
construction equipment, or 150 total daily tripsfor all ~ decomposed granite, or
vehicles, shall be surfaced with base material or pavement.
decomposed granite, or shall be paved.
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Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
2. Streets shall be swept hourly if visible soil material has Conduct street sweeping on During construction  Construction District/College
been carried onto adjacent public paved roads. adjacent public roads, as heeded. (grading and Contractor in
excavation phase). coordination with
LADOT
3. Construction equipment shall be visually inspected prior Inspect each haul truck prior to  During excavation Construction District/College
to leaving the site and loose dirt shall be washed off its leaving the construction site.  and grading activities. Contractor
with wheel washers as necessary.
(c) Unpaved Roads
1. Water or non-toxic soil stabilizers shall be applied, Apply water or non-toxic soil During construction.  Construction District/College
according to manufacturers’ specifications, as needed to stabilizers to unpaved staging Contractor
reduce off-site transport of fugitive dust from all areas and road surfaces.
unpaved staging areas and unpaved road surfaces.
2. Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads shall not exceed 15 Instruct construction crewsnot to During construction.  Construction District/College
mph. exceed traffic speeds of 15 mph Contractor
on unpaved construction access
routes.
(d) Construction Equipment
1. All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in Use properly tuned and During construction.  Construction Digtrict/College
accordance with manufacturer’ s specifications. maintained construction Contractor
equipment.
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Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
2. General contractors shall maintain and operate Instruct truck and vehicle During construction.  Construction District/College
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust operators in loading and Contractor
emissions. During construction, trucks and vehiclesin  unloading queues to keep
loading and unloading queues would be kept with their  engines off when not in use.
engines off, when not in use, to reduce vehicle : . . . . . o
emissions. Construction emissions should be phased géﬁ?gg]usx Zga/\;)t/l gr?n(;sl:ﬁcr:]tlon During construction. gontstru;:tlon District/College
and scheduled to avoid emissions peaks and second- st( o S0 al)erts 9 ontractor
discontinued during second-stage smog alerts. & 9 )
HISTORIC RESOURCES
(a) Building A
1. Rehabilitation Work. Any maintenance, repair, Review project plans for Prior to DSA review  Independent District/College
stabilization, rehabilitation, preservation, conservation  consistency with the Secretary of of design plans. consulting historic
or reconstruction of any portion of Building A shall be  the Interior’s Standards. preservation
conducted in a manner consistent with the Secretary of professional’

the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic

Buildings (the Standards), Weeks and Grimmer (1995).

Project plans for the rehabilitation/restoration of
Building A shall be submitted to and reviewed by an
independent consulting historic preservation
professional to evaluate preliminary and final plans to
ensure continued compliance with the Standards.

A qualified independent consulting historic preservation professional is one who meets the Secretary of the Interior’ s Professional Qualifications Standards
for History and Architectural History, as per 36 CFR 61.
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Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
2. Photography and Recordation. Prior to the Prepare HABS. Prior to or during Independent District/College
rehabilitation of Building A, a photographic design phase. consulting historic
documentation report shall be prepared. Thisreport will preservation
document the significance of the building and its professional
physical conditions, both historic and current through
photographs, text, and completion of appropriate State
of California Historic Inventory forms (DPR 523). File HABS with California Prior to DSA review  District/College District/College
Photographic documentation noting all elevationsand  Office of Historic Preservation,  of design plans.
additional details of the building’s architectural features the City of Los Angeles Cultural
should be taken utilizing 35-mm black and white film.  Affairs Department, the Los
The photographer should be familiar with the Angeles Public Library (Main
recordation of historic resources. Photographs should  Branch), and the Los Angeles
be prepared in a format consistent with Historic Conservancy.
American Buildings Survey (HABS) standards for field
photography. Copies of the report shall be submitted to
the California Office of Historic Preservation, the City
of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs Department, the Los
Angeles Public Library (Main Branch), and the Los
Angeles Conservancy.

. Identification of Character-Defining Features. Prior to Prepare inventory of significant, Prior to or during Independent District/College
completion of project design and prior to the character-defining featuresand  design phase. consulting historic
rehabilitation/restoration of Building A, an inventory of materials. preservation
significant, character-defining features and materials of professional
the historic resource shall be made by a qualified
architectural historian or historic architect. These
features and materials shall be retained in-place and Review proiect plans f . _ . Ind dent L
repaired as part of the overall rehabilitation/restoration project plansfor repar  During design phase.  Independent District/College
project proposed for Building A of the character-defml ng features consulti ng historic

and materials. preservation
professional
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Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party

4. Compatibility of New Construction. Where new Review project plans for During design phase.  Independent District/College
construction is proposed near or adjacent to Building A, consistency with the Secretary of consulting historic
the Standards shall be followed. Consistent with the the Interior’s Standards. preservation
Standards, the proposed new construction shall be professional
differentiated from Building A, but compatible in size,
scale, massing, and proportions. Following the
Standards, materials, design, color, and texture proposed
for the new construction may complement that of
Building A.

