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1 Preface 

1.1 Purpose 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of El Segundo (City) for the Pacific Coast 

Commons Specific Plan Project (Specific Plan or Project). This Final EIR has been prepared in conformance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) statutes (Cal. Pub. Res. Code, Section 21000 et. seq., as amended) 

and implementing guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Section 15000 et. seq.).  

Before approving a project, CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare and certify a Final EIR. The City has the 

principal responsibility for approval of the proposed Project and is therefore considered the lead agency under CEQA 

Section 21067. According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final EIR shall consist of: 

• The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft EIR 

• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary 

• A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR 

• The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation 

process; and 

• Any other information added by the lead agency 

1.2 Format of the Final EIR 

This Final EIR consists of the February 2021 Draft EIR and the following four chapters:  

1 Preface. This chapter summarizes the contents of the Final EIR, the environmental review process, and several 

minor updates that occurred in the Draft EIR subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public review.  

2 Response to Comments. During the 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR, 37 comment letters were received. This 

chapter contains these comment letters, which have been bracketed to organize the responses, and the City’s responses 

to the comments. 

3 Changes to the Draft EIR. Comments that are addressed in Chapter 2 may have resulted in minor revisions 

to the information contained in the February 2021 Draft EIR. Where necessary, deletions to the text are shown 

in bold strikeout and additions to the text are shown in bold underline in all applicable sections of the Draft 

EIR. Additionally, through the certification of this Final EIR, where the term “Draft EIR” is used in the text, this 

is now deemed to be “Final EIR.” 

4 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter of the Final EIR provides the mitigation monitoring 

and reporting program (MMRP) for the proposed Project. The MMRP is presented in table format and identifies 

mitigation measures for the proposed Project, the implementation period for each measure, the implementing 

party, and the enforcing agency. The MMRP also provides a section for recordation of mitigation reporting.  
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1.3 Environmental Review Process 

1.3.1 Notice of Preparation 

CEQA requires preparation of an EIR when there is substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a proposed 

project may have a significant effect on the environment. The purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers, 

public agencies, and the general public with an objective and informational document that fully discloses the 

environmental effects of the proposed project. The EIR process is intended to facilitate the objective evaluation of 

potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project, and to identify feasible 

mitigation measures and alternatives that would reduce or avoid the proposed project’s significant effects. In 

addition, CEQA requires that an EIR identify adverse impacts determined to be significant after mitigation. 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for a 30-day public review 

starting on May 26, 2020, to public agencies, organizations, and interested individuals. The purpose of the NOP 

was to provide notification that the City plans to prepare an EIR and to solicit input on the scope and content of the 

EIR. Additionally, a notice announcing the availability of the NOP was also published in the El Segundo Herald on 

May 21, 2020. Copies of the NOP were made available for electronic download on the City’s website at 

https://www.elsegundo.org/government/departments/development-services/planning-division/active-projects. 

Comments on the NOP were received from five agencies, seven letters/emails from individuals or groups, which 

are provided in Appendix A-2 to the Draft EIR.  

A scoping meeting was held on June 10, 2020. Rather than conducting an in-person meeting, the Governor’s 

Executive Order N-25-20 allowed local governments to hold meetings via teleconferencing while still meeting State 

transparency requirements. As such, the Project’s Scoping Meeting was held online, through a webinar type format. 

The City hosted one Scoping Meeting on Wednesday, June 10, 2020, from 6:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. and was made 

available through the City’s website at https://www.elsegundo.org/government/departments/development-

services/planning-division/active-projects. The purpose of this meeting was to seek input from public agencies and 

the general public regarding the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The City received five 

comments/questions with environmental concerns during the Scoping Meeting, which are provided in the Draft EIR 

under Table A of Appendix A-2. 

1.3.2 Noticing and Availability of the Draft  

The Draft EIR was made available for public review and comment pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. 

The 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR started on February 25, 2021 and ended on April 12, 2021. 

At the beginning of the public review period, an electronic copy of the Draft EIR and an electronic copy of the 

Notice of Completion (NOC) and Notice of Availability (NOA) were submitted to the State Clearinghouse. 

Relevant State agencies received electronic copies of the documents. An NOA was distributed to interested 

parties and filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk as well as published in the El Segundo Herald. The NOA 

described where the document was available and how to submit comments on the Draft EIR. A hardcopy of the 

Draft EIR was available at the El Segundo Development Services Department located at 350 Main Street, El 

Segundo, CA 90245. Additionally, the NOA and the Draft EIR were available to be viewed on the City website 

at https://www.elsegundo.org/government/departments/development-services/planning-division/active-projects. 
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The 45-day public review period provided interested public agencies, groups, and individuals the opportunity to 

comment on the contents of the Draft EIR. A total of 37 agency, organization, and individual comment letters 

were received and are included in Chapter 2, Responses to Comments, of this Final EIR.  

1.3.3 Final EIR 

The Final EIR addresses the comments received during the public review period and includes minor changes to the 

text of the Draft EIR in accordance with comments that necessitated revisions. This Final EIR will be presented to 

City decision-makers for potential certification as the environmental document for the proposed project. All agencies 

who commented on the Draft EIR will be provided with a copy of the Final EIR, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(b). The Final EIR will also be posted on the City’s website at: https://www.elsegundo.org/government 

/departments/development-services/planning-division/active-projects.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the City shall make findings for each of the significant effects 

identified in this EIR and shall support the findings with substantial evidence in the record. After considering the 

Final EIR in conjunction with making findings under Section 15091, the lead agency may decide whether or how 

to approve or carry out the Project. When a lead agency approves a project that will result in the occurrence of 

significant effects that are identified in the Final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency is 

required by CEQA to state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the Final EIR and/or other 

information in the record. Because the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, a “statement 

of overriding considerations” will be prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 and supported by 

substantial evidence in the record.  

1.4 Revisions to the Draft EIR  

The comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIR resulted in minor clarifications and 

modifications in the text of the February 2021 Draft EIR, as shown in Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft EIR. These 

changes are included as part of the Final EIR, to be presented to City decision makers for review and 

consideration of certification and Project approval. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 identifies when a lead agency must recirculate an EIR. A lead agency is required to 

recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of 

the Draft EIR but before certification of the Final EIR. Information includes changes in the project or environmental setting 

as well as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not considered significant unless the 

EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 

environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project 

alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088.5(a), significant new information requiring recirculation includes the following:  

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure 

proposed to be implemented. 

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures 

are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would 

clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 
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4. The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 

public review and comment were precluded. 

The minor clarifications, modifications, and editorial corrections that were made to the Draft EIR are shown in 

Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. None of the revisions that have been made to the Draft 

EIR resulted in new significant impacts; none of the revisions resulted in a substantial increase in the severity of 

an environmental impact identified in the Draft EIR; and, none of the revisions brought forth a feasible project 

alternative or mitigation measure that is considerably different from those set forth in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, 

the revisions do not cause the Draft EIR to be flawed such that it precludes meaningful public review. As none of 

the CEQA criteria for recirculation have been met, recirculation of the EIR is not warranted. As stated in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), “recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 

clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”  
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2 Responses to Comments 

2.1 Introduction 

A draft version of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan 

(Project) was circulated for a 45-day public review from February 25, 2021 to April 12, 2021. This chapter of the 

Final EIR includes a copy of each comment letter provided during the 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR. 

The City of El Segundo (City) has prepared responses to each comment, which are included in this chapter. The 

comments are ordered numerically, and the individual issues within each comment letter are bracketed and 

numbered. The City’s responses to comments on the Draft EIR represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to address 

the environmental issues identified by the comments. Under the CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency is required to 

evaluate and provide written responses to comments received on the Draft EIR (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088). 

As shown in Table 2-1 the City received comment letters from 1 agency, 4 organizations, and 32 community 

members. To finalize the EIR for the proposed Project, responses have been prepared for comments that were 

received during the public review period. In addition to providing individual responses to comments, one Topical 

Response has been prepared to respond to consistent comments raised by multiple commenters. When a 

commenter has made a comment that can be responded to using a Topical Response, the commenter is referred 

to the applicable Topical Response(s). For ease of reference, Topical Responses are included at the beginning of 

this Response to Comments chapter. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), 

the City will provide a written response on comments submitted by public agencies to each respective public agency 

at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR. 

Table 2-1. List of Commenters 

Comment 

Letter Name Type Date 

Agencies 

A1 Caltrans  Regional 

Agency 

March 26, 2021 

Organizations 

O1 CREED LA Organization March 8, 2021 

O2 Attorneys for Southwest Regional Council of 

Carpenters 

Organization March 22, 2021 

O3 Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility 

(“SAFER”) 

Organization April 12, 2021 

O4 Sam Dunlap Tribe April 10, 2021 

Individuals 

I1 BYDS Chow Individual February 27, 2021 

I2 Wendy Martin Individual February 28, 2021 

I3 Paul Morrison Individual March 1, 2021 

I4 Susannah Harper Individual March 2, 2021 

I5 Laura Honsowetz Individual March 3, 2021 

I6 Jed Montgomery Individual March 12, 2021 

I7 Richard Leos Individual March 19, 2021 

I8 Chris Johnson Individual March 20, 2021 

I9 Jed Montgomery Individual March 20, 2021 
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Table 2-1. List of Commenters 

Comment 

Letter Name Type Date 

I10 Antoine Michael Individual March 21, 2021 

I11 McKenna Wilson Individual March 22, 2021 

I12 Stephanie Jordan and Brenton C. Graham Individual March 22, 2021 

I13 Maggie Matchett  Individual March 22, 2021 

I14 Lizabeth Allen Individual March 22, 2021 

I15 Paul and Cami Trump Individual March 26, 2021 

I16 Neil R. Cadman Individual March 26, 2021 

I17 Frank Glynn Individual March 26, 2021 

I18 Frances de Freitas Individual March 28, 2021 

I19 Stephanie Sauter and Paul Kelly Individual March 28, 2021 

I20 Bill Watkins Individual March 29, 2021 

I21 Matthew Klemp Individual April 1, 2021 

I22 Venu Joshi Individual April 5, 2021 

I23 Jim deCordova Individual April 8, 2021 

I24 Julia Riboli Individual April 9, 2021 

I25 Bianca Mendoza Individual April 11, 2021 

I26 Paul Morrison Individual April 11, 2021 

I27 David S. Poepoe and Stephanie Young Individual April 11, 2021 

I28 Eli Buck Individual April 12, 2021 

I29 Eli Buck Individual April 12, 2021 

I30 Gayle CdeBaca Individual April 12, 2021 

I31 Stephanie Jordan and Brenton C. Graham Individual April 12, 2021 

I32 Lionel Uhry Applicant April 12, 2021 

 

2.2 Topical Responses 

Topical Response No. 1 – Cumulative Impacts 

In response to comments regarding the listing of cumulative projects included in the Draft EIR, an additional three 

development projects identified by the City of El Segundo have been added to the cumulative projects list. Table 2-

2, Additional Related Projects, below, represents three additional projects that were reasonably foreseeable at the 

time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR. These projects are hereby incorporated into Table 

2-3, List of Cumulative Projects, within Draft EIR Chapter 2. Please see Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft EIR, Section 

3.2, Errata, of this Final EIR, for revisions. These edits do not change the impact conclusions in the Draft EIR, nor 

do they result in any new significant impacts or the need for new or altered mitigation measures, as further 

demonstrated in the analysis below. Rather, this information merely augments the discussion that was already 

presented in the Draft EIR, and results in no changes to the conclusions or mitigation measures previously 

presented. As such, these changes would not result in a new significant impact or in an increase in the severity of 

a previously identified significant impact and, therefore, do not warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR. 



2 - Responses to Comments 

Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan Final EIR 12171 

October 2021  2-3 

Table 2-2. Additional Related Projects 

Location ID Related Project Location 

Within City 

Limits Land Use/Project Type Unit Size 

31 1475 El Segundo Boulevard Yes Office 47.84 KSF 

Residential 4 DU 

32 1320-1330 Franklin Avenue Yes Office 47.25 KSF 

Residential 4 DU 

33 243 and 330 Kansas Street Yes Office 243.22 KSF 

Note: DU = dwelling unit; KSF = thousand square feet 

This Topical Response provides an assessment of these three additional related projects into the analysis of each 

topical sections assessed in the Draft EIR, as described below. 

Aesthetics 

As described in the Draft EIR (Section 4.1.5), the City is almost entirely built out, and cumulative projects within the 

City would be considered infill development. As further stated in Section 4.1.5, cumulative projects would not have 

a substantial adverse effect to existing scenic views of resources. The addition of the three related projects listed 

in Table 2-2 would not change this conclusion. Consistent with the other related projects listed in the Draft EIR, 

these three additional projects are infill, redevelopment projects in a highly urbanized area. They are located within 

the City, which does not identify any officially designated scenic vistas within City boundaries, and are not within 

the vicinity of the Santa Monica Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, the coastline, or beaches. For the same reasons 

identified in the Draft EIR, cumulative projects would not have a substantial adverse effect to existing scenic views, 

and the newly added related projects would not change this conclusion. 

With regard to scenic quality, the Draft EIR states that the proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on 

the scenic quality of the area and that no identified cumulative projects are within close proximity to the Project site such 

that combined effects could occur. While this analysis would remain the same for the revised related projects list provided 

in this Final EIR, one of the newly added related projects is situated closer to the Project site than the closest related 

project identified in the Draft EIR.1 This more proximal related project is located at 243 and 330 Kansas Street. The 

northern boundary of this related project is located along Holly Avenue, approximately 0.15-mile west of the proposed 

Project’s southern boundary along Holly Avenue. However, the sloping topography of Holly Avenue between the proposed 

Project site and the related project site, combined with the distance between the two projects, intervening development, 

two-way roadway, landscaping, and utility lines, would minimize the potential for the two projects to combine within one 

viewshed to change the scenic quality of the area. As such, the proposed Project and the newly added proximal related 

project would not result in a significant impact to scenic quality.  

As the related projects are implemented, a more dense and urban character would occur within the City, as 

described in Section 4.1.5 of the Draft EIR. The addition of three related infill development projects to the Draft 

EIR’s original list of 30 related infill development projects would not substantively alter the overall pattern of 

increased density and urbanization described in the Draft EIR. The three additional projects would be consistent 

with overall land use patterns and trends in the Project vicinity and would be required to comply with development 

 
1  By way of comparison, the closest related project identified in the Draft EIR is located at 455 Continental Boulevard & 1995 E 

Grand Avenue, which is over 0.3 mile southeast of the Project site. The related project at 243 and 330 Kansas Street is located 

approximately 0.15 mile southwest of the Project site. (The other two newly added related projects listed in Table 2-2 above are 

located in similar proximities to the Project site as the related projects identified in the Draft EIR.) 
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standards from the El Segundo Municipal Code and with applicable scenic quality regulations. Impacts related to 

conflicts with scenic quality regulations would remain less than significant, for the same reasons as identified in 

the Draft EIR.  

With regard to shade/shadow, such impacts are site specific, and the geographic area of potential shade/shadow 

impacts is thus located within the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The distance between this related project 

and the Project site, as well as the intervening features, would preclude the shade/shadow impacts of the two 

projects from combining to produce a cumulative impact. Impacts would remain less than significant, and the newly 

added related projects would not change this conclusion.  

As determined in the Draft EIR, upon compliance with applicable regulations and guidelines regarding light and 

glare, the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable light/glare impact. The related projects 

(including the three additional projects identified herein) would be subject to similar regulations and are infill 

projects within an already urbanized area. The addition of three related infill development projects to a list of 30 

other infill development projects in an urbanized area would not change the conclusions regarding light/glare that 

are presented in the Draft EIR. Impacts would therefore remain less than significant, and the newly added related 

projects would not change this conclusion.  

Air Quality / Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Cumulative impacts to air quality from construction and operation of the Project and other past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable projects were discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality. Under Threshold 4.2b and 

under Section 4.2.5, Cumulative Impact Analysis, the Draft EIR states if a project does not exceed the South Coast 

Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) recommended daily regional or localized emission thresholds for criteria 

pollutants, then project-specific impacts would also not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions. 

While the proposed Project would contribute emissions for both short-term construction and long-term operations, 

its emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD’s criteria pollutant threshold for criteria air pollutant emissions; 

therefore, the Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable. Furthermore, other projects would also 

be subject to CEQA and would require air quality analysis and, where necessary, mitigation if the project would 

exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Criteria air pollutant emissions associated with construction activity of future projects 

would be reduced through implementation of control measures required by the SCAQMD. Cumulative PM10 and 

PM2.5 emissions would be reduced because all future projects would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive 

Dust), which sets forth general and specific requirements for all construction sites in the SCAQMD. In addition, 

cumulative VOC emissions would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1113 (Architectural Coatings). 

Additionally, a localized significance thresholds (LSTs) analysis was prepared to determine potential impacts to 

nearby sensitive receptors during construction of the Project. The LST methodology was developed to be used as a 

tool to assist lead agencies to analyze localized impacts associated with project-specific level projects. The LST 

methodology and associated mass rates are not designed to evaluate localized impacts from mobile sources 

traveling over the roadways and only assess emissions generated from onsite sources. As previously discussed, the 

SCAQMD has promulgated guidance that if daily emissions generated by construction or operation of a project 

remain below the regional or localized mass daily thresholds, those emissions would not result in a significant air 

quality impact either at the project level or under regionally cumulative considerations. Project-related construction 

activities would not generate emissions in excess of site-specific LSTs as described under Threshold 4.3c in Section 

4.2, Air Quality; therefore, site-specific impacts during construction and operation of the proposed Project would be 

less than significant and therefore, would not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions of 
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nonattainment pollutants. Therefore, even with consideration of the additional related projects, the proposed 

Project’s air quality emissions would be less than significant. 