(b) Building C

1. Recordation. Prior to demoalition of Building C for the Prepare and fileaHSR/HABS Prior to submittal of a Independent District/College
implementation of the proposed project, a Historic with the California Office of demolition permit consulting historic
Structures Report (HSR) shall be prepared. This Historic Preservation, the City of application to the preservation
document shall record the history of building and its Los Angeles Cultural Affairs City. professional
contextual relationship to Los Angeles Polytechnic High Department, the Los Angeles
School and Los Angeles Technical Trade College. Its  Public Library (Main Branch),
physical condition, both historic and current, should be and the Los Angeles
noted in the document through the use of site plans, Conservancy.
original as-built drawings, historic maps, 35-mm
photographs, and written data and text. Photographs
should be 35-mm black and white format, and taken by
aprofessional photographer familiar with the
recordation of historic buildings. Photographs should
be archivally prepared in aformat consistent with
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) standards
for photography. Archival copies of the report shall be
submitted to the California Office of Historic
Preservation, the City of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs
Department, the Los Angeles Public Library (Main
Branch), and the Los Angeles Conservancy.
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Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party

2. Demolition Coordination. The demolition of Building Defer demolition of Building C  During design and Independent District/College
C shall be coordinated with the construction of the new until al project plans for the permitting process for consulting historic
educational facilities on the campus. Therefore, North Quad project arefinal and construction of the preservation
Building C shall not be demolished until all project approved by the District and the  new educational professional
plans for the North Quad project (Campus Plan 2002,  City of Los Angeles Cultural facilities on the
Appendix VI, page 9) are final and approved by the Affairs Department. campus.
Digtrict and the City of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs
Department.

3. Interpretive Education Program. To assist the students, Prepare an interpretive program  Prior to submittal of a Independent District/College
faculty, parents, and others interested partiesin specific to the educational demolition permit consulting historic
understanding the history of LATTC (Los Angeles history and the architecture of application to the preservation
Polytechnic High School) an interpretive educational Los Angeles Polytechnic High City. professional
program or display shall be incorporated into the School.
development of the new campus, specifically adjacent to
or within the Building A. Thisinterpretative program
shall be created with the assistance of a qualified
historic preservation professiona in coordination with
the Applicant. Content and design of the interpretive
program should be specific to the educationa history
and architectural of Los Angeles Polytechnic High
School and its eventually evolution into the Los Angeles
Trade Technical College. The program may include,
but not be limited to: commemorative signage, plagues,
historic photographs, salvaged material, models, exhibit
display, tour or specia event, and/or published material
in the form of a brochure, pamphlet, video, electronic
media, etc.
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VII. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
(c) Morten Bay Fig
1. Preservation and maintenance. Significant existing Review landscape plans for Prior to Independent Digtrict/College
designed historic landscape features, such asthe Morten consistency with the Standards.  implementation of consulting historic
Bay Fig Tree located with the main courtyard behind landscape plans. preservation
(south) Building A, shall be retained and preserved. professional
Any new landscaping proposed shall respect the historic
character of the identified |andscape features and the
historic building(s), if any, in which it is adjacent to.
Any maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation,  Conduct maintenance and repair During maintenance  District/College District/College
preservation, conservation or reconstruction of any in amanner consistent withthe  and repair activities.
portion of fig tree shall be conducted in a manner Standards.
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (the Standards),
Weeks and Grimmer (1995).
(d) PTA Building
1. Recordation. Prior to the demolition of the Parent Prepare HSR/HABS. Prior to or during Independent District/College
Teacher Building, specifically the Auditorium portion design phase. consulting historic
of the building, for the implementation of the proposed preservation
project, a Historic Structures Report (HSR) shall be professional
prepared. This document shall record the social and
architectural history of building. Its physical condition,
both historic and current, should be noted in the File HSR/HABS with California  Prior to submittal of a District/College District/College

document through the use of site plans, historic maps,
35-mm photographs, and written data and text.
Photographs should be 35-mm black and white format,
and taken by a professional photographer familiar with
the recordation of historic buildings. Photographs

Office of Historic Preservation,
the City of Los Angeles Cultural
Affairs Department, the Los
Angeles Public Library (Main
Branch). and the Los Anaeles

demolition permit
application to the
City.
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VII. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Mitigation

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Action Required Occur or Party Party

should be archivally prepared in aformat consistent
with Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)
standards for photography. Archival copies of the
report shall be submitted to the California Office of
Historic Preservation, the City of Los Angeles Cultural
Affairs Department, the Los Angeles Public Library
(Main Branch), and the Los Angeles Conservancy.