Likewise, with greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, impacts are inherently cumulative as described in Draft EIR 

Section 4.6, as no single project could cause global climate change. The proposed Project was determined to result 

in emissions less than the significance threshold and would also be consistent with the City’s Climate Action Plan. 

Therefore, even with consideration of the additional related projects, the proposed Project’s GHG emissions would 

be less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.3.5), there are no known historical or archaeological resources on the Project 

site and as such, the Project site is not part of an existing or known grouping or district of historical or archaeological 

resources that would be impacted as part of the cumulative impacts of other projects. The addition of three related 

projects to the related projects list would not change this conclusion. The proposed Project site does not support 

significant historic built environment resources; as such, the Project would not have the potential to combine with 

any of the related projects (including the additional three projects identified herein) to produce a cumulatively 

considerable impact on historic built environment resources.  

As identified in the Draft EIR, there is the potential for accidental discovery of archaeological resources during 

excavation activities associated with the proposed Project and the related projects, including those that have been 

added in this Final EIR. MM-CUL-2 identified in the Draft EIR would address the proposed Project’s potential impacts 

related to inadvertent finds of archaeological resources. Other individual projects occurring in the vicinity of the 

Project site would also be subject to the same requirements of CEQA as the proposed Project and any impacts to 

archaeological resources would be mitigated, as applicable. The addition of three related projects to the list 

originally identified in the Draft EIR would not change this conclusion.  

The potential for effects to human remains from the proposed Project and related projects (including the three 

additional related projects identified herein) would continue to be addressed by compliance with applicable 

regulations, as identified in the Draft EIR. Effects to human remains would not be cumulatively considerable, for 

the same reasons set forth in the Draft EIR. Therefore, even with consideration of the additional related projects, 

the proposed Project’s impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant. 

Energy 

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.4.5), buildout of the proposed Project and the related projects would increase 

demands for energy (electricity, natural gas, and petroleum). The addition of the three related projects identified in 

Table 2-2 would marginally increase the energy demands of the overall cumulative development scenario. As stated 

in Section 4.4.5, the proposed Project and the related projects would be subject to increasingly stringent energy 

efficiency requirements and are also expected to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by encouraging the use of 

alternative modes of transportation and other design features that promote VMT reductions. The three additional 

related projects would be subject to the same energy efficiency requirements as the other related projects and may 

also promote reductions in VMT through provision of jobs and housing in an already urbanized area. As such, the 

addition of three related projects to the overall cumulative scenario would not change the conclusions or the 

analysis presented in the Draft EIR in the category of energy.  
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Geology and Soils 

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.5.5), the majority of impacts from geologic hazards, such as rupture of a fault 

line, liquefaction, landslides, expansive soils, and unstable soils, are site-specific and are therefore generally 

mitigated on a project-by-project basis. Each related project would be required to adhere to required building 

engineering design per the most recent version of the California Building Code in order to ensure the safety of 

building occupants and avoid a cumulative geologic hazard. Additionally, as needed, projects would incorporate 

individual mitigation or geotechnical requirements for site-specific geologic hazards present on each individual 

cumulative project site. The addition of three related projects to the originally identified list in the Draft EIR would 

not change the cumulative impacts conclusions included in the Draft EIR.  

With regard to paleontological resources, MM-GEO-1 would ensure that the Project’s potential impacts to 

paleontological resources would be less than significant. Other cumulative projects that would have a potential to 

impact soils that are sensitive for significant fossils would also require mitigation, including the three additional 

projects listed in Table 2-2. The newly added related projects would not alter the cumulative impacts conclusions 

related to paleontological resources that was presented in the Draft EIR.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.7.5), cumulative projects would be subject to federal, state, and local 

regulations related to hazardous materials and other public health and safety issues. Adherence to these regulatory 

requirements would reduce incremental impacts associated with public exposure to health and safety hazards in 

the vicinity of each related project. Furthermore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts are generally site 

specific. For these reasons, the Draft EIR concludes that cumulative impacts associated with hazards and 

hazardous materials would be less than significant. The three additional related projects would not change the 

impacts or conclusion, as these additional related projects would be subject to the same federal, state, and local 

regulations related to hazardous materials that are identified in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, as stated in Section 

4.7.5, the proposed Project itself would not create significant human or environmental health or safety risk that 

could combine with other project impacts to create a significant and cumulatively considerable impact. For these 

reasons, the proposed Project would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts related to hazards and 

hazardous materials, and the newly added related projects would not change this conclusion. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The cumulative scenario for water quality that is analyzed in the Draft EIR (Section 4.8.5) encompasses the 

geographic context of the South Santa Monica Bay Watershed and accounts for all anticipated cumulative growth 

within this geographic area. As such, the analysis is regional in nature and is not altered by the addition of the three 

related projects listed in Table 2-2. As with the other related projects identified in the Draft EIR, the additional 

related projects are infill development projects that could temporarily increase sedimentation during construction 

and could increase impervious surfaces during operations. However, the same water quality regulations identified 

in the Draft EIR would apply to the newly added related projects. For the same reasons stated in the Draft EIR, 

Project impacts associated with water quality standards and polluted runoff would be less than significant, and the 

Project would not contribute considerably to cumulative impacts. The newly added related projects would not 

change this conclusion. 

The cumulative impact analysis for drainage that is analyzed in the Draft EIR discusses cumulative development in 

the City and its potential to increase impervious surfaces that could cause or contribute to storm drain system 
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capacity exceedance, alter the existing storm drain system, and/or require construction of new or expanded 

facilities. However, as stated in the Draft EIR, new development would be subject to the same requirements for low 

impact development infrastructure and best management practices to address the potential for increased runoff 

from development sites. All projects must comply with current state and local environmental regulations, such as 

the El Segundo Municipal Code mandates. The related projects that are added to the cumulative development 

scenario would be subject to these same regulations. Furthermore, these three additional projects are 

redevelopment projects located on existing urbanized, developed sites. As such, they would not be expected to 

contribute to an increase in impervious surfaces. For the same reasons identified in the Draft EIR, potential impacts 

to drainage associated with the Project would be less than significant, and the Project would not contribute 

considerably to cumulative impacts. The newly added related projects would not change this conclusion. 

Land Use and Planning 

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.9.5), cumulative land use impacts could occur if any of the related projects 

would result in incompatible land uses, or result in land uses that are inconsistent with adopted land use plans 

when combined with the impacts of the Project. Given the built-out conditions of the greater Los Angeles 

Metropolitan region, including the Project site, the Draft EIR states that cumulative development would likely 

convert existing underutilized properties in the Project area to revitalized higher-density developments to respond 

to the need for housing, sources of employment, and associated retail land uses. The three newly added related 

projects fit into this pattern of cumulative development that is described in the Draft EIR. As further stated in the 

Draft EIR, land use conflicts are typically site-specific and not cumulative in nature; despite the number of 

cumulative projects in a given area, they would not necessarily compound to create cumulative land use conflicts. 

As such, the addition of the three related projects would not change the cumulative analysis or conclusions 

presented in the Draft EIR for land use and planning. Cumulative impacts related to land use and planning would 

thus remain less than significant for the same reasons identified in the Draft EIR. The newly added related projects 

would not change this conclusion. 

Noise 

The addition of three related projects would not change the impact determinations for noise as addressed in Draft 

EIR Section 4.10, Noise. While these three additional projects would have the potential to incrementally increase 

construction and operational noise intensity in the Project area, they would not change the Project’s potential for 

contributing to cumulative effects. The three additional related projects are not directly adjacent to the Project site. 

As such, the proposed Project would not contribute to or overlap with localized noise and vibration effects 

associated with these projects. 

By way of example, construction of the 243 and 330 Kansas Street related project (the nearest of the three 

additional projects) would appear to have existing noise-sensitive residential receptors at the northwest corner of 

E. Holly Avenue and Kansas Street that are as close as approximately 140 feet; however, these offsite receptors 

are 700 feet from the Project site. Since implementation of the Project and its component site-specific 

development, as well as unrelated development projects within its vicinity would all be subject to applicable noise 

standards, this means that construction noise from 243 and 330 Kansas Street would need to meet the City’s 

construction noise threshold of 65 dBA at these offsite receptors 140 feet away. But because construction noise 

from the Project needs to comply with 65 dBA at its nearest offsite receptors, which include those at the northwest 

corner of E. Holly Avenue and Indiana Street that are less than 65 feet from the Project boundary, the Project 

construction noise exposure level at the Kansas Street receptors would be much less due to the additional 640 

feet of distance travelled. With each doubling of distance representing a 6 dB reduction, the 65 dBA construction 
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noise level at the Indiana Street receptor would thus be at least 18 dB less (i.e., -6 dB at 130 feet, -12 dB at 260 

feet, and -18 at 520 feet) and consequently a negligible acoustic contributor compared to what may be concurrent 

construction noise from 330 Kansas Street at these receptors. The same conclusion could be made for the offsite 

receptors at Indiana Street, because they are 700 feet from the 243 and 330 Kansas Street related project and 

would similarly receive an acoustically negligible contribution to the cumulative noise level. Such contribution is 

considered negligible in this context due to the principles of acoustical energy logarithmic summation: in summary, 

when two noise levels received at a common receptor are more than 10 dB apart, the result is effectively the larger 

of the two values. Both construction of the Project and the 243 and 330 Kansas Street related project could occur 

concurrently and individually comply with the City’s construction noise standard, and each would not contribute to 

cumulative exceedances of noise standards of the other. Therefore, the incremental noise effect would remain as 

a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated (included as MM-NOI-1) for Project construction noise. 

Future development from implementation of the Project along with other projects would generate off-site traffic 

noise; however, even with increased traffic volumes, the noise generated from the three additional related projects 

would not represent a new significant impact. For instance, the predicted peak-hour traffic volumes for selected 

roadway intersections that include the effect of adding these three related projects to the cumulative and 

cumulative-plus-Project scenarios were numerically compared to earlier future traffic volumes used as inputs for 

studied roadway segments in the Draft EIR’s Appendix J-1. The largest differences in total peak hour traffic, 

predicted to occur in the afternoon, at the Pacific Coast Highway intersections with E. Mariposa Avenue and E. Palm 

Avenue, result in no greater than a 0.09 dB increase in predicted traffic noise for the cumulative scenario and no 

greater than a 0.35 dB increase for the cumulative-plus-Project scenario. On these bases, and with no changes to 

roadway vehicle speeds or other modeling parameters, cumulative off-site traffic noise impacts would remain less 

than significant. Therefore, even with consideration of the additional related projects, the proposed Project’s noise 

emissions would be less than significant. 

Population and Housing 

The cumulative population and housing analysis in the Draft EIR (Section 4.11.5) identifies two related projects that 

would contribute new residential units to the City: the projects at 540 E. Imperial Avenue and 1225 Mariposa 

Avenue. Two of the three newly added related projects (shown in Table 2-2 above) would contribute over 300,000 

sf of office land uses and a total of eight new residential units to the City, in addition to the other related projects 

described in the Draft EIR. As such, these three projects would contribute primarily to the employment-generating 

uses within the City, which could further exacerbate the need for additional local housing stock. The three related 

project’s new units would be small (e.g., approximately 500 sf) and are intended for the caretakers of the 

commercial properties, such as for security guards or others that need to stay overnight. The addition of 8 units 

intended to serve the planned office uses for the three new related projects would not be a substantial change in 

the context of cumulative housing and population growth for the City.  

The Draft EIR further states that the related projects would primarily increase employment in the City. The three 

newly added related projects primarily consist of office uses and, therefore, would contribute to this overall pattern. 

Furthermore, as mentioned in the Draft EIR, the City is jobs rich and the eight new units proposed to serve the new 

office projects would not help to balance the jobs-to-housing ratio in the City. With or without the three additional 

related projects, the proposed Project would provide additional housing in a jobs-rich area. For the same reasons 

described in the Draft EIR, it is not anticipated that the proposed Project, in combination with other future 

foreseeable projects, would create a cumulatively considerable impact to population, housing, or employment. The 

newly added related projects would not change this conclusion and may in fact further support the need for the 

proposed Project’s residential uses to facilitate a more balanced jobs-housing community.  
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Public Services and Recreation 

The cumulative analysis for public services and recreation presented in the Draft EIR (Section 4.12.5) states that 

cumulative impacts to fire protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreational facilities, and other public 

facilities such as libraries would be generally addressed through development fees from the related projects. The 

addition of three related projects to the overall cumulative development scenario would incrementally increase 

demands on services but would also represent a commensurate increase in fees. As such, the analysis and 

conclusions in the Draft EIR would not change, and cumulative impacts would remain less than significant for the 

same reasons identified in the Draft EIR. The newly added related projects would not change this conclusion. 

Transportation 

The addition of three related projects would not change the impact significance conclusions as addressed in Draft 

EIR Section 4.13, Transportation. As described in Draft EIR Sections 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 4.9, Land 

Use and Planning; and 4.13, Transportation, the proposed Project is consistent with plans addressing the circulation 

system (SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, the City’s Climate Action Plan, Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan, and 

LADOT’s Short Range Transit Plan) and would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public 

transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities under cumulative conditions. The addition of three related projects would 

not change the proposed Project’s proximity to public transit and the Project (and other related projects) would 

cumulatively contribute to transit ridership maintained by Metro and LADOT, which would result in less than 

significant impacts.  

The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) for 

informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Section 4.13.4 of the Draft EIR 

and Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR). Automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered to be impacts on the 

environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California Public Resources Code Section 

21099(b)(2)). Therefore, as stated in the Draft EIR, the City’s LOS policy in the General Plan would not be applicable 

per Senate Bill (SB) 743; however, a discussion of the changes in the LOS analysis due to the inclusion of the three 

additional related projects is provided below for informational purposes.  

The addition of the three related projects listed in Table 2-2 above is anticipated to change the LOS of the 

intersection at Pacific Coast Highway/El Segundo Boulevard in the AM peak hour from LOS D to LOS E, as shown in 

the attached memorandum (see Appendix A) to this Final EIR (Fehr & Peers 2021). Prior to the addition of these 

related projects, this intersection was forecast to operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour, as shown in Table 2-3. 

With the addition of the three related projects, this intersection is forecast to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour, 

as shown in Table 2-4.  

Table 2-3. Draft EIR Future (2027) Plus Project Intersection LOS Signalized Intersections 

No. Intersection Peak Hour 

Future (2027) Future plus Project 

V/C LOS V/C LOS 

6 Pacific Coast Highway/El 

Segundo Boulevard  

AM 0.867 D 0.877 D 

PM 1.115 F 1.117 F 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020 (Appendix J-1); adapted from Table 8A 

Note: V/C = volume to capacity; LOS = Level of Service 
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Table 2-4. Revised Future Plus Project Intersection LOS Signalized Intersections 

No. Intersection Peak Hour 

Future (2027) Future plus Project 

V/C LOS V/C LOS 

6 Pacific Coast Highway/El 

Segundo Boulevard  

AM 0.901 E 0.908 E 

PM 1.170 F 1.172 F 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2021 

Note: V/C = volume to capacity; LOS = Level of Service 

This changed future LOS condition would occur with or without the proposed Project. Importantly, the addition of 

the proposed Project would not individually contribute to an LOS change from the pre-Project condition. In summary, 

the addition of the three related projects would not result in the Project creating adverse circulation conditions 

regarding trips generated on the street network.  

Additionally, the addition of three related projects would not result in a cumulatively significant impact related to 

VMT. As stated in Section 4.13, Transportation of the Draft EIR, the City has not yet adopted VMT guidelines, metrics, 

and significance criteria per SB 743 guidelines. As such, the impact thresholds used for this Project are based on 

the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidelines outlined in their Technical Advisory on Evaluating 

Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018). As shown in Table 4.13-3 of the Draft EIR, the Project is 

estimated to generate 10.9 daily household VMT per capita, which is lower than 15% below the existing City daily 

household VMT per capita (12.1 VMT). Per OPR guidelines, “…A project that falls below an efficiency-based 

threshold that is aligned with long-term environmental goals and relevant plans would have no cumulative impact 

distinct from the project impact. Accordingly, a finding of a less-than-significant project impact would imply a less 

than significant cumulative impact, and vice versa…” Per the VMT analysis, the Project’s VMT of 10.9 VMT falls 

below the efficiency-based threshold of 12.1 VMT, and the Project site is located within an urbanized area served 

by public transit. As such, the Project would not exceed the SCAG threshold for VMT and the Project’s contribution 

to cumulative VMT would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Finally, the addition of three related projects would not result in a cumulatively considerable significant impact 

related to emergency access. As with the proposed Project, driveways and/or circulation modifications proposed in 

the surrounding area would comply with applicable local, regional, state, and/or federal requirements. Further, 

since modification to access is largely confined to the Project site and the immediate surrounding area, Project-

specific emergency access impacts would likely not impact other cumulative projects. Therefore, even with 

consideration of the additional related projects, the proposed Project’s transportation impact conclusions would 

remain less than significant as stated in Draft EIR Section 4.13.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

As stated in the Draft EIR (Section 4.14.5), cumulative impacts on tribal cultural resources consider whether 

impacts of the proposed Project together with other related projects identified within the vicinity of the Project site, 

when taken as a whole, substantially diminish the number of such resources within the same or similar context or 

property type. As discussed in the Draft EIR, there are no known tribal cultural resources on the Project site and the 

area is considered to be of low potential to contain unanticipated cultural or tribal cultural resources. Furthermore, 

mitigation measure MM-TCR-1 is set forth for the proposed Project to address the potential for inadvertent finds 

during excavation. The related projects would be subject to the same requirements of CEQA as the proposed Project 

and any impacts to tribal cultural resources would be mitigated, as applicable. The three related projects that have 

been added to the cumulative scenario are also subject to the same requirements, and mitigation would be applied 
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if necessary. As stated in the Draft EIR, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable after the Project-specific 

mitigation measure is applied. The newly added related projects would not change this conclusion. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As stated in Section 4.15.5 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project and each cumulative project would incrementally 

increase demands for utilities and service systems. The analysis in the Draft EIR demonstrates that available 

capacity exists to serve the proposed Project’s water, wastewater, electricity, natural gas, telecommunications, and 

solid waste disposal needs. Similar to the Project, the capacity and availability of utilities to serve the related 

projects would be determined on a project-specific basis. In the event that upgrades are required due to cumulative 

projects, all construction work would be subject to local municipal code and applicable agency requirements, and 

would be subject to CEQA review accordingly. Furthermore, increases in water demand would be analyzed relative 

to the available supply outlined in the applicable Urban Water Management Plan and the increase in sewer 

generation for related projects located in the City would be governed under Title 12 of the El Segundo Municipal 

Code, which regulates public sewer facilities. The three newly added related projects would be subject to these 

same requirements and would also undergo analysis for utilities capacity on a project-specific basis. For the same 

reasons described in the Draft EIR, the Project’s impacts to utilities and service systems would not be cumulatively 

considerable, and the newly added related projects would not change this conclusion. 

Other Environmental Topics 

With regard to cumulative impacts for the other environmental topics addressed in the Draft EIR, the addition of 

the three related projects described above would not change any impact determinations. While these projects would 

incrementally increase development intensity in the Project area, they would not change the Project’s potential for 

contributing to cumulative effects. The three additional cumulative projects are not directly adjacent to the Project 

site. As such, the proposed Project would not contribute to or overlap with localized effects associated with these 

projects. Compliance with local and regional policies and regulations, combined with on-going monitoring of service 

levels for public services, utilities, and infrastructure, would preclude the Project from creating a cumulatively 

considerable impact, with or without the addition of the three above projects to the cumulative development 

scenario. Additional details are provided above for the other environmental topics addressed in the Draft EIR.  

Conclusion  

As outlined above, no new or different impacts requiring new or different mitigation would be required as a result 

of the additional related projects. No changes are required to the analysis or conclusions within the Draft EIR. No 

significant new information regarding the additional related projects within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088.5 is presented herein, and as such, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not necessary. 
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Response to Comment Letter A1 

California Department of Transportation 

March 26, 2021 

A1-1 This comment summarizes the proposed Project’s characteristics and location. The comment’s 

summary of the Project’s characteristics and location are correctly recorded with the exception of the 

Project site’s acreage post street dedications. The comment letter recorded the approximate size as 

6.3 acres. As detailed in Section 3.1, Project Summary, of the Draft EIR, the Project site totals 

approximately 6.385 gross acres or 6.23 acres post street dedications. No further response is required. 

A1-2 This comment summarizes the Project and identifies the nearest State facilities, consistent with Draft 

EIR Section 4.13, Transportation. This comment also acknowledges that the Project constitutes an infill 

redevelopment rather than an all-new development and applauds the inclusion of the Shared Parking 

Analysis (included as Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR) to reduce the parking requirements from what is 

currently required by the City of El Segundo. However, Caltrans still recommends reducing the number 

of parking spaces provided to the fewest number of spaces possible.  

 The Shared Parking Analysis reduced the City’s parking ratios below what is required by the City’s 

Municipal Code. Residential parking ratios were reduced from 2 spaces per dwelling unit to 1 space 

per studio, 1.5 spaces per 1-bedroom, and 2 spaces per 2-bedroom, which is supported by Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) rates per bedroom and further supported with research from Palo Alto 

(see Draft EIR, Appendix J-2, for a summary of this research). Hotel parking rates were also reduced 

based on the observed parking demands at the existing hotels, and then were adjusted to assume full 

occupancy of the rooms. 

Caltrans also states that the proposed parking structures should be designed in a way that is conducive 

to adaptive reuse and should contain flat floors with ramps on the exterior edge so that they can be 

more easily converted to beneficial uses in the future. Taking into account site constraints, the parking 

structures have been designed to have flat floors to accommodate future conversions to different uses, 

as depicted in Figures 3-4C, Conceptual PCC-South Section, 3-5C, Conceptual PCC-Fairfield Parking 

Section, and 3-6C, Conceptual PCC-North Section of Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR. 

A1-3 This comment states that the Project will not be providing unbundled parking for residential units, 

despite being a goal in the City of El Segundo Climate Action Plan. The Project Applicant has not 

proposed to unbundle parking in order to be responsive to community feedback received during public 

outreach in which concerns were expressed related to the potential for overflow parking into the 

adjacent residential community. Further, compliance with all goals of the City’s Climate Action Plan is 

not mandatory to determine consistency. The Climate Action Plan is an aspirational document and does 

not modify what is in the City’s General Plan or the El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC). Further, vehicle 

parking is not a required threshold of consideration for the purposes of determining environmental 

impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

The comment also points out that the number of bicycle parking spaces is not specified and 

recommends at least one long-term bicycle parking space per residential unit. This comment is 

acknowledged and will be taken into consideration by the City’s decision makers as part of the Final 
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EIR. The Project will provide the following number of bicycle parking spaces, per the bicycle parking 

requirements established in the ESMC and CalGreen requirements: 

• PCC South 

o 8 bike parking spaces for commercial uses 

o 34 bike parking spaces for residential use 

• Fairfield Site 

o 6 bike parking spaces for commercial uses 

• PCC North 

o 6 bike parking spaces for commercial uses 

o 24 bike parking spaces for residential use 

The Project will provide more bicycle parking for both commercial and residential uses than is required 

by the City’s Municipal Code.  

Finally, Caltrans encourages the Lead Agency to consider unbundled car parking and providing an 

equitable number of long-term bike parking spaces as conditions of approval for this Project. This 

comment is acknowledged and will be shared with the City’s decision makers. 

A1-4 This comment states an Encroachment Permit will be required for any work on or adjacent to the Caltrans 

right-of-way and that a Caltrans transportation permit is required for oversized-transport vehicles utilizing 

State highways. These requirements are noted in the Draft EIR, within Section 3.7.3, Other Permits and 

Approvals. The comment also recommends large size truck trips be limited to off-peak hour commute 

periods. As stated in the Draft EIR, within Section 3.7.3, Other Permits and Approvals, the Project will 

require approval of a Traffic Control Plan in compliance with the California Manual Uniform Traffic-Control 

Devices. Additionally, MM-TRA-1 included in Section 4.13, Transportation, requires that the Traffic Control 

Plan address the potential for construction-related vehicular traffic, as well as pedestrian and bicycle 

circulation disruption in the public right-of-way. The Plan shall describe safe detours and shall include 

protocols for implementing the following, if determined necessary and feasible: temporary traffic controls 

(e.g., a flag person) during construction to maintain smooth traffic flow; dedicated turn lanes for 

movement of construction trucks and equipment on and off site; scheduling of construction activities that 

affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hours; consolidation of truck deliveries; and/or 

rerouting of construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptors. These requirements 

are adequate to address potential impacts associated with use of large trucks during construction 

activities. Lastly, the comment does not express any environmental comments or concerns related to the 

environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or analyses 

included in the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response to Comment Letter O1 

CREED LA 

March 8, 2021 

O1-1 This comment requests a copy of any and all records related to the proposed Project, including copies 

of all communications and mailed notices of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the Project. 

The comment’s request will be granted pursuant to Public Resource Code Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 

21083.9, 21092, 21108 and 21152, and Government Code Section 65092, as cited in the letter. 

Below is a list of approvals required for Project implementation.  

 As specified in the above listing, the certification of the Final EIR and the adoption of the Pacific Coast 

Commons Specific Plan, for example, would be considered at a public hearing by the City’s decision 

makers. As such, these potential future approvals would be notified to the public in compliance with 

State and local regulations including the Ralph M. Brown Act (Government Code Section 54950, et 

seq.). The designated contact for CREED LA will be included in all future notices of actions or hearings 

related to the proposed Project. Furthermore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15094, the 

Lead Agency shall file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five working days after deciding to carry 

out or approve the project. The NOD will also be filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk and the 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse. 

 Lastly, the comment only partially summarizes the project description by not including the components 

of PCC-Fairfield Parking. Please see Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR for more details, 

including Table 3-2, Conceptual Site Plan and Specific Plan Buildout Summary, for a breakdown of the 

proposed units and square footage for each land use. Lastly, the comment does not express any 

environmental comments or concerns related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No 

changes or additions to the project description or analyses included in the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response to Comment Letter O2 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 

March 22, 2021 

O2-1 This comment requests a copy of any and all information related to the proposed Project, including any 

and all notices of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the Project. The comment’s request 

will be granted pursuant to the California Public Records Act (Government Code §§6250-6270); 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resource Code §21000 et seq); and Planning and 

Zoning Law (Government Code §§65000-65010), as cited in the letter.  

 As specified in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, the Project applicant has requested approvals including the 

certification of the Final EIR and the adoption of the Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan, for example, 

which would be considered at a public hearing by the City’s decision makers. These potential future 

approvals would be notified to the public in compliance with State and local regulations including the 

Ralph M. Brown Act (Government Code Section 54950, et seq.). The designated contacts for the 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters will be included in all future notices of actions or hearings 

related to the proposed Project. Furthermore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15094, the 

Lead Agency shall file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five working days after deciding to carry 

out or approve the project. The NOD will also be filed with the Los Angeles County Clerk and the 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse. Lastly, the comment does not express 

any environmental comments or concerns related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No 

changes or additions to the project description or analyses included in the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response to Comment Letter O3 

Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER) 

April 12, 2021 

O3-1 This commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR “fails as an informational document and fails to impose all 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts” is inaccurate. This statement does not identify 

any deficiencies of the document and does not support this general assertion with any evidence.  

The Draft EIR has been prepared in conformance with the substantive and procedural requirements of 

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the Draft EIR includes all of the required contents of an 

EIR and the associated required details and topics for analysis, as set forth in Sections 15120 through 

15132 of the CEQA Guidelines. Furthermore, the Draft EIR was prepared by experts in the disciples of 

environmental impact assessment. For example, the topic of noise was evaluated by an Institute of 

Noise Control Engineering certified professional; the topic of archaeological resources was evaluated 

by a Registered Professional Archaeologist; the topic of historic resources was evaluated by 

professionals with master’s degrees in the field; the topic of hazards and hazardous materials was 

evaluated by a professional engineer; and the topic of transportation was evaluated by an American 

Institute of Certified Planners professional. All conclusions in the Draft EIR are supported by substantial 

evidence (including facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 

supported by facts), as defined in Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

The Draft EIR presents a comprehensive analysis of the Project’s potential environmental impacts and 

feasible mitigation measures and contains approximately 700 pages of detailed analysis, as well as a 

shorter executive summary that explains the analysis and conclusions in clean and simple language 

(as required by Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines). The Draft EIR is also consistent with Section 

15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, in that it constitutes an informational document that informs public 

agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, 

identifies possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to 

the project. While the Draft EIR identifies a number of significant environmental effects, based on 

substantial evidence in the record, it also identifies feasible mitigation measures that would reduce all 

of the identified significant impacts to below a level of significance. One exception is a significant 

impact related to the Project’s consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a 

policy document that will be updated in 20222 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP 

assumptions would not result in direct impacts to the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR 

for details. This conclusion and the infeasibility of mitigation for this impact is described and 

substantiated in Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR. For these reasons, the Draft EIR is considered adequate 

under CEQA, the Draft EIR meets the purpose and intent of CEQA, and the Draft EIR has imposed all 

feasible measures to mitigate the Project’s significant impacts.  

The commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR must be revised and recirculated is inaccurate. CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15088.5, Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification, describes the thresholds for 

recirculation of an EIR. Pursuant to Section 15088.5, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR 

when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of 

 
2  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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the draft EIR but before certification. New information can include a disclosure showing that a new 

significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed 

to be implemented, a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, a feasible project 

alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly 

lessen the environmental impacts of the project (but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it), or 

the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 

public review and comment were precluded.  

Significant new information, as it is defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, has not been added 

to this EIR subsequent to its release for public review. No changes have been made to the Project, and 

no changes have occurred in the environmental setting such that a new significant impact would occur 

or such that a substantial increase in the severity of an impact would occur. No additional data or other 

information has been added such that a new significant impact would occur or such that a substantial 

increase in the severity of an impact would occur. Additionally, no feasible project alternatives or 

mitigation measures considerably different from those in the Draft EIR that would clearly lessen the 

environmental impacts of the Project have been identified. Lastly, the Draft EIR is not fundamentally 

and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature. As described above, the Draft EIR includes 

extensive environmental analysis that was conducted by qualified professionals. The Draft EIR 

discloses a number of significant impacts that would result from the proposed Project and identifies 

mitigation that would reduce these significant impacts below a level of significance. As such, the Draft 

EIR is not required to be revised and recirculated, and the commenter has not presented substantial 

evidence to support a need for recirculation.  

Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 

comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on 

facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments.” This comment states that the 

Draft EIR “fails as an informational document” and that it “fails to impose all feasible mitigation 

measures.” However, no explanation, examples, or evidence is provided in support of these 

statements. As further provided in Section 15204, “When responding to comments, lead agencies 

need only respond to significant environmental issues…” This comment does not provide evidence, or 

reference to, any significant environmental issues associated with the Project, and the claims set forth 

in this comment are not supported by any substantial evidence. (Substantial evidence must include 

“facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15384)).   
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Response to Comment Letter O4 

Gabrielino Tongva Nation 

April 8, 2021 

O4-1 This comment states that the Gabrielino Tongva Nation (Tribe) requests Assembly Bill (AB) 52 

consultation on the proposed Project. As described in Section 4.14, starting on page 4.14-7, the City 

contacted the Tribe in formal AB 52 notification on May 18, 2020. The Tribe did not respond within the 

30-day window requesting consultation. Additionally, the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 

Nation sent a letter to the City on May 29, 2020 requesting consultation. Records of the AB 52 

Consultation are included as Appendix K of the Draft EIR but are confidential and not for public view. 

 As discussed in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, MM-CUL-2 address potential impacts 

to archaeological resources (i.e., sites, features, or artifacts) and in Section 4.14, Tribal Cultural 

Resources, of the Draft EIR, MM-TCR-1 addresses potential impacts to tribal cultural resources. MM-

CUL-2 and MM-TCR-1 are adequate to address all potential impacts to such resources, and no 

additional mitigation is required. However, while the window provided for consultation under AB 52 is 

concluded, the City will provide the results of the archaeological study to the Tribe and would review 

any additional information that the Tribe would like to provide with regards to tribal cultural resources 

or cultural resources that may be affected by the proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment Letter I1 

Byds Chow 

February 27, 2021 

I1-1 This comment provides an objection to the proposed Project, as stated in the subject line of the email. 

The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the City’s decision makers for 

their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. The comment does not express any 

environmental comments or concerns related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No 

changes or additions to the project description or analyses included in the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I2 

Wendy Martin 

February 28, 2021 

I2-1 This comment requests to be notified of future information related to the proposed Project, including 

developments, meetings and decisions. As specified in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR, the Project 

applicant has requested approvals including the certification of the Final EIR and the adoption of the 

Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan, for example, which would be considered at a public hearing by 

the City’s decision makers. These potential future approvals would be notified to the public in 

compliance with State and local regulations including the Ralph M. Brown Act (Government Code 

Section 54950, et seq.). The commenter’s email address will be included in all future notices of actions 

or hearings related to the proposed Project. Furthermore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15094, the lead agency shall file a Notice of Determination (NOD) within five working days after 

deciding to carry out or approve the project. The NOD will also be filed with the Los Angeles County 

Clerk and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse. 
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Response to Comment Letter I3 

Paul Morrison 

March 1, 2021 

I3-1 This comment includes a question related to the proposed Project’s construction schedule. Section 

3.4, Project Construction, of the Draft EIR includes a description of the construction schedule for the 

proposed Project. It is important to note that the actual timing of construction depends on various 

factors that are unknown at the time of the preparation of the Draft EIR; therefore, conservative 

assumptions were included in the Draft EIR to ensure an adequate analysis of potential impacts. As 

stated in the Draft EIR, it is anticipated that the three new development areas (i.e., PCC-South, PCC-

Fairfield Parking, PCC-North) will be constructed sequentially in separate phases, and if so, are 

anticipated to be completed within 4 1/2 years of EIR certification and Project approval. However, the 

Draft EIR assumes an overlap of construction phases, which is possible depending on market 

conditions and would provide a more conservative analysis of short-term air quality, greenhouse gas, 

noise, and transportation impacts.  

  Section 3, Project Description of the Draft EIR describes that construction would begin as early as 

October 2021 (beginning of Phase 1) and end in July 2024 (end of overlapping Phase 2 and 3).3 As 

shown in Table 3-3, Estimated Construction Schedule, the Draft EIR identifies site preparation and 

demolition as well as grading and evacuation would occur in Quarter 4 (Q4) of 2021. Additionally, 

building construction has been estimated to commence in Q1 of 2022.  

Additionally, the comment notes an existing water main is being replaced. The commenter assumes 

the upgrade is part of the proposed Project. Although the comment is not specific in the particular water 

line under construction location, Section 4.15, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR describes 

the existing and proposed water facilities supporting the Project site. Figure 4.15-1, Conceptual Water 

Utility Plan, of the Draft EIR provides the locations of the existing water lines and identifies the 

estimated domestic water demand for each of the proposed development areas within the Specific 

Plan, including PCC-South, PCC-Fairfield Parking, and PCC-North. Any required water line upgrades or 

improvements that would be a direct result of the proposed Project are not yet under construction and 

would not proceed unless the proposed Project is approved. 