(e) Apffel’s Coffee Company

1. Recordation. Prior to the demolition of the Apffel
Coffee Company building for the implementation of the
proposed project, a Historic Structures Report (HSR)
shall be prepared. This document shall record the
history of the Apffel Coffee Company business and its
contextual relationship to the area. The building’'s
physical condition, both historic and current, should be
noted in the document through the use of site plans,
original as-built drawings, historic maps, 35-mm
photographs, and written data and text. Photographs
should be 35-mm black and white format, and taken by
aprofessional photographer familiar with the
recordation of historic buildings. Photographs should
be archivally prepared in aformat consistent with
Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) standards
for photography. Archival copies of the report shall be
submitted to the California Office of Historic
Preservation, the City of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs
Department, the Los Angeles Public Library (Main
Branch), and the Los Angeles Conservancy.

Conservancy.

Prepare HSR/HABS. Prior to or during District/College District/College
design phase.

File HSR/HABS with California  Prior to submittal of a District/College District/College
Office of Historic Preservation,  demolition permit

the City of Los Angeles Cultural  application to the

Affairs Department, the Los City.

Angeles Public Library (Main

Branch), and the Los Angeles

Conservancy.

Los Angeles Trade Technical College
PCR Services Corporation

Campus Plan 2002
August 1, 2003

Page 68



VII. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring
When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or
Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
2. Relocation. Aspart of the acquisition process currently Provide relocation assistanceto  Prior to demolition.  District/College Digtrict/College
underway, the District will provide relocation assistance the Apffel Coffee Company.
to the Apffel Coffee Company as required by law. The
Company has acquired arelocation site in Santa Fe
Springs, California. Subject to the consent of the
Coffee Company, the District will provide funds to
assist in relocating the existing Coffee Company
museum, located in the current building’ s lobby, to the
new facility.
NoIsE
(a) Construction
1. During all Project site preparation, grading, and Equip all construction Prior to site Construction District/College
construction activities, the Project contractor(s) shall equipment, fixed or mobile, with preparation, grading, Contractor
equip al construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with  properly operating and and construction
properly operating and maintained noise mufflers, maintained noise mufflers. activities.
consistent with manufacturers standards.
2. An eight-foot temporary sound barrier (e.g., plywood)  Erect an eight-foot temporary Prior to site Construction District/College
shall be erected along the site boundary to block the line sound barrier to block the line of preparation, grading, Contractor
of sight between construction activity and off-site sight between construction and construction
receptor locations. activity and receptor locations activities.
(i.e., South Campus project,
child care center).
LosAngeles Trade Technical College Campus Plan 2002
PCR Services Corporation August 1, 2003
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VII. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring

When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or

Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
(a) Grand Avenue and 22" Street
1. A traffic signal would be installed when it is found Conduct signal warrant analysis. October 2010 or District/College, in  District/College

warranted by LADOT. All costs for the design and when enrollment consultation with

installation of the new traffic signal would be the reaches 21,300 LADOT.

responsihility of the College. Design and installation of students, whichever

the new traffic signal would be coordinated through the occurs first.

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering B-Permit
process.

(b) Grand Avenue and 23% Street

1. The offset on 23 Street would be eliminated by
realigning the west leg of 23" Street northerly to align
with the east leg of the intersection. In addition, aleft-
turn lane would be provided on the eastbound approach,
requiring the dedication by the College of a small area
of right of way, and a westbound right-turn-only lane to
the subterranean parking structure would be provided,
also requiring dedication of right-of-way by the College.
These improvements would be coordinated through the
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering B-Permit
process.

Design and construct

improvements at Grand Avenue

and 23" Street.

During design and
construction phases
of the project.

District/College, in  District/College
consultation with Los

Angeles Bureau of

Engineering.
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VII. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Table VII-1 (Continued)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Summary Table

Monitoring

When Monitoringto Responsible Agency Agency or

Mitigation Action Required Occur or Party Party
(c) 1-110 NB off-ramp and Adams Boulevard
1. Anexclusiveright-turn lane would be provided onthe  Coordinate the design of October 2010 or District/College, in  District/College
“mixed-flow” portion of the northbound off-ramp. improvements at 1-110 NB off- ~ when enrollment consultation with
Widening, including acquisition, of minor area of right ramp and Adams Boulevard with reaches 21,300 Caltrans and
of way may be necessary based upon review of Caltrans. students, whichever ~ LADOT.
improvement by Caltrans. Implementation of this occurs first.

mitigation measure will be coordinated with Caltrans
via the Encroachment Permit process.
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Public Hearing conducted by the Los Angel es

Conmunity Col l ege District and the

Los Angel es Trade- Techni cal Col |l ege, at

Los Angel es Trade- Techni cal Coll ege,

Bui I ding L, Room 110, on Thursday,

May 15, 2003, comencing at 6:45 p.m,

before Ti m Anne Bourell, CSR No. 2845.