Lastly, the comment states an additional comment letter will be submitted by the commenter which 

will identify impacts to quality of life for the commenter. The aforementioned comment letter has been 

received and responded to; please see under Response to Comment Letter I26, below.  

 

  

 
3  As explained in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, October 2021 represents the earliest possible start date. In practice, construction 

may begin at a later date. However, using an earlier start date for construction represents the worst-case scenario construction 

impacts, because equipment and vehicle emission factors for later years would be slightly less due to more stringent standards 

for in-use off-road equipment and heavy-duty trucks, as well as fleet turnover replacing older equipment and vehicles.  
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Response to Comment Letter I4 

Susannah Harper 

March 2, 2021 

I4-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project. The comment does not express any 

environmental comments or concerns related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No 

changes or additions to the project description or analyses included in the Draft EIR are required. The 

commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the decision makers for their review 

and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I5 

Laura Honsowetz 

March 3, 2021 

I5-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project. The comment does not express any 

environmental comments or concerns related to the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No 

changes or additions to the project description or analyses included in the Draft EIR are required. The 

commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be provided to the decision makers for their review 

and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 

I5-2 The comment cites a recent project located at the former Imperial School site, which the commenter states 

resulted in a large number of new housing units and impacts to schools’ capacity, and also states a general 

concern more traffic, noise, and overflow parking from the airport and hotels. Table 2-3, List of Cumulative 

Projects, of the Draft EIR identifies all anticipated cumulative projects at the time of the issuance of the 

Notice of Preparation, as well as the aforementioned site as #9 on the cumulative projects list, which 

comprises of 58 residential units within the City limits. The proposed Project’s cumulatively considerable 

impacts were analyzed within each section of Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, of the Draft EIR. As 

presented, the Project would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts after implementation of all 

mitigation measures, with the exception of conflicts related to exceedance of population growth projections 

in the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document that will be updated in 20224 and 

the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not result in direct impacts to the 

environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details.  

As such, the effects of the proposed Project on the environment (combined with other past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future development in the City) are analyzed and disclosed in the Draft 

EIR, and mitigation measures have been provided to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. 

Nevertheless, the commenter’s general opposition to the proposed Project and further growth in the 

City will be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

I5-3 This comment notes existing parking conditions on residential streets and is concerned for the Project’s 

impacts to parking. The proposed Project includes an adequate amount of parking and would provide 

parking garages for the on-site residents, hotel guests, employees, and restaurant/retail patrons. 

Because the proposed Project would provide sufficient parking, and because parking adequacy is not 

considered an impact on the environment, no parking-related mitigation measures are required under 

CEQA. While CEQA does not require an analysis of parking, a parking evaluation was nevertheless 

included as part of the Draft EIR for informational purposes and in response to community concerns 

For more information, please see Section 4.13.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR. 

  

 
4  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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Response to Comment Letter I6 

Jed Montgomery 

March 12, 2021 

I6-1 This comment asks whether the proposed Project has been adopted and what the City is doing in order 

to mitigate the Project’s impacts. 

The proposed Project will be considered for approval by City decision makers at a public hearing for the 

Project. Decision makers will also consider this EIR for certification. The Draft EIR for the Project has 

identified a number of potentially significant environmental impacts under CEQA that would be 

associated with the proposed Project. (A list of these impacts can be found Table ES-1 in the Executive 

Summary of the Draft EIR.) Mitigation measures have been set forth in the Draft EIR for all of the 

potentially significant impacts (with the exception of an impact pertaining to consistency with the 

applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document that will be updated in 

20225 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not result in direct impacts 

to the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details). As part of the Project approval 

process, City decision makers will be required to adopt a mitigation monitoring plan (if the Project is 

approved), which is required to be in place and effective throughout all phases of the Project and would 

ensure that the identified mitigation measures are implemented. Mitigation measures that have been 

set forth for the Project include the use of efficient, low-emission construction equipment; measures to 

protect inadvertent discoveries of archaeological, paleontological, and/or tribal cultural resources 

during construction excavation; measures to ensure proper handling and disposal of hazardous 

materials that are encountered during construction; measures to reduce construction noise; and, 

measures to promote traffic safety during construction. These measures are also listed in Table ES-1 

1 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR, as well as Sections 4.2 (Air Quality), 4.3 (Cultural 

Resources), 4.5 (Geology and Soils), 4.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), 4.10 (Noise), 4.13 

(Transportation), 4.14 (Tribal Cultural Resources).  

I6-2 This comment provides a recommendation for the City to issue parking permits for all surrounding 

streets that would exclude any hotel, restaurant, retail, and Pacific Coast Commons residents.  

The proposed Project includes an adequate amount of parking and would provide parking garages for 

the on-site residents, hotel guests, employees, and restaurant/retail patrons. Because the proposed 

Project would provide sufficient parking, and because parking adequacy is not considered an impact 

on the environment, no parking-related mitigation measures are required under CEQA. Nevertheless, 

the suggestion to provide parking permits for surrounding streets that excludes any hotel, restaurant, 

retail, and Pacific Coast Commons residents will be provided to City decision makers for their review 

and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  

While CEQA does not require an analysis of parking, a parking evaluation was nevertheless included as 

part of the Draft EIR for informational purposes and in response to community concerns (see Section 

4.13.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR). As mentioned in the parking evaluation 

(Shared Parking Analysis, Fehr & Peers, February 2021), residential parking is not anticipated to be 

 
5  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan. 
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unbundled (i.e., the residents would not be charged a separate parking fee from their base rental rate). 

Furthermore, as described in Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR, a before and after study could be conducted 

on the adjacent residential streets to understand if the Project has an effect on street parking. Based 

on the results of the study and if desired by the City and the residents in the adjacent neighborhoods, 

a residential parking district could be implemented to deter non-residential users from parking on the 

street. The Project applicant would work with residents to suggest the boundaries of this potential 

permit parking district. A permit parking district is implemented by the City at the request and approval 

of the residents. The proposed Project would not prohibit the formation of permit parking, but it is not 

required for the proposed Project. 

I6-3 This comment provides a recommendation for the City to install speed bumps along Washington Street 

(between Mariposa Avenue and Maple Avenue) or to close off Washington Street access from Mariposa 

Avenue to prevent short cuts.  

The topic of transportation is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation of the Draft EIR. 

A potentially significant impact was identified for Project construction; however, mitigation measure 

MM-TRA-1 has been set forth and would reduce the impact to below a level of significance, as described 

and substantiated in Section 4.13. As such, no further mitigation is required for the topic of 

transportation under CEQA. Furthermore, it is noted that the Transportation Impact Analysis in the Draft 

EIR (Appendix J-1) provides details on distribution of traffic from the proposed Project. Approximately 

12% of the Project trips (i.e., approximately 300 daily trips) would be local and would use the adjacent 

street network such as Washington Street and California Street. As such, a very low percentage of 

Project-related traffic is expected to use local streets such as Washington Street. Nevertheless, the 

commenter’s suggestion to add speed bumps along Washington Street between Mariposa Avenue and 

Maple Avenue or to close off Washington Street access from Mariposa Avenue will be provided to City 

decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 

I6-4 This comment provides a number of recommendations pertaining noise reduction, including a sound 

insulation program, double-pane windows, noise easements, and changing adjacent park hours. 

 The topic of noise is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.10, Noise of the Draft EIR. The analysis 

therein determined that construction noise from the proposed Project would be potentially significant; 

however, mitigation measure MM-NOI-1 would reduce this impact to below a level of significance, as 

described and substantiated in Section 4.10. Operational noise impacts caused by the Project were 

determined to be below a level of significance. As such, mitigation for long-term operations of the 

Project is not required under CEQA. Nevertheless, the commenter’s suggestions with regard to noise 

will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I7 

Richard Leos 

March 19, 2021 

I7-1 This comment asks if the Project’s proposed housing component would impact nearby residences’ 

property values. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(e) “economic and social 

changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” The 

Project’s impact on the site’s surrounding property values is not within the scope of required 

environmental analysis. Therefore, this comment does not contain any specific concerns related to the 

adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project 

description or environmental document are required in response to this comment. 

I7-2 This comment asks if the City could rezone and utilize areas east of Sepulveda Boulevard/Pacific Coast 

Highway and south of Grand Avenue as a Project site alternative. The potential for an alternative 

location for the proposed Project was considered within Section 6.4, Alternatives Considered and 

Eliminated During the Project Planning Process. Pursuant to Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA 

Guidelines, the City considered the potential for alternative locations to the proposed Project. As stated 

in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), the Draft EIR shall analyze alternative sites based on 

whether or not any of the Project’s significant effects would be avoided or substantially lessened by 

putting that Project in another location. However, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts 

associated with the proposed Project that relate to the location of the Project site, and development of 

the Project on another site in the City is not likely to lessen or avoid the environmental impacts that 

required mitigation. Furthermore, only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of a project need to be considered in the EIR, and no other sites along Pacific Coast 

Highway or east of Pacific Coast Highway and South of Grand Avenue are under control by the Project 

applicant. As such, alternate locations east of Sepulveda Boulevard/Pacific Coast Highway and south 

of Grand Avenue were rejected as being infeasible. 

I7-3 This comment questions the proposed Project’s impacts to quality of life for current and nearby residents 

surrounding the Project site. While “quality of life” is not a topic that is addressed under CEQA, 

environmental effects to surrounding neighborhoods, particularly in the categories of aesthetics, air quality, 

hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation, are evaluated in 

Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 4.9, 4.10, and 4.13 of the Draft EIR, respectively. With implementation of mitigation 

measures MM-AQ-1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, MM-NOI-1, and MM-TRA-1, impacts in these categories were 

determined to be below a level of significance (with the exception of an impact pertaining to consistency 

with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document that will be updated in 

20226 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not result in direct impacts to 

the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details. 

I7-4 This comment questions the need for developing a high-density development in the City. The 

commenter is concerned that rental units are already available in the City and due to COVID-19, more 

 
6  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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people would prefer telecommuting and hence not need to live close to work. The commenter asks if 

the parking charge would be mandatory and would apply to all current and future property owners. 

As described in Section 3.5, Project Objectives of the Draft EIR, the following objectives are set forth in 

support of the proposed Project’s residential units: (1) Provide for additional housing opportunities in 

a variety of housing sizes, types, and densities that support the goals of the Housing Element of the 

City’s General Plan; and (2) Improve the jobs/housing balance in the City of El Segundo, help address 

the regional housing shortage, and support and retain existing businesses by providing needed housing 

for employees. These stated objectives, as well as the proposed Specific Plan, were determined to be 

consistent with the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan, as described in Section 4.9, Land Use 

and Planning (see Table 4.9-1). Implementation of the proposed Project would not negatively impact 

any initiatives or public policies intended to increase telecommuting options. Furthermore, any 

potential long-term increases in the rate of telecommuting due to COVID are unknown at this time and 

any potential for a corresponding reduction in the need for housing in El Segundo is speculative.  

As shown in the Section 4.13 of the EIR, the proposed Project is located in an efficient traffic analysis 

zone (TAZ) within the City, as measured using the new metric of transportation impact analysis under 

CEQA, i.e., Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Therefore, the development of a high-density mixed-use project 

in the City would further improve availability of housing and jobs in a travel-efficient location served by 

bus routes and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) C Line. The 

proposed Project would contribute to the housing supply inventory as required by the SCAG’s Regional 

Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). However, it is the decision of the City’s elected officials to approve 

or deny the proposed Project. CEQA requires decision makers to weigh the potentially significant 

environmental impacts of a project against its potential benefits. 

I7-5 For a response to concerns regarding parking at the Project site, see Section 4.13, Transportation, of 

the Draft EIR. While CEQA does not require an analysis of parking, a parking evaluation was 

nevertheless included as part of the Draft EIR for informational purposes and in response to community 

concerns (see Section 4.13.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR). Specifically, the 

comment raises concerns regarding paid parking at the Project site. As described in Appendix J-2, the 

hotels will continue to charge for parking on site and the retail uses will provide free parking with 

validation. Furthermore, the Project will be including the cost of parking within the residential rents and 

will not charge residents separately for parking.  

I7-6 This comment raises concern for the residents surrounding the Project site and notes impacts related 

to noise and traffic would reduce quality of life. This comment is similar to the question above in 

Response to Comment I7-3, above. As such, please see the above response.  

I7-7 This comment notes existing “For Rent” signs on properties along Imperial Boulevard. This comment 

does not contain any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the 

Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or environmental document are required 

in response to this comment. 

I7-8 This comment generally asserts that the majority of employees at the Los Angeles International Airport 

(LAX) live near their jobs and that the demand for new employees in El Segundo will be reduced due to 

various factors, including the federal stimulus and the COVID-19 pandemic. Additionally, this 

comment’s assertion is speculative and not supported by evidence. This comment does not pertain to 
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the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project 

description or environmental document are required in response to this comment. 

I7-9 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project’s housing component. The comment 

further states socio-economic concerns that are not within the scope of the environmental analysis 

required by CEQA. As such, no response is required.  

I7-10 This comment summarizes the aforementioned points of opposition to the proposed Project, as 

responded to in I7-1 through I7-9. No further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter I8 

Chris Johnson 

March 20, 2021 

I8-1 This comment expresses concern for the proposed Project and cites a website prepared in opposition 

to the Project. The website provides the same links and letters as those presented in Response to 

Comment Letter I21, included in this Final EIR. As such, please see Response to Comment Letter I21. 

No further response is required. 

I8-2 This comment states the proposed Project would result in an increase in traffic congestion, including 

increased speed of vehicles on surrounding streets thereby threatening the safety of neighborhood 

children. The topic of transportation is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. A 

potentially significant impact was identified for Project construction; however, mitigation measure MM-

TRA-1 has been set forth and would reduce the impact to below a level of significance, as described 

and substantiated in Section 4.13. As such, no further mitigation is required for the topic of 

transportation. Furthermore, the Transportation Impact Analysis (included as Appendix J of the Draft 

EIR) provides details on distribution of traffic from the proposed Project. Approximately 12% of the 

Project trips (i.e., approximately 300 daily trips) would be local and would use the adjacent street 

network such as Washington Street and California Street. As such, a minor amount of Project-related 

traffic is expected to use local streets such as Washington Street, which have capacity to accommodate 

the increase and would not result in new or increased hazards to pedestrian or bicyclists. No revisions 

to the Draft EIR are required. 

The comment further asks for this comment to be reviewed and considered prior to April 11th. The Final 

EIR includes a copy of each comment letter provided during the 45-day public review period from 

February 25, 2021 to April 12, 2021. As such, the City has prepared responses to each comment for 

the City’s review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. Under the CEQA Guidelines, the Lead 

Agency is required to evaluate and provide written responses to comments received on the Draft EIR 

(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088). Therefore, this comment will be provided to City decision makers 

for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I9 

Jed Montgomery 

March 20, 2021 

I9-1 This comment consists of a follow-up to Comment Letter I6 and requests confirmation that the 

commenter’s email was received by the City. The commenter’s email (which is categorized as Comment 

Letter I6 in this chapter of the Final EIR) has been received by the City and is included in this Final EIR 

for review and consideration by decision makers. 

I9-2 This comment consists of the email that comprises Comment Letter I6. As such, refer to Response to 

Comment Letter I6 for responses.   
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Response to Comment Letter I10 

Antoine Michael 

March 21, 2021 

I10-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project’s housing component. Additionally, the 

comment states a concern for a decline in the quality of life in the City with an increase in vandalism 

and homelessness. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in 

the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or environmental document are 

required in response to this comment. The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will be 

provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I11 

McKenna Wilson 

March 22, 2021 

I11-1 The commenter raises concern over increase in traffic and parking demand that could occur with the 

development of the proposed Project. The commenter notes that the streets adjacent to the Project 

site are already experiencing traffic congestion and parking shortages due to construction and 

development of high-density apartment complexes. For response to concerns regarding increased 

traffic along streets adjacent to the Project site, see Response to Comment I7-4. 

I11-2 This comment addresses concern for parking-related construction impacts. The shortage of availability 

of parking in the area during construction is discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. As such, and 

as further detailed in Section 4.13, the City would implement the following requirement as a condition 

of Project approval: 

• If the timing of the proposed construction of PCC-South and PCC-North (i.e., Phase 2 and Phase 

3) would overlap and the total parking demand would exceed the total parking supply, the 

Project applicant/developer would be required to accommodate the excess parking demand 

at an off-site location and provide shuttle service to and from the Project site accordingly to 

ensure that that parking is adequately provided during short-term construction activities. (Draft 

EIR Section 4.13, Development Agreements/Conditions of Approval, page 4.13-10) 

 Once the proposed Project and other related projects are constructed, the availability of parking would 

return to normal conditions that existed during the pre-construction phase. No changes or additions to 

the project description or environmental document are required in response to this comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter I12 

Stephanie Jordon and Brenton C. Graham 

March 22, 2021 

I12-1 This commenter states that they reside in El Segundo and that the proposed parking structure would 

block the commenter’s view of Pacific Coast Highway and of the mountains. The commenter further 

states that the Project does not involve eminent domain.  

The uses that are proposed directly adjacent to the commenter’s address include a proposed fire 

access lane and townhomes, which are consistent with the adjacent multi-family residences at 1630 

Palm Avenue. The aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project, including its impacts on public views, 

have been evaluated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. This analysis determined that the proposed Project 

would not have a substantial adverse effect to existing scenic views of the mountains, the coastline, or 

beaches as viewed from public vantage points. Generally, views of a highway (such as the Pacific Coast 

Highway) are not considered scenic. Effects on private views are not considered impacts on the 

environment under CEQA. Furthermore, the proposed Project does not involve eminent domain in any 

manner, as the proposed Project is completely within the private ownership of the Project applicant, 

with the exception of the off-site roadway improvement at Mariposa Avenue. Nevertheless, the 

commenter’s concerns regarding views of the Project from their property will be included in this Final 

EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  
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Response to Comment Letter I13 

Maggie Matchett 

March 22, 2021 

I13-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project’s housing component. This comment does 

not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to 

the project description or environmental document are required in response to this comment.  