*

PRESENTATI ONS:

*

Ji m Favaro, Canpus Master Pl anner

Patrici a Shoemaker,

ATTENDEES:

Coony Bilinoria
Mary Ann Breckell
Mari a Carvaj al
Dr. Daniel Castro
Mary Catlin

Jerry Hostal ek

Ron Johnson

Deba P. Mbhapatra
Sal ly Sal avea
Sam Shabot

Ay Shel | horn

PCR Services Corp.
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Los Angeles, California; Thursday, May 15, 2003
Los Angel es Trade- Techni cal Coll ege
Bui l ding L, Room 110

6:45 p.m

M5. SHCEMAKER: On behal f of the Los Angel es
Trade- Technical Coll ege, we would |ike to wel cone you to
the first of two public hearings for the Canmpus Pl an
2002 5-year plan. W have two presentations for you
foll owed by an opportunity to provide comrent.

We are recording this entire session, so
when you approach the dais or speak from your seat, just
remenber to speak your nanme very clearly so it can be
recorded along with your coments. W are also
soliciting comments in witing. W provided sone
information forns for you to take home or fill out here
and | eave behind with us.

We are pleased that you are here and we
would Iike to start with the presentation of the Campus
Plan. That will be provided by JimFavaro, the canpus
mast er pl anner

MR. FAVARO Thank you, Patricia
Good eveni ng, everybody.
Toni ght is about the EIR Environnental

| mpact Report, which is a State of California-mandated
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process that any project of this size has to go through
And what it does is it studies the inpacts of a project,
such as the one I'mgoing to describe to you.

I"'monly going to be describing really the
vi sual and functional aspects of the project and
Patricia is going to talk about all the inmpacts of the
project to the surrounding environnent, and that's what
the EIRis for. But in order to do any EIR, you have to
have a project to analyze, so that's what I'mgoing to
descri be right now.

This is what we call a 5-year plan, which
if all goes well, we are going to have this thing
completed in five years. Right now, | just want to show
you where we're starting from which is the existing
canpus.

And just to orient you, WAshington
Boul evard is in the foreground, G and Avenue woul d be
south, it's on the left, Flower is on the right, and

23rd Street is up there at the top of the track and

field down there at the south end of the canpus. There
is Building A And we are in the LRC, which is right in
the middle of the image.

We can go to the next.

This is a plan diagram of the existing

campus, two different scal es.
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The diagramon the left shows the campus
in the context of the |arger neighborhood, so what you
can barely see here is the Santa Mnica Freeway going
east-west or up and down in this drawi ng and the Harbor
Freeway going north-south or left to right in this
drawi ng, the intersection is right up in the upper
right, and the Staple Center is just a little bit
further to the right. The canpus sits in an anmazi ng
location in dowmtown L.A., which is at the southeast
corner of that intersection. |It's a great |ocation

The di agram on the right shows buil di ngs
that are on the existing canpus, and you will see that
there's lots of building happening on the north side of
campus. The only open space on the south side of canpus
is the existing track and field, which has, as you know,
been filled up with basketball courts and tennis courts
and parking lots and equi prent and things like that.
Over the years, the canpus has built itself out, so that

is why it feels like there is no roomleft on the

campus.
Pl ease go to the next one.
So before | describe what the 5-year plan
is going to end up looking like, | want to describe what

facilities are going to be renoved as a result of that

5-year plan. That's the nost inportant first step
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And they are, nost significantly, the two
30-year-old tenporary structures we call the M Buil ding
and R Building al ong Grand Avenue, which are hol ding
student services and facilities nmanagenent; the renoval
of the C Building and the E Building, electronics and
the | earning assistance center and print shop and all
that; in the center of the north canpus just south of A
just north of LRC, the snack shop and L-ranp will be
renmoved; and the track and field and the 21st/22nd
Street Loop will be renoved; and the PTA building will
be remobved. And pretty soon, as soon as they get
control of the coffee building, they are going to renove
that, as well, which neans all that coffee snell wll
di sappear one day.

So we can go to the next.

And this is what the canpus will then | ook
like after we renmove those buildings and build the new
ones.

So if you conpare the left and the right,
you can tell how the major space is being formed on the
north canpus, the north quad, as a result of the renova
of C and E; and the new vestibul e public square that
wi || accept students arriving via bus and public
transportation at the corner of Grand Avenue and

Washi ngt on Boul evard.
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The nost inportant significant change to
canpus is the turning of the track and field in a
north-south direction and the construction of two
five-story classroomand | aboratory and student services
bui | di ngs facing onto Grand Avenue

Beneath that track and field will be a
two-I1 evel subterranean parking structure holding 700
cars.

Across the street will be a six-story
par ki ng structure hol di ng 400 cars.

The intent of the college is to renove its
dependency on that parking that's underneath the
freeway, the 10 Freeway, about a quarter mle north.

The dark orange buil di ngs show what's new
and the lighter colors show what's existing.

We can go to the next one.