 The comment further states they will move if the City gets overcrowded. As discussed in Section 4.11, 

Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would provide a resident population 

that exceeds the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) projections. However, the 

proposed Project would support SCAG’s goals and strategies for growth in the region by developing new 

housing which would improve the City’s job/housing balance. As such, impacts related to population 

growth were found to be less than significant. The commenter’s general opposition to the Project will 

be provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I14 

Lizabeth Allen 

March 22, 2021 

I14-1 This comment presents an email communication from the commenter to City staff, which acknowledges 

receipt of Project information as well as a non-related comment concerning improvements to 

commenter’s property. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or environmental document are 

required in response to this comment.  

I14-2 This comment presents an email communication from City staff to the commenter, which notifies the 

commenter that they have been included in the email communication listing for the proposed Project. 

In addition, City staff provided a link to the City’s website which contains the Project’s Draft EIR and 

technical appendices. City staff encouraged the commenter to provide written comments or concerns 

about the Draft EIR. Lastly, City staff acknowledged a non-related comment regarding improvements to 

the commenter’s property. This comment does not contain specific concerns regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR; no further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter I15 

Paul and Cami Trump 

March 26, 2021 

I15-1 The commenters raise concern over development of the proposed Project because it would potentially 

increase noise, air, and traffic impacts to the residents and businesses in the area and especially along 

Mariposa Avenue.  

As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, the proposed Project would result in less than significant 

impacts regarding the Project’s potential to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria 

pollutants as well as the Project’s potential to result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 

adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Mitigation was incorporated to reduce the Project’s 

potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, thus, reducing the potential 

impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the commenter’s concern for air pollution along Mariposa 

Avenue and the potential impacts to existing residential are analyzed in the Draft EIR. Although, the Draft 

EIR also determined a significant and unavoidable impact related to Project’s potential to conflict with or 

obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, these impacts considered on a regional scale 

(e.g., South Coast Air Basin). Furthermore, the determination is based on an exceedance in population 

growth projections in the Air Quality Management Plan and not related to the commenter’s concern for 

vehicular emissions. No change is required.  

Section 4.13, Transportation, of the Draft EIR analyzed the Project’s potential impacts related to 

transportation and determined less than significant impacts would occur. As such, the Project would 

be consistent with existing programs, plans, ordinances, and policies addressing the circulation system; 

would be consistent with Section 15064.3(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines; and would result in less 

than significant impacts related to design hazards and incompatible uses. Mitigation was incorporated 

to reduce potential impacts related to emergency access. The commenter’s concern for traffic 

congestion along Mariposa Avenue was analyzed within the Draft EIR and considered within the 

Project's design. In fact, implementation of the proposed Specific Plan includes site-specific 

development standards. Development Standard C.1 would reconfigure the eastbound lane of Mariposa 

Avenue at PCH from one left lane and one through-right lane to one left, one through, and one right-

turn lane. The proposed right-turn lane is recommended to accommodate peak-hour 95th percentile 

queues. This infrastructure improvement has been taken into account for the plus-Project scenarios of 

the transportation impact analysis (i.e., Level of Service Analysis [LOS] for General Plan Consistency). 

Specifically, the Future plus Project scenario of the impact analysis at Mariposa Avenue and PCH has 

also been analyzed without the Project improvement to show its potential benefit when compared to 

the Future Base and Future plus Project with improvement conditions at Mariposa Avenue. The analysis 

shows that LOS at Mariposa Avenue and PCH is better with the addition of the Project-related 

improvement than without. A queuing analysis was conducted for the eastbound approach with and 

without Project improvement to show the potential improvement in queue length. The results of this 

analysis are shown in Appendix E of the TIA (Appendix J-1). 

With respect to noise, Table 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR includes assessment position “ST4”, located on 

the corner of Illinois Court. and Mariposa Avenue. At this position, the change in traffic noise due to the 
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Project is expected to be a reduction, not an increase, due largely to the introduction of PCC buildings 

as occlusions to direct sound paths from PCH. 

I15-2 The commenters state concerns with the recent commercial development in the area has changed the 

character of the neighborhood due to increased traffic congestion, reduced parking availability and an 

increase in trash accumulation on streets. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the 

environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or 

environmental document are required in response to this comment. 

I15-3 The commenters state that there is an existing lack of on-street parking in the area and the proposed 

Project would cause a further increase in parking demand and traffic due to the addition of new 

population in the area.  

For response to concerns regarding increased demands for parking in surrounding neighborhoods, see 

Response to Comment I6-2. 
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Response to Comment Letter I16 

Neil Cadman 

March 26, 2021 

I16-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed Project. The commenter’s general support to the Project 

will be provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  

 The comment further notes concern for traffic as a result of the proposed Project. The topic of 

transportation is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. A potentially significant 

impact was identified for Project construction; however, mitigation measure MM-TRA-1 has been set 

forth and would reduce the impact to below a level of significance, as described and substantiated in 

Section 4.13. The commenter’s concern for traffic may relate to traffic congestion which is no longer 

considered an environmental topic of concern under CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 

21099(b)(2)). The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of 

service (i.e., LOS) for informational purposes only. The analysis is included as it relates to the 

applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1). Although, 

automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment, analysis 

was prepared related to the Project’s consistency with Section 15064.3(b) of the State CEQA 

Guidelines. Impacts related to vehicle miles traveled were found to be less than significant, no 

mitigation is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I17 

Frank Glynn 

March 26, 2021 

I17-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed Project. The commenter’s general support to the Project 

will be provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I18 

Frances de Freitas 

March 28, 2021 

I18-1 The commenter states that they live one block from the proposed Project and are concerned about the 

negative impacts of the proposed Project in their neighborhood. 

The proposed Project has been assessed for its impacts on the environment as part of the Draft EIR. 

Effects to surrounding neighborhoods and nearby residents, particularly in the categories of aesthetics, 

air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation, are 

evaluated in Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 4.9, 4.10, and 4.13 of the Draft EIR, respectively. With 

implementation of mitigation measures MM-AQ-1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, MM-NOI-1, and MM-TRA-1, 

impacts in these categories were determined to be below a level of significance (with the exception of 

an impact pertaining to consistency with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is 

a policy document that will be updated in 20227 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP 

assumptions would not result in direct impacts to the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR 

for details.). As such, the potential environmental effects of the Project on its surroundings (including 

the surrounding neighborhood) have been evaluated and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and any identified 

significant impacts would be mitigated to the extent feasible. The commenter’s concerns regarding 

negative impacts to their neighborhood will be included as part of this Final EIR for City decision makers’ 

review and consideration.  

I18-2 This comment raises concerns regarding the impact of charging for parking at the Project site on the 

surrounding neighborhood streets. The main concern expressed is that people will not pay for parking 

at the Project site if there is free street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods. While the hotels will 

continue to charge for parking on site, the retail uses will provide free parking with validation. 

Furthermore, the Project will be including the cost of parking within the residential rents and will not 

charge residents separately for parking.  

While CEQA does not require an analysis of parking, a parking evaluation was nevertheless included as 

part of the Draft EIR for informational purposes and in response to community concerns (see Section 

4.13.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-2 of the Draft EIR). Based on the results of parking evaluation 

(Shared Parking Analysis, Fehr & Peers, February 2021) and if desired by the City and the residents in 

the adjacent neighborhoods, a residential parking district could be implemented to deter non-

residential users from parking on the street. The Project applicant would work with residents to suggest 

the boundaries of this potential permit parking district. A permit parking district is implemented by the 

City at the request and approval of the residents. The proposed Project would not prohibit the formation 

of permit parking, but it is not required for the proposed Project.  

I18-3 This comment raises concerns regarding the volume of traffic making an eastbound left-turn from 

Mariposa Avenue onto Pacific Coast Highway. The main concern is that because there is already a high 

 
7  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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level of vehicle volumes turning left at this intersection, vehicles will use other streets such as 

Washington Street to head north.  

The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) 

for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, 

Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered 

to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). As detailed in this informational analysis, pre-COVID 

traffic counts show 120 vehicles per hour (vph) turning left in the AM peak hour and 107 vph in the PM 

peak hour (approximately 2 vehicles per minute) from eastbound Mariposa Avenue to northbound 

Pacific Coast Highway. The Project is projected to add 36 vph in the AM peak hour and 29 vph in the 

PM peak hour (approximately 1 vehicle every 2 minutes) to this movement. The analysis shows that 

this intersection operates at Level of Service (LOS) C under existing conditions (acceptable according 

to City of El Segundo standards) and LOS C/D under future base conditions. This intersection is also 

projected to operate at LOS C/D with the addition of the Project. Its operations would be improved with 

the Project as an eastbound right-turn lane will be added to the intersection as a project feature. This 

right-turn lane is projected to improve capacity (i.e., less vehicles per lane per hour) at this intersection 

from 78% capacity during the AM peak hour and 88% capacity in the PM hour without the Project (and 

no right-turn lane) to 75% capacity in the AM peak hour and 86% capacity in the PM peak hour with the 

Project and the right-turn lane. 

Therefore, the Draft EIR estimated that Project traffic wanting to go north on Pacific Coast Highway 

would use Mariposa Avenue. Even if a disproportionately high percentage, such as 25%, of the Project 

traffic desiring to travel north on Pacific Coast Highway were to use Washington Street to Maple Avenue 

or Walnut Avenue instead, the effect on Washington Street would be small, with less than 5 cars every 

half hour on average during peak hours. This would not result in an impact pursuant to CEQA and no 

changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

I18-4 This comment states that the Metro Green Line station is “unreasonably far for people to walk to” and 

that “people do not use the Metro bus line 232 to connect to the Metro Station.”  

The Metro C Line Mariposa Station is considered to be within walking distance of the Project site (see Appendix J-1 

of the Draft EIR; note that “Metro Green Line” is also referred to as “Metro C Line”). The Project site is located 

approximately 0.51-mile from the Mariposa Station. This distance equates to an approximately 12-minute walk. 

Metro Route 232 has average headways of 20 minutes during weekday morning peak periods and 30 minutes 

during weekday afternoon peak periods (Draft EIR, Appendix J-1). Furthermore, to provide a better bus system for 

Los Angeles County, the NextGen Bus Plan was approved in October 2020 by Metro. Service improvements are 

planned for Metro Route 232 to provide a 15-minute frequency during peak hours.  

The commenter does not provide evidence that the distance between the Project site and the Mariposa 

Station is an “unreasonable walk” or that Metro Route 232 is not used to provide connections to the 

Mariposa Station.  

The Project site is also located in proximity to other regional transit lines and to a wide diversity of land 

uses and services within reasonable walking distance. These factors, in combination, support and 

substantiate a conclusion that a portion of Project-related trips would be made via walking, bicycling, 

and/or transit. While the precise number of Project residents, employees, and patrons who would use 
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alternative modes of travel is unknown, a 5% trip credit was taken for walking, bicycling, and transit 

use, which is considered a conservative estimate, particularly given the transit services that are 

available in the Project area and the urbanized nature of the Project vicinity. Furthermore, U.S. Census 

data from 2019 shows that 6.7% of residents in the City take transit, walk, or bike. As such, analysis 

associated with the proposed Project’s vehicular trips assumes that a small fraction of future Project 

residents, employees, and/or patrons would use transit, walking, and/or bicycling. As such, the 

Project’s vehicular operational analysis which addresses traffic and intersection levels of service 

remains conservative in nature.  

I18-5 This comment states that the traffic analysis hinges on the use of mass transit but that local residents 

do not use mass transit or walk to nearby services. The commenter states that the analysis uses generic 

assumptions that are not representative of local conditions and that findings of a local survey of transit 

use would likely contradict the assumptions used in the EIR.  

See Response to Comment I18-4, which also addresses concerns regarding the EIR’s assumptions 

related to alternative modes of transportation. As stated in Response to Comment I18-4, the trip credits 

taken for walking, bicycling, and transit use are minimal and conservative, particularly given the 

urbanized nature of the Project vicinity and the availability of transit services in the area. Furthermore, 

increased traffic and traffic congestion are no longer considered impacts on the environment under 

CEQA. The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service 

(i.e., LOS) for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft 

EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not 

considered to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis 

(California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). Additionally, plans and policies are in place at 

the local, regional, and state level to support and encourage increased use of alternative modes of 

transportation. As these plans and policies are carried out, use of alternative modes of transportation 

(transit, walking, and bicycling) is expected to increase over time, particularly in urbanized areas.  

Additionally, see Response to Comment I7-4, regarding VMT analysis (conducted using the SCAG travel 

demand model and documented in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR) of the proposed Project, which 

demonstrates that that Project site is in a travel-efficient location served by bus routes and Metro C Line.  

I18-6 This comment incorporates a question that was asked by another commenter at the EIR scoping 

meeting regarding parking permits for current residents. The commenter then asks when the questions 

not pertaining to the EIR will be answered by the City. As described in Draft EIR Section 1.5.2, Scoping 

Meeting, attendees of the webinar were able to provide comments and questions about the proposed 

Project to the City, the applicant, and the CEQA Consultant during the questions and answers portion 

of the meeting. Five comments/questions with environmental concerns during the Scoping Meeting 

(including the referenced commenter) are provided in Table A of Appendix A-2. This table cited Section 

4.13, Transportation, of the Draft EIR for more information. Nevertheless, the comment regarding 

parking permits will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration as part of 

this Final EIR.  

I18-7 This comment raises a concern about a multi-story building reflecting airport (aviation traffic) noise into 

its surrounding community. 
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Noise from LAX aviation traffic associated with the nearest southern runways travels approximately 

4,000 feet before reaching the Project vicinity, by which time it has attenuated due to distance and 

other effects. This demonstrates why the Project vicinity is beyond the LAX aviation noise 65 dBA CNEL 

contour, as shown in Figure 4.10-2 of the Draft EIR. The diffuse noise from LAX aviation traffic impinging 

upon a proposed Project building façade would either be absorbed, diffracted, or reflected by its 

surface. But for a building façade that is porous (e.g., a parking garage), some sound would travel 

through the building unimpeded. The anticipated added sound contribution to an offsite receptor would 

depend on several variables that include its distance to the reflecting façade, the length of the façade, 

and the acoustical characteristics of the reflecting facade. 

For an offsite receptor such as multi-family homes on the west side of Indiana Street, an introduced 

Project building façade across the street would present a surface that would reflect some LAX aviation 

traffic noise towards it. But the reflecting façade is not infinite in horizontal extent or height, nor would 

it be considered a perfect reflector, so the anticipated effect would be limited to no more than a 3 dB 

increase of the LAX aviation noise contribution to the outdoor sound environment at this nearby 

receptor. This situation would be analogous to a receptor near a highway, where a noise barrier installed 

on the opposite side and parallel with the highway reflects the roadway noise towards the receptor and 

for which Caltrans expects would be a maximum 3 dB increase.8 The proposed Project building façade 

surface would not be considered a perfect reflector, as it would feature some irregular geometries that 

would help scatter or diffract sound, and the combination of window glazing and non-glazing elements 

would absorb noise that would then be re-transmitted to the building interior spaces. 

The amount of actual reflection from this 3 dB ideal maximum, based on receptor proximity to the 

façade having finite length, can be approximated much in the same way that actual noise reduction 

from a finite-length noise barrier is less than ideal and can be estimated as shown in Figure 18 from 

Chapter 5 of the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Noise Assessment Guidelines.9 In summary, 

the more distant a receptor is to a barrier, the smaller is the angle “alpha” subtended by the endpoints 

of the barrier with the receptor at the vertex. 

 

Estimated Building Façade Reflection = 3 dB – 3*COS(/2) 

 

 
8  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2013. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. September 

2013. https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tens-sep2013-a11y.pdf 
9  United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). HUD Noise Guidebook. Date Published March 2009. 

https://www.hudexchange.info/sites/onecpd/assets/File/Noise-Guidebook-Chapter-5.pdf 
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Likewise, for a multi-family receptor across Indiana Street from a proposed Project building having 

length that would make angle “alpha” equal 45 degrees, the anticipated reflection of the incoming 

sound would be less than a 0.23 dB increase of the directly-received sound source. Only if the receptor 

were very near the façade, so that angle “alpha” approaches 180 degrees, would the estimated 

reflection, before application of any façade surface effects, be very close to 3 dB. 

For a much more distant receptor, such as a single-family home in the neighborhood west of 

Washington Park, and ignoring façade surface effects and any sound path occlusion from intervening 

structures between it and the proposed building façades, the estimated reflection would be less than 

0.01 dB for any angle “alpha” less than 9 degrees. 

Thus, and for these above reasons, the expected LAX aviation noise increase due to proposed Project 

building reflection would be less than 3 dB, which is a less than perceptible difference and thus 

considered a less than significant impact. While this information regarding aviation noise effects has 

been added as part of this Final EIR, this additional information does not require recirculation of the 

Draft EIR for public review, because it does not add a new significant impact, increase the severity of a 

previously identified impact, introduce a new alternative or mitigation measure, or indicate that the EIR 

was fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)). 

Operational noise impacts would remain less than significant.  

 Furthermore, addition of the proposed Project buildings would introduce more path-occluding barriers 

between Pacific Coast Highway roadway traffic and the nearby multi-family homes and more distant 

single-family home neighborhoods to the west of the Project site. 

I18-8 This comment states that the “report did not truly study the impacts of this massive project in our 

neighborhood,” that it “used generic data which does not represent reality here,” and that “it did not 

adequately address any of the actual issues” associated with the proposed Project.  

This response assumes that the commenter is referring to the Draft EIR in their comment. The Draft 

EIR has been adequately prepared under CEQA to serve as an informational document for decision 

makers and the public. See Response to Comment O3-2 for further information regarding the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR and its compliance with CEQA. Potential effects to the surrounding neighborhood and 

residents are discussed in the Draft EIR; see Response to Comment I18-1. The analysis in the Draft EIR 

is not generic; rather, the analysis is based on the existing setting of the Project area, including 

environmental factors and characteristics that are specific to the Project site and its vicinity, and a 

detailed description of the proposed Project, as set forth in Chapter 3, Project Description of the Draft 

EIR. The Technical Appendices C through L to the Draft EIR include analyses and modeling that is 

customized to the specific characteristics of the proposed Project. The comment does not provide any 

specific examples of “generic data” and no further response is necessary.  

I18-9 This comment concludes the letter and does not express any additional issues pertaining to the 

environmental analysis in the EIR. No changes or additions to the project description or environmental 

document are required in response to this comment.   
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Response to Comment Letter I19 

Stephanie Sauter & Paul Kelly 

March 28, 2021 

Date 

I19-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed Project and cites the proposed housing component. 

The commenter’s general support to the Project will be provided to the decision makers for their review 

and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I20 

Bill Watkins 

March 29, 2021 

I20-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed Project. The commenter’s general support to the Project 

will be provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment Letter I21 

Matthew Klemp 

April 1, 2021 

I21-1 The commenter questions the applicability of assumptions and standards used in the EIR related to 

transit usage, walkability, parking, and traffic congestion, particularly at the intersection of Mariposa 

Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway.  

For concerns regarding transit and walkability, see Response to Comment I21-29, which addresses 

these concerns in detail. The proposed Project includes an adequate amount of parking and would 

provide parking garages for the on-site residents, hotel guests, employees, and restaurant/retail 

patrons. Because the proposed Project would provide sufficient parking, and because parking 

adequacy is not considered an impact on the environment, no parking-related mitigation measures are 

required under CEQA. While CEQA does not require an analysis of parking, a parking evaluation was 

nevertheless included as part of the Draft EIR for informational purposes and in response to community 

concerns For more information, please see Section 4.13.4 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-2 of the 

Draft EIR. With regards to traffic congestion, increased traffic and traffic congestion are no longer 

considered impacts on the environment under CEQA.  

I21-2 The commenters states that Los Angeles does not have reliable transit, that current transit 

infrastructure has failed, and that the local population does not use transit. These assertions are not 

supported by any evidence and are in conflict with the overall intent of the applicable local and regional 

planning documents, including but not limited to: the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) Regional 2020/2045 Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) called 

“Connect SoCal”, which is assessed in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR, and the 

City’s Climate Action Plan, which is assessed in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the Draft 

EIR. The proposed Project would support the goals and policies of these plans, as described in the Draft 

EIR sections mentioned.  

I21-3 The comment states that key review areas of vehicular traffic from Mariposa Avenue to Downtown El 

Segundo, transit usage, and walkability have not been analyzed adequately. 

The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) 

for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, 

Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered 

to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). This informational analysis includes an operational 

assessment of the Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue intersection. Intersection improvements 

are proposed to the eastbound approach along Mariposa Avenue, which would improve levels of service 

(LOS) as well as vehicular queuing at this location during Project operations. These improvements are 

demonstrated through quantitative analysis provided in Appendix J-1. Specifically, the analysis shows 

that LOS at the Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue intersection is better with the addition of the 

Project-related improvement than without, in both the “existing with Project” and “future with Project” 

traffic scenarios. A queuing analysis was conducted for the eastbound approach with and without the 
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Project improvement to show the potential improvement in queue length. The results of this analysis 

are shown in Appendix E of Appendix J-1 in the Draft EIR.  

Regarding the commenter’s question about studying the transit and walking habits of current residents, 

such an analysis is not required to assess the proposed Project’s consistency with local and regional 

planning documents or policies, as stated in Response to Comment I21-2, or required to assess any 

environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA.  

I21-4 The comment suggests the Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) is a tunnel that may reflect Los Angeles Airport 

(LAX) aviation noise into the surrounding community. It also raises a question regarding the City of El 

Segundo’s stance on LAX noise and expansion, and asserts noise will increase. 

The commenter’s assertion that LAX noise was not studied is not accurate. Section 4.10, Noise states 

that the Project site is outside of the 65 dBA CNEL aviation operation noise contour predicted in the 

report for 2020, and therefore would not expose workers or new occupants of the proposed Project 

residences or exterior uses to aviation overflight noise levels greater than 65 dBA CNEL, and impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Further, the comment suggests that the PCH is a “tunnel” of tall buildings that are implied to produce 

echoes of LAX aviation traffic noise. Potential noise reflection from reflective building facades typically 

requires the receptor to be near the building facades—such as a listener on a highly trafficked urban 

roadway bounded by tall, densely-packed building facades. 

Noise from LAX aviation traffic associated with the nearest southern runways travels approximately 

4,000 feet before reaching the Project vicinity, by which time it has attenuated with distance and other 

effects. This demonstrates why the Project vicinity is beyond the LAX aviation noise 65 dBA CNEL 

contour, as shown in Figure 4.10-2 of the Draft EIR. The diffuse noise from LAX aviation traffic impinging 

upon a proposed Project building façade would either be absorbed, diffracted, or reflected by its 

surface. But for a building façade that is porous (e.g., a parking garage), some sound would travel 

through the building unimpeded. The anticipated added sound contribution to an offsite receptor would 

depend on several variables that include its distance to the reflecting façade, the length of the façade, 

and the acoustical characteristics of the reflecting facade. 

For an offsite receptor such as multi-family homes on the west side of Indiana Street, an introduced 

Project building façade across the street could present a surface that would reflect some LAX aviation 

traffic noise towards it. But the reflecting façade is not infinite in horizontal extent or height, nor would 

it be considered a perfect reflector, so the anticipated effect would be limited to no more than an ideal 

3 dB increase of the LAX aviation noise contribution to the outdoor sound environment at this nearby 

receptor. This situation would be analogous to a receptor near a highway, where a noise barrier installed 

on the opposite side and parallel with the highway reflects the roadway noise towards the receptor and 

for which Caltrans expects would be a maximum 3 dB increase.10 The proposed Project building façade 

surface would not be considered a perfect reflector, as it would feature some irregular geometries that 

would scatter or diffract sound, and the combination of window glazing and non-glazing elements would 

absorb noise that would then be re-transmitted to the building interior spaces. 

 
10  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2013. Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. September 

2013. https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/environmental-analysis/documents/env/tens-sep2013-a11y.pdf 
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As described in Section 4.10, Noise of the Draft EIR, it is widely accepted that people are able to begin to 

detect sound level increases of 3 dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a 5 dB increase is generally 

perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, and a 10 dB increase is generally perceived as a doubling of 

loudness. Therefore, a doubling of sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of traffic on a highway) that 

would result in a 3 dB increase in sound would generally be perceived as barely detectable. 

Per the Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement, the maximum reflection from a nearby wall is 3 dB. The 

actual reflection available from this 3 dB maximum, based on receptor proximity to the façade, can be 

approximated much in the same way that actual noise reduction from a finite-length noise barrier is 

can be estimated as shown in Figure 18 from Chapter 5 of the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

Noise Assessment Guidelines.11 In summary, the more distant a receptor is to a barrier, the smaller is 

the angle “alpha” subtended by the endpoints of the barrier with the receptor at the vertex. 

 

Estimated Building Façade Reflection = 3 dB – 3*COS(/2) 

 

Likewise, for the multi-family receptors across Indiana Street from a proposed Project building having 

length that would make angle “alpha” equal to approximately 45 degrees, the anticipated reflection of 

the incoming sound would be less than a 0.23 dB increase of the directly-received sound source. Only 

if the receptor were very near the façade, so that angle “alpha” approaches 180 degrees, would the 

estimated reflection, before application of any façade surface effects, be very close to 3 dB. 

For a much more distant receptor, such as a single-family home in the neighborhood west of 

Washington Park, and ignoring façade surface effects and any sound path occlusion from intervening 

structures between it and the Project building façades, the estimated reflection would be less than 

0.01 dB for any angle “alpha” less than 9 degrees. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in 

substantial increases of noise at adjacent sensitive receptors due to the reflection of aviation noise 

from the new building structures, and no mitigation is required. 

If the City has, or has demonstrated, an intent or desire to control existing and future LAX noise by 

supporting or encouraging airport aviation traffic noise reduction at its source and corresponding noise 

emissions to the community, those effects would be distinct from what the City considers with respect 

to land uses under its jurisdiction that may be exposed to that LAX noise. In this instance, the City is 

considering the proposed Project, an introduction of mixed-use development, with respect to land use 

 
11  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 2009. HUD Noise Guidebook. Chapter 5 - Noise Assessment 

Guidelines. March. https://www.hudexchange.info/sites/onecpd/assets/File/Noise-Guidebook-Chapter-5.pdf. 
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noise compatibility and aims to protect new occupants from that existing LAX (and roadway traffic, 

among other sources) noise exposure that dominates the outdoor sound environment. 

Thus, and for these above reasons, the expected LAX aviation noise increase due to proposed Project 

building reflection would be less than 3 dB, which is a less than perceptible difference and thus 

considered a less than significant impact. While this information regarding aviation noise effects has 

been added as part of this Final EIR, this additional information does not require recirculation of the 

Draft EIR for public review, because it does not add a new significant impact, increase the severity of a 

previously identified impact, introduce a new alternative or mitigation measure, or indicate that the EIR 

was fundamentally inadequate and conclusory in nature (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)). 

Operational noise impacts would remain less than significant. 

I21-5 This comment states that while the Draft EIR concluded that no impacts would occur to parks, there 

are three parks within proximity to the Project site. The commenter expresses the following concerns 

related to the nearby parks: safety of park goers and changes in the demands for, and use of, the parks. 

 The topic of public services and recreation, including parks, is analyzed in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR. The 

impact assessment includes an analysis of the potential for increased demands for parks and recreational 

facilities. Impacts to parks and recreational facilities are identified but were determined to be below a level 

of significance under CEQA. The topics of safety within the vicinity of the Project site, including pedestrian 

and bicycle safety, emergency access and evacuation, and traffic safety, have been addressed and 

evaluated in the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA. Specifically, Section 4.13, Transportation discusses emergency 

access, roadway hazards, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including access and safety. Section 4.7, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials discusses emergency response and evacuation. Impacts in these 

categories were determined to be less than significant. As such, the topics of park use and safety have been 

evaluated in the Draft EIR as required under CEQA. While impacts have been identified in these categories, 

they were determined to be less than significant.  

I21-6 This comment states that the “reasonably foreseeable impacts” of traffic and noise were not evaluated 

and that the scope of the study is too narrow. This comment also notes that bypass or shortcut traffic 

analysis is not analyzed and that Washington Street is “completely ignored.”  

The topics of transportation and noise are both evaluated in the Draft EIR, and the evaluations have 

been conducted using applicable data and modeling programs, as well as a degree of specificity that 

is consistent with CEQA and industry standards. Significant impacts have been identified for the Project 

in both categories; however, feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would reduce 

effects to below a level of significance. Refer to Sections 4.10, Noise and 4.13, Transportation of the 

Draft EIR for details. Increased traffic and traffic congestion based on the level of service (LOS) 

metric/methodology are no longer considered impacts on the environment under CEQA. The Draft EIR 

includes information on intersection operations and congestion for informational purposes only related 

to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because 

automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment for the 

purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). 

This analysis goes beyond the requirements of CEQA.  

Regarding the commenter’s statements about bypass/shortcut traffic and Washington Street, a 

segment analysis for Washington Street and other nearby residential streets was not conducted for the 
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Draft EIR because the analysis of intersections operations at Mariposa Avenue and Pacific Coast 

Highway indicates that this intersection would accommodate Project traffic heading north onto Pacific 

Coast Highway, thus discouraging the use of nearby residential streets, such as Washington Street, for 

bypasses or shortcuts. Specifically, as shown in Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR, pre-COVID traffic counts 

show 120 vehicles per hour (vph) turning left in the AM peak hour and 107 vph in the PM peak hour 

(approximately 2 vehicles per minute) from eastbound Mariposa Avenue to northbound Pacific Coast 

Highway (see Appendix A of Appendix J-1, Peak Hour Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations Existing 

(2019) Conditions). The Project is projected to add 36 vph in the AM peak hour and 29 vph in the PM 

peak hour (approximately 1 vehicle every 2 minutes) to this movement (see Appendix A of Appendix J-

1, Peak Hour Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations Project Only Assignment).  

The quantitative, informational analysis provided in Appendix J-1 shows that this intersection operates 

at LOS C under existing conditions (acceptable according to City standards) and LOS C/D under future 

base conditions (i.e., future conditions without the Project) (refer to Appendix J-1, Table 3A (Existing 

Intersection Levels of Service Signalized Intersections) and Table 7A (Future Intersection Levels of 

Service Signalized Intersections)). This intersection is also projected to operate at LOS C/D with the 

addition of the Project (refer to Appendix J-1, Table 6A (Existing Plus Project Intersection Levels of 

Service Signalized Intersections) and Table 8A (Future Plus Project Intersection Levels of Service 

Signalized Intersections)). Importantly, the intersection’s operations would be improved with the 

Project, as an eastbound right-turn lane would be added to the intersection as a Project feature, as 

explained in Appendix J-1. The improvements in this intersection’s operations are demonstrated 

through quantitative analysis provided in Appendix J-1. Specifically, the analysis shows that LOS at the 

Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue intersection is better with the addition of the Project-related 

improvement than without, in both the “existing with Project” and “future with Project” traffic scenarios.  

A queuing analysis was conducted for the eastbound approach with and without the Project 

improvement to show the potential improvement in queue length. The results of this analysis are shown 

in Appendix E of Appendix J-1, in the Draft EIR. More specifically, the right-turn lane that would be 

constructed as part of the proposed Project at the Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue intersection 

is forecasted to improve capacity at this intersection from 78% capacity during the AM peak hour and 

88% capacity in the PM hour without the Project (i.e., no right-turn lane) to 75% capacity in the AM peak 

hour and 86% capacity in the PM peak hour with the Project and the right-turn lane.  

For these reasons, the Draft EIR estimated that Project traffic going north on Pacific Coast Highway 

would use Mariposa Avenue, since the Mariposa Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway intersection is 

expected to function well, particularly after the proposed Project improvement at this intersection. Even 

if 25% of the Project traffic desiring to travel north on Pacific Coast Highway were to use Washington 

Street to Maple Avenue or Walnut Avenue instead, the effect on Washington Street would be minor, 

with less than 5 cars every half hour on average during peak hours. 

I21-7 This comment expresses concerns related to the calculations used in the EIR for the number of vehicles 

that would be associated with the Project. The standards used in the EIR to calculate Project-related 

vehicles are well cited and well researched and are based on industry standards. With respect to the 

Shared Parking Analysis (Draft EIR, Appendix J-2), the Project’s residential component would be 

predominately (82%) studio and 1-bedroom units, which typically have fewer residents per unit and 

thus lower parking demand than the housing stock as a whole. Therefore, the parking study is based 

on parking demand per bedroom rather than per dwelling unit. The Institute of Transportation Engineers 
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(ITE) data (used for parking spaces per bedroom), a nationally recognized source, are from surveys in 

numerous states, including California, over the past few decades. Data from Palo Alto, California, is 

shown for comparison only and indicated less parking demand even in areas not well served by transit 

(and even less near CalTrain). Additionally, census data indicates less than 2 cars per dwelling unit for 

apartments in the City. As such, existing data supports a parking rate in El Segundo of less than 2 cars 

per dwelling unit. The City of Los Angeles uses parking metrics of 1 space per dwelling unit of less than 

3 habitable rooms (typically a studio), 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit to 3 habitable rooms (typically a 1-

bedroom unit), and 2 spaces per dwelling unit for more than 3 habitable rooms (typically a 2-bedroom 

unit). The proposed Project residential parking demand rates were estimated at 1 space per bedroom, 

based on the ITE data. The proposed Project would supply residential parking on the following rates: 1 

space per studio, 1.5 spaces per 1-bedroom unit, 2 spaces per 2-bedroom unit, and 1/3 guest space 

per dwelling unit, similar to what is used in the City of Los Angeles and in line with the Census data of 

vehicle ownership in the City. The 0.5-space rate does not mean that half-sized spaces would be 

provided; rather, this indicates that the parking requirement for the 1-bedroom units was calculated 

assuming an average of 1.5 spaces per unit. (As such, some 1-bedroom units could support a single-

car household, while others could support a two-car household.) The shared parking analysis (Draft EIR, 

Appendix J-2) shows that there would be sufficient parking for all uses that are part of the Project and 

therefore, overflow parking is not anticipated. 

With respect to commenter’s concerns about the traffic, noise, and safety analyses, Project traffic 

volume estimates (i.e., vehicular trips) are not based on the number of parking spaces in the parking 

study. Rather, the number of vehicles trips associated with the Project are based on ITE trip generation 

rates, which are industry standards that are widely used for transportation analyses. Therefore, the 

shared parking analysis and the parking rates have not affected estimates of the Project’s vehicular 

trip generation or related analyses, such as noise.  

Regarding the commenter’s concerns for quality of life effects, see Response to Comment I21-12.  