So the major projects are renovation of
the H Building or the new restaurant facing out onto
that public square at the intersection of Washi ngton and
Grand; turning the book store around so that it faces
the street; putting the student union, pulling it up out
of the basenment and putting it along the north face of
the K Building so that it faces that public square.

This will becone a highly active pl ace

where the book store, cafe, restaurant and student union
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all converge, so it's a very active vestibule to the
canmpus at that inportant intersection.

The D Building further south will have an
expansion of the art gallery and the creation of an
out door scul pture garden as an extension of that
bui I di ng.

The LRC, the building we're in now, where
the library, as | like to refer toit, will get 15,000
square feet of new construction underneath the overhangs
here and the exterior will be conmpletely renovated plus
m scel | aneous interior renovations.

And then the major project, the south
canpus project, the two-|evel subterranean parking
garage and the two five-story instructional buildings.

You can go to the next now.

In order to get to that point, we went
through a 10-nmonth process with the coll ege, and through
a series of analytical techniques, draw ngs, hel ped the
college to envision how it could use the occasion of the
bond nmeasure, $138 million investment, to basically
correct a lot of the problens of the last 40 years.

The nost inportant of which, really
inpacting the quality of the environnent, were the |ack
of open space, neani ngful open space in a proper

| ocati on on campus spaci ous enough to have neani ng and
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to actually influence positively the quality of the
educational environnent, and what to do with the
vehicles. And that's a two-prong issue.

They don't have enough parking and, on top
of that, they have cars traversing across the campus in
the unfortunate ways that also deteriorate the quality
of the canpus.

So these diagranms, the two upper ones, are
both called | and use diagrans. Very sinple technique.
You just apply color to each use. So in that diagramin
the upper right, blue means parking and streets, red
means service, orange neans athletic fields, green neans
green space, gray neans buil di ngs.

On the left is the 5-year plan and you see
right away how, first of all, the blue has been vacated
fromthe center of canpus altogether and green has taken
the heart of canpus now.

The two di agranms on the bottom they are
simpl er diagrans than the ones on the top. They just
| ook at one aspect of the canpus, which is the green
space, open space, |andscapi ng and open space. Here is
the existing condition, all chopped up, no rea
significant open space; there is a lot of little places,
but it's all fragnented. There's no place that's room

out side that belongs to everyone in the comunity, in
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the coll ege comunity.

And that has really been a | arge part of
the intention of the 5-year plan, to use that track and
field as an occasion to build a great open space on the
sout h canmpus and evacuation of C and E to create a great
open space on the north canpus, and that's how we refer
to them as the north quad and the south quad.

Go to the next.

This shows what's happening fromthe
existing condition to the 5-year plan in terns of how we
are accommodating the vehicles. Just to remind us all
ri ght now what's happening is the south campus is
basi cally being chewed up a lot by streets and parking,
and the F-Ranp, which is along the south side of the
LRC, is aggravating that, so you essentially have the
north campus and the south canpus conpl etely divided
from each ot her.

VWhat we've done is, in the new plan, we
are going to take the F-Ranp, which is along the south
side of the LRC, and turn it 90 degrees and put it
parallel to Flower and then evacuate conpletely the
surface streets. So what that does right away is you
don't have vehicles crossing across the beltline of the
canpus any nore, so you can walk easily fromthe north

to the south side, thus making your 23 acres conpletely

10
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experienceable. It will feel that nmuch nore spacious,
because you won't have cars obstructing the experience
of wal king fromthe north end to the south end.

And then what's shown here in the dotted
line are the two | evels of subterranean parking. They
are underneath the athletic field so you won't see them
at all. There are 700 cars there, nore than what's
under the freeway. And the entrance is arranged such
that two new instructional buildings bracket that entry.
There is a ranp down into the garage. So that's your
formal entry. That's where everyone knows to go.

If they don't know, if they've never been
to canpus, that will be the address, they can just drive
to the front door and there will be sonmeone there to
tell themwhere to go. But it also has two ot her

entrances on 23rd Street.

So the noving of the F-Ranp, people com ng
off of Flower with the two ranps on 23rd Street, we have
access on 23rd Street, we have access on G and Avenue
thus we're distributing in-and-out traffic around the
perinmeter streets rather than bringing everyone to one
point, which is what's happening right nowwth this
intersection right here.

This is the aerial of what we started

with, the existing and what the 5-year plan is on the

11
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left. And what is amazing, we're building nore -- you
are getting nore classroomand office space and you're
doubl i ng the | andscape and the open space.

Pl ease go to the next.

This is a summary of really the gains of
that $138 nillion investnment over the five years. W
are literally doubling the anmount of open space on the
campus, building 160,000 square feet of new
instructional space. Now, the net gain is actually
70, 000, because, as you recall, we're renoving sone of
the buildings. W' re renoving about 90 and buil di ng
160, so the net gain is about 70,000 square feet. W're
getting about 100 new parking spaces. W're getting a
new entry to the canpus. W' re getting a coherent
overal | organizati on.