I21-8 The comment suggests that single-family homes to the west of the Project were “excluded” as studied 

receptors, and that the height of the Project buildings may introduce new noise sources (e.g., parking 

garage–related sounds) and may lead to LAX aviation noise reflection. 

As noted on pages 4.10-5 and 4.10-6 of Section 4.10, Noise of the Draft EIR, “Additional sensitive 

receptors are located farther from the Project site in the surrounding community, such as single-family 

residences west of Washington Street, and due to this increased distance (over 500 feet from the 

Project boundary), those receptors would be less impacted by noise and vibration levels than the above-

listed sensitive receptors.” As such, single-family homes were not excluded from the Draft EIR as noise-

sensitive receptors; the nearest sensitive receptors are analyzed to provide the most conservative 

analysis. Nevertheless, additional information regarding noise impacts to the single-family residential 

neighborhood west of Washington Street has been added to this response, for informational purposes.  

Off-site receptors closer to the proposed Project parking garage would likely experience the same types 

and magnitudes of low-speed automotive traffic and parking-related noises that are already present 

from the existing grade-level open parking lots currently on the Project site that are part of the existing 

outdoor ambient sound environment. The proposed Project parking garage may elevate the position of 

some of these sources to heights above the roofs of the multi-family homes along Indiana Street, so 

that the structures of these multi-family homes no longer occlude the direction sound paths from these 
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parking lot sources. But while intermittent sounds from the new Project parking garage may travel over 

the top of pre-existing multi-family residential buildings, this sound would be greatly attenuated by 

distance for the single-family residences. By way of example, a sound level at 50 feet from a parking 

garage source would be 20 dB less at a receptor 500 feet away, which is sufficient to reduce the new 

parking noise emissions to levels that would not be considered substantial increases to the exterior 

noise environment of the single-family home neighborhoods. 

Potential perceptible (i.e., at least 3 dB) noise amplification due to sound-reflecting building facades is 

addressed in Response to I21-4. 

Addition of the proposed buildings would introduce more path-occluding barriers between Pacific Coast 

Highway roadway traffic and the neighborhoods to the west, which is demonstrated in Table 4.10-6 of the 

Draft EIR. This table is emulated below as Table 2-5, and ST7, has been added. ST7 is a representative 

receptor on Washington Street (west side, mid-block between East Palm Avenue and East Elm Avenue) to 

demonstrate consideration of the single-family neighborhood west of Washington Park. 

Table 2-5. Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Modeling Results 

Figure 4.10-1 Modeled Receiver 

Tag (Location Description) 

Existing 

(2019) 

Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Existing 

(2019) Plus 

Project 

Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Future 

(2025) 

Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Future 

(2025) Plus 

Project 

Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Maximum 

Project-

Related 

Noise Level 

Increase 

(dB) 

ST1 (west of Indiana Street) 59 56.1 59.5 55.5 -4 

ST2 (northwestern Project 

boundary) 

55 55.9 55.2 55.7 0.9 

ST3 (eastern Project Boundary 

approximately 50 feet from PCH) 

69.5 68.2 70.3 68.7 -1.6 

ST4 (northeast corner of E. 

Mariposa Avenue and Illinois 

Court) 

63 62.7 63.4 62.9 -0.5 

ST5 (northern Project Boundary 

approximately 30 feet from E. 

Palm Avenue) 

59.2 57.9 59.8 58.5 -1.3 

ST6 and LT1 (eastern Project 

Boundary approximately 50 feet 

from PCH) 

69.5 69.6 70.2 70.2 0.1 

ST7 (west of Washington Street)1 54.5 54.6 55.2 55.1 0.1 

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level; dB = decibel 
1  Added assessment location—see Response to Comment I21-22 for a figure showing the location of ST7 

As shown in the table above, the anticipated change in traffic noise level at ST7 is no greater than 0.1 

dB, which is much less than a 3 dB change and hence a less than significant impact. This additional 

information that has been included herein does not require recirculation of the Draft EIR for public 

review, because it does not add a new significant impact, increase the severity of a previously identified 

impact, introduce a new alternative or mitigation measure, or indicate that the EIR was fundamentally 

inadequate and conclusory in nature (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a)).  
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I21-9 Issues raised in Response to Comment I21-9 are also raised in Response to Comment I21-7. As such, 

see Response to Comment I21-7. 

I21-10 This comment raises four points of concern. The first point is that the number of vehicles estimated for the 

Project is underestimated and thus traffic would be an issue in the surrounding neighborhoods. The second 

point is that traffic would increase on Mariposa Avenue heading to and from Downtown El Segundo. The 

third point is that the Project would contribute to increased traffic in the neighborhood streets surrounding 

the Project site by Project vehicles bypassing congested intersections. Finally, the comment brings up 

concerns that the addition of the right-turn lane on Mariposa Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway would not be 

enough to alleviate the increased vehicle volumes associated with the Project.  

Regarding the estimation of Project-generated vehicle trips, these estimates are based on ITE trip 

generation rates, which is a nationally recognized source. These rates are calculated by surveying the 

number of vehicle trips to and from a variety of locations for a certain land use. ITE reports a trip 

generation rate that relates the number of vehicle trips to a characteristic of the land use, such as 

dwelling units or square footage. The vehicle traffic analyzed is for the AM and PM peak hours on 

weekdays. As such, Project traffic volume estimates are not based on the number of parking spaces in 

the parking study but rather are based on the ITE trip generation rates.  

The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) 

for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, 

Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered 

to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). This analysis addresses traffic on Mariposa Avenue 

heading to and from Downtown El Segundo. The traffic study estimates that the Project would add 16 

vehicles during the AM peak hour and 20 vehicles during the PM peak hour along Mariposa Avenue 

(see Draft EIR, Appendix J-1). As such, traffic would increase to/from downtown along Mariposa Avenue; 

however, such increases would be relatively minor. Furthermore, automobile delay and traffic 

congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and 

transportation analysis (California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)).  

Regarding increased traffic on neighborhood streets, intersection congestion (particularly at Pacific 

Coast Highway and Mariposa Avenue), and the efficacy of the proposed Project intersection 

improvement at Pacific Coast Highway and Mariposa Avenue, please see Response to Comment I21-

6. As stated in Response to Comment I21-6, the improvements in this intersection’s operations are 

demonstrated through quantitative analysis provided in Appendix J-1. Specifically, the analysis shows 

that LOS at the Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue intersection is better with the addition of the 

Project-related improvement than without, in both the “existing with Project” and “future with Project” 

traffic scenarios. A queuing analysis was conducted for the eastbound approach with and without the 

Project improvement to show the potential improvement in queue length. The results of this analysis 

are shown in Appendix E of Appendix J-1, in the Draft EIR. More specifically, the new right-turn lane is 

projected to improve capacity at this intersection from 78% capacity during the AM peak hour and 88% 

capacity in the PM hour without the Project to 75% capacity in the AM peak hour and 86% capacity in 

the PM peak hour with the Project and the right-turn lane. Therefore, the Draft EIR estimated that 

Project traffic going north on Pacific Coast Highway would use Mariposa Avenue, since the Mariposa 

Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway intersection is expected to function well, particularly after the proposed 

Project improvement at this intersection. 
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I21-11 This comment states that high-density housing is impactful. The proposed Project, including its 

residential component, has been evaluated for environmental impacts under CEQA throughout the EIR. 

While some impacts on the environment have been identified in association with the proposed Project, 

almost all impacts can be mitigated to below a level of significance. (The one exception is an impact 

associated with consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document 

that will be updated in 202212 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not 

result in direct impacts to the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details.) As such, 

while impacts would be associated with the Project (including its residential component), impacts have 

been disclosed to the public and decision makers and all direct physical impacts on the environment 

can be mitigated to levels less than significant.  

I21-12 This comment consists of suggestions for alternative locations to the Project and states that alternate 

locations seem to be viable. The suggested alternate locations are as follows: (1) east of Pacific Coast 

Highway or south of Grand Avenue; and (2) standard-density housing across multiple areas, including 

east of Pacific Coast Highway and within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area. The commenter suggests 

rezoning areas east of Pacific Coast Highway and within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area to 

accommodate mixed-use residential land uses. The commenter also points out that approximately 75% 

of the City’s land area does not have any residents.  

Alternatives to the proposed Project, including alternate locations, are evaluated in Chapter 6 of the 

Draft EIR. Alternate locations to the proposed Project site were ultimately rejected as infeasible. The 

reasons for this conclusion are summarized below, followed by a description as to why the commenter’s 

specific suggestions for alternate locations are determined to be infeasible.  

Infeasibility of Alternate Locations 

(1) Alternate locations would not avoid or reduce the Project’s environmental impacts. As stated in 

Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A) of the CEQA Guidelines, the key question and first step in analyzing 

alternative sites is whether any of the significant effects of a project would be avoided or 

substantially lessened by putting that project in another location. Only locations that would avoid 

or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of a project need to be considered in the EIR. 

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed Project that relate 

to the location of the Project site, and development of the Project on another site in the City is not 

likely to lessen or avoid the environmental impacts that require mitigation. Rationale for this 

determination is provided in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR.  

(2) No known sites are available within the City of an approximately equivalent size to the Project site 

that could be redeveloped with a mixed-use, hotel, commercial, and residential development. One 

of the factors for feasibility of an alternative, as defined in the CEQA Guidelines, is “whether the 

proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.” The 

City evaluated the possibility for other sites, and this evaluation is summarized in Section 6.4 of 

the Draft EIR. The City determined that potential alternate locations were not suitable due to a 

variety of factors (land use designations, hazardous site conditions, and/or property ownership.)  

 
12  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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Suggested Alternate Locations 

The commenter’s specific suggestions for alternate locations are addressed as follows: 

• East of Pacific Coast Highway or south of Grand Avenue. The commenter suggests developing 

the proposed Project on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway and/or to the south of Grand 

Avenue. The commenter presents the option of rezoning a site on the east side of Pacific Coast 

Highway to accommodate mixed-use residential. As stated in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR, 

development of the Project on another site along Pacific Coast Highway could provide a transition 

from the City’s offices to the east and residential uses to the west, similar to the proposed Project 

site. However, other sites along Pacific Coast Highway were determined to be infeasible because 

no such sites are under control by the Project applicant, which is a factor for feasibility under 

CEQA. Additionally, other sites along Pacific Coast Highway may not be considered by the City to 

be appropriate for the increased height and density that is proposed for the Project. Furthermore, 

locating residential uses east of Pacific Coast Highway would place new residents farther away 

from services and amenities, such as parks, City Hall, the police station, and schools. This may 

result in increased vehicle trips within the City and/or increased development impacts, in the 

event that new public services and amenities need to be developed elsewhere in the City. 

Residents would also be required to cross Pacific Coast Highway to access public services, which 

could present increased traffic safety effects. The City did consider a parcel located near Pacific 

Coast Highway and Rosecrans Avenue, between The Point Shopping Center and Plaza El 

Segundo. However, the parcel is between two sets of railroad tracks and is contaminated due to 

historic heavy industrial uses. Further, the former owner, Chevron, recorded restrictions on most 

of the properties in this area to prohibit residential and hotel uses. In general, the areas south of 

Grand Avenue are highly industrialized, and adding residences to this area would likely introduce 

an incompatible land use.  

• Smoky Hollow Specific Plan Area. The commenter suggests use of the Smoky Hollow Specific 

Plan area as an alternate location for the proposed Project. The Smoky Hollow Specific Plan 

area extends east to west and is bounded by Indiana Street and Pacific Coast Highway to the 

east, downtown El Segundo to the west, and the Chevron oil refinery to the south. In response 

to shrinking manufacturing demand, declining investment, and parking issues, the City 

adopted the first Smoky Hollow Specific Plan in 1986. The updated Smoky Hollow Specific Plan 

(City of El Segundo 2018) sets a regulatory and planning framework that focuses development 

efforts on revitalizing buildings for incubator industrial and office space. Although the Smoky 

Hollow Specific Plan is intended to facilitate redevelopment, the land use regulations within 

the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan are focused on one- and two-story commercial and industrial 

development, the land parcels are small and land assemblage could be a major obstacle, and 

would generally be incompatible with the Project’s residential uses. Moreover, according to 

Table 2-1, Allowed Land Uses Table, of the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan, only “caretaker units” 

are permitted as accessory uses within the Specific Plan boundaries. Additionally, slightly 

greater air quality, land use, and transportation (vehicle miles traveled) impacts could occur if 

the proposed Project was developed within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area. For example, 

the proposed site is just over 0.5 miles from the Metro C Line Mariposa Station, whereas most 

areas within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area are farther away from a Metro C Line station, 

thereby reducing potential access to regional transit for the Project’s 618 future residents. For 
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these reasons, use of the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area as an alternate Project location was 

rejected as infeasible.  

• Standard-Density Housing in Multiple Areas. The commenter suggests building housing in 

multiple areas by rezoning property to the east of Pacific Coast Highway and/or in the Smoky 

Hollow Specific Plan area in order to spread out new housing and associated impacts. Use of 

areas to the east of Pacific Coast Highway and use of the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area as 

alternate locations for the proposed Project were rejected as infeasible for the reasons 

described above. Additionally, using more land area to develop the proposed Project would 

increase environmental impacts in many categories. Use of additional land area, which would 

be required for reduced density development, would increase grading and ground disturbance 

during construction, which would likely lead to increased air quality impacts and greenhouse 

gas emissions. Construction traffic would affect more roadways within the City and construction 

noise would affect additional sensitive receptors. The potential to affect cultural resources 

during ground disturbing activities could increase, as would the potential for biological 

resources to be encountered and disturbed. The demands on public services and utilities within 

the City would be similar and may even increase, in the event that the dispersed housing 

allowed for larger dwelling unit sizes and/or more landscaped areas per unit. Vehicular trip 

generation would be the same or similar, and while the added vehicles may be spread out, 

similar thoroughfares that are used by many residents in the area may be similarly affected, 

since the total number of vehicles being added to the roadway network would not change. 

Furthermore, the applicant would need to control multiple, dispersed sites throughout the 

areas east of Pacific Coast Highway and/or within Smoky Hollow, and these properties would 

also need to be suitable for residential development. The applicant does not have control of 

any such properties that would allow for the dispersal of the proposed Project across larger 

land areas. For these reasons, development of the proposed Project across multiple areas is 

not considered feasible.  

In support of their third suggestion (“standard-density housing in multiple areas”), the 

commenter states that the proposed Project would be “forcing a few people to bear the brunt 

of reasonably foreseeable impacts” and provides the examples of lower quality of life and 

devaluing of property. The commenter suggests that spreading out the proposed housing could 

alleviate these concerns.  

While quality of life is not a topic that is specifically addressed under CEQA, effects to 

surrounding neighborhoods, particularly in the categories of aesthetics, air quality, hazards and 

hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation, are evaluated in 

Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 4.9, 4.10, and 4.13 of the Draft EIR, respectively. With implementation 

of mitigation measures MM-AQ-1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, MM-NOI-1, and MM-TRA-1, impacts 

in these categories were determined to be below a level of significance (with the exception of 

an impact pertaining to consistency with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), 

which is a policy document that will be updated in 202213 and the temporary inconsistency 

with the AQMP assumptions would not result in direct impacts to the environment; see Section 

4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details). Economic effects such as property values are not discussed 

in the EIR, since these are not issues related to environmental impacts under CEQA. (See CEQA 

 
13  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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Guidelines, Section 15131.) However, the commenter’s concerns regarding property values 

and quality of life and their suggestions for, and support of, alternative locations will be 

provided to decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR.  

I21-13 The commenter notes that COVID-19 prevented the study/EIR from verifying the data in field. The 

transportation impact analysis for the proposed Project includes operational analysis of 12 

intersections included in the traffic study area. The Draft EIR includes information on intersection 

operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) for informational purposes only related to the 

applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because 

automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered to be impacts on the environment for the 

purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). 

The AM and PM peak hour traffic counts at these intersections were collected in 2019 during the 

months of May and October. The COVID-19 shelter at home restrictions were imposed in March 2020 

and therefore did not affect the field data collected for the traffic analysis of study area intersections. 

The existing conditions described for roadways, transit, bike, and pedestrian facilities were verified 

using most recent data and documents available, including Google Earth imagery. 

 Please see the response to I21-22 that provides a summary of measured samples of the existing 

outdoor ambient sound environment in the vicinity of the Project. These measurements were performed 

in May 2021, and the collected data was used to compare with previous estimates and to verify the 

appropriateness and accuracy of traffic noise modeling presented in the Draft EIR.  

I21-14 The commenter states that the Project objective of improving the jobs/housing balance, contributing 

to a response to the regional housing shortage, and supporting existing businesses in the area could 

be achieved through building the Project in an alternate location. Specifically, the commenter suggests 

that building the Project south of Grand or east of Sepulveda Boulevard would alleviate effects on 

residents near the proposed Project site. The commenter also states that telecommuting allows many 

people to work from any location and that the largest employer in the area (LAX) employs people who 

already live in close proximity.  

As described in Response to Comment I21-12, alternate locations for the proposed Project to the south 

of Grand Avenue and/or east of Sepulveda Boulevard (i.e., Pacific Coast Highway) have been rejected 

as infeasible. (Note that Sepulveda Boulevard becomes Pacific Coast Highway south of LAX.) At a 

different location in the City, the proposed Project would still achieve the objective that the commenter 

cites (improving the jobs/housing balance, providing housing, and supporting existing businesses in 

the area). However, alternate locations were rejected as infeasible for more reasons than consistency 

with only the Project objectives, such as property ownership, land use compatibility, land use 

designations, and failure to avoid or lessen the Project’s significant effects.  