Equal ly inportant to the coll ege has been,
well, this is all nice and fine, but what is it al
going to look like? So that's been an integral part of
the master planning process and these are sone of the
drawi ngs that were done to support sone of the ideas
that we're tal king about.

This is that inportant intersection of
Washi ngton and Grand Avenue, the renovation of the
H Bui I di ng, the renoval of the student services

buil ding, and the creation of the great public square

12
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there at that intersection

You can go to the next.

This is the LRC existing condition on the
right, the north quad, the north side between the
A Building and the LRC. Wth the renoval of C and E, it
will be a great, spacious outdoor room It will bel ong
to every one of you in college. |It's where you run into
each other as you are going fromclass to class. And
the LRC will be conpletely redone on the exterior.

And we have a shot of the south side of
the LRC. This is the new athletic field with the
par ki ng underneath it. But the north as conpared to
what you get now, which is a bunch of parking and the
vehi cul ar ranp.

That's the interesting thing that has
energed out of the nmaster plan, which is nowthe
library, which should be the nost inportant building in
any educational institution, has actually the nost

i mportant location. It's at the center of canpus. It

faces onto both of the main spaces of the campus. The
entire educational experience revolves around this
building, the library.

Go to the next.

This is a shot of |ooking down 21st Street

and Building D. 21st Street is right there and this

13
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will becone -- right away, 21st Street goi ng east-west

wi || beconme a pedestrian wal k, again, no | onger occupied
by vehicles, and that is that inportant dividing line
bet ween the south canpus and the north canpus.

Go to the next.

And that's the way, in terns of
i npl ementation, nowthe college is really seen. W are
starting with the south campus project.

Go to the next.

In this area here, we'll be building the
two new cl assroom bui | di ngs al ong Grand Avenue, parking
structure and athletic fields.

Go to the next.

This is an early illustration of what that
project would |l ook like. They' ve conpleted programmi ng
now, so they know the functions that are going to go
into those buildings, which are a m xture of all sorts
of technol ogi cal prograns, student services and
admi ni stration.

Go to the next.

And that explains why that south canpus
project is so inportant in the order of things. You
| ook at this phasing diagram going Phase 1, 2, 3, 4, not
much happening in Phase 1 until the south campus gets

built. Once the south canpus gets built, then all sorts

14
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of things fall into place.

We can start noving all of those functions
out of north canpus into the new buildi ngs on south
canpus. You can then start denolishing C and E and
suddenly the campus takes shape. So that's why that big
project is so inportant in the order of things.

Go to the next one.

These are some previews of sone study

nmodel s for the devel opnent of those two buil di ngs, which

are slightly beyond the scope of this conversation
tonight, but | just thought I'd show you what they are
starting to | ook Iike.

Pl ease go to the next. Was that the | ast
one? Ch, great.

Patricia.

M5. SHCEMAKER: My nane is Patricia Shoemaker
I"'mwith PCR Services Corporation, and this is Sally
Sal avea. W would like to begin by providing a brief
overvi ew of the environmental process and docunentation
for the canpus plan.

The environmental process that was
initiated a few nmonths ago is based on the California
Environnental Quality Act, the Public Resources Code
Section 21000, a set of guidelines that have been

approved by the state for preparing environmenta

15
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docunent ati on, and al so the Los Angel es Community
College District's regulations in ternms of process,
procedure and, to a certain extent, the content.

The process was initiated in March with a
noti ce of preparation, which establishes the scope of
the environnental document for the project. That notice
of preparation was issued on March 19th. There is a
30-day review period during which we recei ved coments
on the scope and content of the docunent.

Ri ght now, we are within that 45-day
review period for the Draft Environnental I|npact Report,
and I'Il explain a little bit about the docunmentation in
a moment. This 45-day review period will include two
public neetings, this one and a second neeting on
June 12th. It will be in the sanme |ocation, sanme tine.

And the purpose of that neeting and this
one is to receive comments fromthe public with respect
to the project and the environnental docunentation for
the project.

The revi ew period, the environnental
review period for the Draft EIR will be foll owed by
responses to conments. So we will take each comment
provided by the public, either in witing or through
these public forums, respond to themin witing, and al

of the information will then be presented to the
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District Board of Trustees along with the project for
consideration and action. And that is expected to occur
in Cctober of this year.

The docunentation -- and |I'm not sure, but
we do have copies here in this roomand also in severa
| ocations, the main library in downtown Los Angeles, the
library here on canpus, in the president's and vice
president's adm nistration offices. |It's also avail able
on the college's web site.

The docunent and the purpose of the
docunentation is to identify significant effects that
will occur that are associated with construction of the
project and then | ong-term operations of the project.

We also need to identify any mtigation
measures that are necessary and are feasible to either

avoid the significant inpacts that are identified

t hrough analysis or to mnimze those inpacts.

And, lastly, to identify alternatives that
woul d do the sane thing, that would either avoid inpacts
or minimze inpacts. And you will find an anal ysis of
three alternatives, which I will cover in a nonment.

Through the notice of preparation, which
included an initial study, four topics or environnental
i npacts were identified as potentially resulting from

the inplementation of the project, and they are air
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quality, cultural resources, noise, and transportation
and circulation. Those are the four topics that are
covered and thoroughly evaluated in the environnmenta

docunent, the Draft EIR that | just mentioned. The

alternatives are also included in the environnental
docunent .

As you've seen and just received a
presentation, the project description in the Draft EIR
is the campus plan, the 5-year plan.

Al so assuned is that the project will be
completed in 2007, so all construction will be conpleted
and the facilities would be occupi ed.

The ot her assunption is that student
enrol | ment would increase fromthe current nunber of
approxi mately 15,000 up to 21,300. So those are
assunptions that are on the basis of the anal ysis.

Air quality. The analysis identified
significant inpacts relative to construction em ssions,
and that's basically dust, enmissions fromvehicle and
heavy equi prent usage. Al so during post-construction or
occupation of the project when the facility is
completely built, the nunber of students on canpus
and/or the enrollnment is realized and that would al so
result in some air em ssions associated with vehicul ar

use.

18



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

M tigati on measures have been identified
whi ch reduce the inpacts, specifically during
construction. However, even with those mtigation
nmeasures i nplenmented, there would still be sone
significant inpacts associated with inplenmentation of
the project.

Hi storic resources are evaluated in the
docunent. If you look on this diagram the striped
areas are buildings that are of particular interest
because of their eligibility for designation on the
exi sting | ocal ordinance and/or shoul d receive special
consideration froma planning perspective. These
bui I di ngs, some woul d be renoved and ot hers woul d be
nodi fi ed through renovation and i npl enmentation
activities.

O the buildings that were shown on the
previous diagram Building Cis of particular interest
and significance, largely because of its association
with the Los Angel es Pol ytechnic H gh School and its
current use here on the property. Al so, its Mderne
architectural style, and it was constructed originally
in 1936.

For this particular topic, there are

significant inpacts associated with the project, as |I've

al ready nentioned, some of the building' s features will
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be renoved or nodified through inpacts. Sone of those
i npacts could be | essened and/ or avoi ded. However, with
the renoval of Building C, there are significant inpacts
even after mtigation

Noi se. There will be noise inpacts, as
wel | as sonme noise associated with the increased
vehi cul ar use and access to the property or to the
col l ege canmpus. Mtigation nmeasures include tenporary
sound barriers to mask sonme of the construction noise
and the use of heavy equipnment. Wth the mitigation
the inpacts are expected to be less significant, so that
is an issue that is conpletely dealt with

The traffic study that was prepared for
the project, we've got 15 intersections and they are
shown here on this diagramin blue. O these 15
i ntersections, the ones shown in green are about four
intersections that require mtigation

There are two ranps, freeway ranps, one at
t he northbound 110 and al so to the westbound Santa
Moni ca Freeway. Those ranmps woul d be inproved with
addi ti onal |ane capacity.

The intersection at Gand and 23rd w |l be
realigned slightly to inprove its function and capacity,
and al so a signal would be added to G and Avenue and

22nd.
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Wth those mitigation measures, there
woul d be two intersections that would continue to
function at -- that would be inpacted by the standards
to a significant level. However, the intersection as
shown here at Adans and G and Avenue woul d continue to
function at acceptable |levels per city requirenents.
The intersection at Washington and Grand woul d operate
at unacceptable levels at the afternoon peak hours.

Consi dering the inpacts that have just
been described, three alternatives were evaluated. The
Alternative 1, the no action/no project, is required to
be eval uated under state law. That alternative assunes
that there would be no increase in the student
enrol Il nent, so the canpus would continue to operate with
15,000 students, and al so that mnor inprovenents woul d
be made to accommodat e and/ or correct any deficiencies
related to fire/life safety, the UniformFire Code,

Uni form Bui | di ng Code and ot her requirenments. So some
construction woul d occur; however, not the
i npl enment ati on of the canpus plan, the 5-year plan.

Alternative 2 assunes that Building C
woul d be retained in its current condition, possibly
with sonme nodifications within the building, but it
woul d remain in place. Under the project, it would be

renoved to create a portion of the north quad.

21



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Alternative 3, the reduced future
enrollment is proposed and eval uated to determ ne
whet her or not there is a major difference between the
i npact that would be created on canpus of 18, 000
students versus the proposed enroll ment of 21, 300.

When we conpare, the analysis shows that
the difference between the three alternatives when
conpared to the project varied

Under Alternative 1, generally no inpact
because of the very mnor nature of the construction
activities that would occur, basically renovation,
rehabilitation of existing buildings.

Under Alternative 2, the inpact in air
qual ity and noise and circul ation and transportation
woul d be essentially the same; however, there would be
| ess than significant inpact regarding the resources
simply because of the retention of Building C

Under Alternative 3, with the reduced
future enroll ment, some of the inpact would be at the

same |level as with the proposed project, and those are

hi storic resources and noi se; however, under air quality

and transportation, we concluded that there would be
| ess inmpact associated with Alternative 3.

As | nentioned at the begi nning of our

presentation, the opportunities for public participation
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are during this review period for the Draft
Envi ronnental | npact Report, which is a 45-day period.

The next neeting, again, is on June 12th, as well as a

District Board of Trustees neeting that will occur on
May 28th, and there are two neetings that will occur,
the dates have not been set, and those nmeetings will be

in Cctober.

And we will set those neetings when the
board will receive all the public coments, the
envi ronnent al documentation, including all public
comrents and responses, as well as the campus plan for
action.

At this tine, we invite you to offer
comments, either verbally or in witing. This session
is not designed to be a response/question forum \hat
we do want is to hear fromyou in the formof questions
and/ or statenments and they will be recorded and witten
responses will be provided.

Pl ease state your nane.

SAM SABOT. MWy nane is Sam S a-m |ast nane
Shabot, S-h-a-b-o-t, student at Trade-Tech, Los Angel es
Trade- Tech Col | ege, al so West Los Angel es Col | ege.

I amstrongly in favor of the ful
retention of the historic building.

I wanted to ask, what was the cost of
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renoval and did you consider that and al so consider the
drastic reduction in space?

I understand there is a need for open
space, but this building, just taking it out, it doesn't
seem -- even though the need for open space, it's
basically a working building and it seens that
t axpayers' noney is being spent to renmove a functiona
bui I ding that m ght even have historical value to it is
just being taken out.

| understand there's other space being
created el sewhere, and | wanted to know what the cost of
that was in relation to the total amount of nobney spent
on all these projects, different projects?

M5. SHOEMAKER:  Your questions and your conments
will be responded to in the docunent that is prepared
and subnmitted to the board. Thank you

Wul d anyone else like to offer a conment?

W will be here until 8 o' clock this
evening. Please feel free to take a comment form
conplete it here and mail it back or just provide it to
us before you | eave.

Agai n, the purpose of this forumis to
recei ve comments. W do want to respond in witing and
wi th accuracy and that's the purpose of not providing a

response toni ght, but rather review ng your coment
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and/ or comments received this evening and providing an
accurate and thorough response.

SAM SHABOT: But ny comment will be noted in the
record?

MS. SHCEMAKER: Absol utely, yes, along with a
r esponse.

SAM SHABOT: Thank you.

M5. SHOEMAKER  That concl udes the form
presentation. We will be here to receive comments. And
also feel free to review the docunent if you have a few

monents this evening to do that.

Yes?
MARY CATLIN: | notice the public hearing was
schedul ed for an evening. 1Is it possible that the

public hearing, maybe one, can be held during the
daytime while students are on campus?
M5. SHOEMAKER: W will certainly consider that.
MARY CATLIN: You can contact Mary Catlin, ASO
president, at the ASO office, Extension 7209.
M5. SHCEMAKER:  Thank you.
(Wher eupon the public meeting

was adjourned at 7:19 p.m)

* k* %
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LOS ANGELES TRADE-TECHNICAL COLLEGE
CAMPUS PLAN 2002

PUBLIC MEETING

THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 2003

6:10 P.M.

REPORTED BY TIMIANNE BOURELL, CSR NO. 2845
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Public Hearing conducted by the Los Angeles
Community College District and the

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College, at

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College,
Building D, Room D-120, on Thursday,

June 12, 2003, commencing at 6:10 p.m.,

before TimiAnne Bourell, CSR No. 2845.

* * &
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Patricia Shoemaker, PCR Services Corp.
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Los Angeles, California; Thursday, June 12, 2003
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College
Building D, Room D-120

6:10 p.m.

MS. SHOEMAKER: My name is Patricia Shoemaker
with PCR Services Corporation. On behalf of the
Los Angeles Community College District and Los Angeles
Trade Technical College, we would like to welcome you to
this public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Campus Plan 2002 5-year plan.

This'public hearing was advertised for
6:00 p.m. on Thursday, June 12.

As we have no participants from the public
attending this session at this time, we will not move
forward with our scheduled presentation and, in lieu of
that presentation, will allow until 6:30 for
participants from the public to arrive, at which time
the public hearing will be closed. Comments after that
point will be welcome in writing via the comments sheet
or letters in writing provided by the individuals.

(Break taken at 6:12 p.m.)

(Meeting commenced at 6:30 p.m.)
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MS. SHOEMAKER: It is now 6:30. Noc members of
the public have arrived. We are formally closing the
public hearing. That concludes the June 12, 2003
hearing for the Los Angeles Trade Technical College

Campus Plan 2002 Draft Enviornmental Impact Report.

L
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