The commenter further states that the Project’s objective of reducing single-occupancy vehicle use by 

providing a mix of land uses in walkable proximity to the Metro C Line and City’s Downtown is “not a 

reality.” The commenter lists several concerns related to this objective: no study was done of current 

residents’ use of transit; well-established mass transit has not worked in the Los Angeles area; 

downtown is not within walking distance of the Project site; reliance on walking to justify dense housing 

is not realistic; and, the infrastructure and widespread adoption of transit use is not in place to support 

this objective.  
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For concerns regarding transit and walkability, see Responses to Comments I18-4 and I18-5. These 

responses specifically address concerns regarding the distance between the proposed Project site and 

nearby transit facilities, with respect to walkability. Regarding the Project’s proximity to downtown El 

Segundo, the distance is approximately 1.5 miles, which equates to an approximately 30-minute walk. 

While the potential for walking to downtown is mentioned in the EIR and is set forth as part of one of 

the Project objectives, the analysis in the EIR is not based on the potential for future Project residents 

to walk to downtown El Segundo. Rather, as explained in Response to Comment I18-4, a conservative 

trip credit for alternative transport modes was taken for the purposes of the Project’s vehicle trip 

calculations. The trip credit is minimal (5% of the Project’s total vehicle trips) and is based on the mixed-

use nature of the Project and Project area, combined with proximity to transit.  

The EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed Project based on the existing conditions 

of the Project site and area; applicable standards that are in place at the local, regional, state, and 

national levels; and, conservative assumptions based on default data from similar project types. While 

the availability of transit and the mixed-use nature of the Project and its surroundings may present a 

potential environmental benefit and are features discussed in the EIR, the environmental conclusions 

in the EIR do not hinge upon widespread use of alternative transport modes amongst the future 

residents, employees, guests, and visitors of the proposed Project. Rather, the analysis assumes that 

a majority of the future residents, employees, guests, and visitors would use single-occupancy vehicles. 

Regarding the commenter’s question about studying the transit and walking habits of current residents, 

such an analysis is not required to assess the proposed Project’s consistency with local and regional 

planning documents or policies, as stated in Response to Comment I21-2, or required to assess any 

environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. 

It is ultimately the decision of the City’s elected officials to approve or deny the proposed Project. CEQA 

requires decision makers to weigh the potentially significant environmental impacts of a project against its 

potential benefits. As such, Project approval would likely be based on a variety of considerations, not just 

the potential walkability of the Project. Rather, walkability and reduced use of single-occupancy vehicles 

would be considered a potential benefit amongst several, to be weighed against the Project’s impacts.  

I21-15 The comment suggests that there would be a permanent increase in noise due to the Project and 

lists human activity, population growth, high density, and roadway traffic noise as potential noise-

related concerns. 

 Permanent increases in noise associated with the proposed Project are addressed pursuant to CEQA in 

Section 4.10, Noise of the Draft EIR. The analysis therein considers increased roadway traffic noise 

associated with the Project, as well as noise from outdoor uses associated with the Project (e.g., pools, 

outdoor amenities, and mechanical equipment). Operational (i.e., permanent) noise impacts were 

determined to be less than significant. Roadway traffic noise increases attributed to the Project have been 

assessed in the Draft EIR, and Response to Comment to I21-8 includes a reproduced version of Table 4.10-

6 from the Draft EIR (identified as Table 2-5 in this section), which includes consideration of an additional 

representative receptor, ST7, within the single-family residential neighborhoods west of Washington Park 

that are over 500 feet west of the Project site. While some outdoor areas near the Project are expected to 

experience an increase in outdoor ambient noise where it is already dominated by roadway traffic, the 

increases are expected to be less than significant, as demonstrated in the Draft EIR. 
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Regarding the commenter’s statements about alternative sites south of Grand Avenue or east of Pacific 

Coast Highway, refer to Responses to Comments I21-12 and I21-31. As described above, the proposed 

Project would not result in significant traffic noise impacts to existing residents. As such, no potentially 

significant traffic noise impacts have been identified requiring the identification of mitigation measures 

or alternatives to avoid or reduce the impact pursuant to CEQA.  

Regarding the commenter’s graphical depiction of the high-density nature of the proposed Project, the 

graphic compares the density of two-story, multi-family residential units located approximately 0.75 

miles north of the Project site to the density of the proposed Project. This density comparison does not 

pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. For a response to concerns regarding 

the Project’s density, refer to Response to Comment I21-11.  

I21-16 This comment features a “LAX Noise Pollution Propagation” diagram, which illustrates a concern 

regarding potential aviation traffic noise reflecting upon three structures that include the proposed PCC 

North building. The rendering in the comment suggests that aircraft noise from LAX traffic would beam 

directly towards PCC North and then would reflect west towards existing neighborhoods. Please refer 

to Response to Comment I21-4 related to potential noise reflection from proposed Project buildings. 

I21-17 This comment states that the Project’s impacts with respect to unplanned population growth should be 

considered substantial. The commenter further states that high-density housing is impactful to a 

community and region that has never had this type of development. The commenter states that the 

infrastructure to support “this drastic change” is not yet available and the population has not given up 

vehicles. The commenter suggests that spreading out housing would make more sense and would put 

new residents closer to transit.  

 The proposed Project’s impacts related to population and housing are evaluated in Section 4.11 of the 

Draft EIR. Impacts in the category of population and housing are identified; however, impacts were 

determined to be below a level of significance, based on the substantiation and evidence provide in 

Section 4.11. Under CEQA, a population growth impact occurs when a project would induce substantial 

unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 

businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). In order to 

determine whether the Project would induce substantial unplanned population growth, the number of 

residents, households, and employees that may be generated by the Project were estimated and then 

compared to growth forecasts for the City and region. As described in Section 4.11, the number of 

housing units that would be developed as part of the proposed Project would not exceed projections 

for housing growth within the City, as set forth by SCAG in the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS. The proposed 

Project’s 263 new residential units would assist the City in meeting the mandated RHNA allocation and 

would be consistent with and supportive of the City’s 2021-2029 Housing Element projections for new 

residential units within the City. As such, the number of housing units associated with the proposed 

Project would fall within growth projections and would assist the City in meeting state mandates for the 

provision of new housing.  

As further described in Section 4.11, the proposed Project would accommodate an expected 618 

residents, which would exceed SCAG population growth forecasts for the City. However, as 

demonstrated in the City’s General Plan growth projections, the City anticipated more robust residential 

growth than was able to be realized. The proposed Project would thus fulfill prior population projections 

that were formulated when the City’s General Plan was written. Furthermore, the proposed Project 
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would support SCAG’s goals and strategies for growth in the region, as detailed in Sections 4.9 and 

4.11 of the Draft EIR. Because the proposed Project would support SCAG’s goals and strategies, and 

because the proposed Project would assist the development of new housing that would improve the 

City’s job/housing balance, impacts related to population growth were determined to be less than 

significant. Although the proposed Project would provide a resident population that exceeds SCAG’s 

projections, this growth is not considered substantial and it would further attainment of local and 

regional goals. For these reasons, and as further detailed throughout Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR, the 

proposed Project’s population growth was determined to be less than significant, based on the 

thresholds established under CEQA.  

Regarding availability of infrastructure, the proposed Project’s potential effects on utilities, service 

systems, and public services are evaluated in Sections 4.12 and 4.15 of the Draft EIR. No significant 

impacts were identified, which indicates that the proposed Project would not require new off-site 

infrastructure or substantial expansions to existing infrastructure. Moreover, the Project applicant 

would pay all applicable development impact fees pursuant to Chapter 27A of the El Segundo Municipal 

Code. Concerns regarding the availability and use of transit are addressed in Responses to Comments 

I18-4, I18-5, and I21-14. The commenter’s suggestion to develop the proposed Project across a larger 

area of land is addressed in Response to Comment I21-12. As stated therein, spreading the proposed 

housing units across a larger area of land would increase environmental impacts in multiple categories. 

Furthermore, spreading new housing units across a larger area of land in the City would be expected 

to place some residents further away from transit services.  

I21-18 This comment describes the parks that are within proximity to the Project site that states that the EIR’s 

determination that the Project would not impact parks requires additional explanation. The comment 

further states that traffic would impact the nearby parks and could be a safety hazard. 

 The topic of public services and recreation, including parks, is analyzed in Section 4.12 of the Draft 

EIR. As discussed in Section 4.12, the significance criteria used to evaluate impacts to recreation and 

parks are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Under CEQA, impacts to recreation would occur 

if a project would result in physical deterioration of a recreational facility due to increased use of 

recreational facilities; if the construction or expansion of recreational facilities associated with the 

Project would result in an adverse physical effect on the environment; or if a project were to result in 

substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 

governmental facilities (including parks), the construction of which could cause significant 

environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 

performance objectives.  

The proposed Project was evaluated using these significance criteria to determine whether a potentially 

significant impact to parks and recreation could occur. The Draft EIR analysis concluded that the 

additional residents associated with the proposed Project would likely use the nearby public parks and 

recreation facilities. However, based on the City’s current ratio of residents to park acreage and the 

number of new residents associated with the proposed Project, the analysis determined that the 

proposed Project would not cause an exceedance in the existing standards of service for parks. 

Additionally, the El Segundo Recreation and Parks Department was contacted as part of the data 

gathering for the EIR. The department indicated that no new/expanded public parks or recreational 

facilities would be required as part of the proposed Project. Further, the Project would include common 

open space areas, including rooftop pools and community rooms. These on-site amenities would 



2 - Responses to Comments 

Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan Final EIR 12171 

October 2021  2-220 

provide an alternative to off-site public parks and recreational facilities, allowing the Project’s residents 

to recreate on the Project site while incrementally reducing impacts to off-site public parks and 

recreational facilities. Finally, the Project applicant would pay all applicable development impact fees 

pursuant to Chapter 27A of the El Segundo Municipal Code. For these reasons and as further 

demonstrated in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR, the Project’s impacts to parks and recreational facilities 

were determined to be less than significant. For concerns regarding traffic-related safety and nearby 

parks, see Response to Comment I21-5.  

I21-19 This comment states that Alternative B would be a viable alternative. The commenter notes that some 

of the Project objectives would not be met but that it would lessen the overall impact to the community. 

City decision makers have the ability to approve the proposed Project or any of the alternatives 

evaluated in the EIR (including Alternative B). As such, the commenter’s support for Alternative B will 

be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

I21-20 This comment outlines the topics to be addressed in the forthcoming portions of the commenter’s 

letter. Please refer to Responses I21-21 through I21-31, below.  

I21-21 It is assumed that these comments refer to single-family home neighborhoods west of Washington 

Park. Please refer to Response to Comment I21-16. While the Draft EIR noted that such noise-sensitive 

receptors are over 500 feet from the Project site boundary, a representative receptor “ST7” has been 

added to the roadway traffic noise assessment and appears in the reproduced Table 4.10-6 (identified 

as Table 2-5 herein) appearing in Response to Comment I21-8. Increases in roadway traffic noise at 

this newly considered representative receptor show that the neighborhood west of Washington Park 

would be expected to experience a less than significant traffic noise impact for both sets of modeled 

with-Project scenarios. 

I21-22 The comment makes remarks with respect to traffic in the Project vicinity, and includes an observation 

implying that existing outdoor ambient sound levels were not measured. As the Draft EIR notes, such 

existing outdoor noise levels were estimated at the time of the Draft EIR preparation because of COVID-

19 response conditions that were in place and likely suppressed otherwise typical roadway traffic flows 

and volumes. 

However, as COVID-19 response conditions have relaxed or otherwise resulted in an apparent return-

to-normalcy setting for the existing sound environment in the vicinity of the Project at the time of the 

preparation of this Final EIR, short-duration (approximately 15 minutes each) investigator-attended 

sound pressure level (SPL) measurements were performed during daytime hours on May 18, 2021 and 

are summarized in the following table, with approximate measurement locations appearing in the 

subsequent map figure. An unattended long-duration SPL monitor was also deployed and collected 

successive five-minute duration SPL interval data that are displayed in Figure N-2 following the SPL 

survey location map (Figure N-1). Consistent with expectations, the plot of Leq values at LT1 rises and 

falls with varying levels of roadway traffic on Pacific Coast Highway over the course of the sampled 

diurnal cycle from May 18-19, 2021. 

This collected measurement data, appearing in Table 2-6 and Figure N-2, was used to check estimates 

of existing noise levels in support of the traffic noise modeling effort. For example, the measured Leq 

value of 58.9 dBA at ST1 during the indicated late-afternoon sample period primarily represents 

acoustic contribution from outdoor sound sources such as nearby and distant traffic from a variety of 
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vicinity roadways. The modeled 59 dBA CNEL shown in Table 2-5 for “Existing (2019)” noise level at 

this location very closely agrees with this measured Leq daytime sample, and is consistent with 

expectations. As exemplified by the long-term (24-hour) measurement sample plot in Figure N-2, traffic 

noise Leq at night would be less than the Leq during the day and would tend to offset the CNEL-related 

upward decibel adjustments during the nighttime period, thus resulting in daytime Leq being 

comparable to the calculated CNEL value. Aside from the introduction of a new receptor “ST7” to 

represent the more distant single-family residential community west of Washington Park, the presented 

predicted traffic noise levels for the modeled scenarios shown in the new Table 2-5 (see response to 

I21-8) are the same as those presented in the Draft EIR.  

Table 2-6. Measured Existing Outdoor Ambient Sound Pressure Levels (SPL) in Project Vicinity 

Measurement Location Tag and 

Summarized Description 

Date (mm/dd/yy) 

and Approx. Start 

Time (hh:mm) to 

End Time (hh:mm) Leq (dBA) 

Lmax 

(dBA) Lmin (dBA) L90 (dBA) 

ST1 (west of Indiana Street) 05/18/21 

15:59 to 16:14 

58.9 68.7 54.2 55.3 

ST2 (northwestern Project boundary) 05/18/21 

17:53 to 18:08 

64.3 83.4 55.3 55.9 

ST3 (eastern Project Boundary 

approximately 50 feet from PCH) 

05/18/21 

16:21 to 16:36 

78.0 86.6 61.4 69.0 

ST4 (northeast corner of E. Mariposa 

Avenue and Illinois Court) 

05/18/21 

17:35 to 17:50 

63.9 82.0 54.0 56.3 

ST5 (northern Project Boundary 

approximately 30 feet from E. Palm 

Avenue) 

05/18/21 

17:12 to 17:27 

64.0 90.0 53.7 55.3 

ST6 and LT1 (eastern Project Boundary 

approximately 50 feet from PCH) 

05/18/21 

16:52 to 17:06 

76.7 89.5 58.6 66.6 

ST7 (west of Washington Street) 05/18/21 

15:04 to 15:19 

61.1 72.5 55.0 55.9 

dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = energy-equivalent sound level; Lmax = maximum measured sound level; Lmin = minimum measured 

sound level; L90 = sound level exceeded ninety percent (90%) of the cumulative intervals during the measurement period 

The comment also inquires if traffic noise was modeled on “Mariposa and back streets.” The 

reproduced Table 2-5 includes both ST4 and newly added ST7, which are the same measurement 

locations appearing in the above data table.  
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Figure N-1: Project Vicinity in El Segundo, California, with displayed approximate outdoor sound 

pressure level (SPL) survey locations 
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ST2
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Figure N-2: Plot of successive 5-minute A-weighted Leq intervals measured and recorded at field 

survey position LT1 (see preceding map illustration [Figure N-1] for location) 

 

I21-23 The comment refers to sampled City of El Segundo General Plan content shown on Page 4.10-9 of the 

Draft EIR. Pages 4.10-16 through 4.10-19 of the Draft EIR present and discuss potential exterior noise 

intrusion to future residents anticipated due to the Project. For existing off-site receptors, please refer 

to Response to Comments I21-8 and I21-22, above. 

I21-24 The comment observes that the property lines of nearest multi-family residences to the west of the 

Project are “as close as 15 feet to the PCC North” and suggests the planned Project parking garage will 

have “significant impact on Illinois Ct. residences.” These residences are currently exposed to low-

speed vehicle traffic on existing parking lots occupying the area of PCC North and unobstructed bi-

directional roadway traffic on Pacific Coast Highway. The planned structures of PCC North would 

eliminate much of the former (leaving only the portion of the existing parking lot north of E. Mariposa 

to become a gated private drive and thus remain a low-volume, low-speed vehicle area) and 

substantially obstruct the latter, which is anticipated to contribute to an overall net noise-reducing 

benefit for existing multi-family residences on Illinois Court, as the traffic noise prediction results for 

ST4 in Draft EIR Table 4.10-6 (and in the Response to Comment I21-8) also indicates.  

I21-25 Please see Response to I21-22, which includes both added consideration of ST7, a representative 

receptor for the single-family home neighborhood west of Washington Park, and a report of newly-
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collected outdoor ambient SPL data at the now seven representative assessment locations. As 

indicated in the response to I21-13, the collected samples of existing outdoor sound level were used 

to help validate the existing scenario for the traffic noise modeling effort and its results presented in 

the Draft EIR. 

Regarding the commenter’s statements about Project-related trip generation, see Response to 

Comment I21-7.  

I21-26 Cumulative off-site traffic noise has been evaluated in Section 4.10.5 of the Draft EIR. This analysis 

references a quantitative assessment of off-site traffic noise and concludes that noise level increases 

of less than 3 dBA would occur along the studied sample roadways in the vicinity of the Project under 

the cumulative scenario. As such, the anticipated increases would be below significance thresholds (as 

further discussed in Section 4.10, Noise in the Draft EIR). As such, the EIR has addressed cumulative 

off-site traffic noise and demonstrates that impacts would be below a level of significance.  

 Regarding the commenter’s concerns for property values and quality of life, these are not topics that 

are specifically addressed under CEQA. Refer to Response to Comment I21-12, which addresses the 

topics of quality of life and property values.  

I21-27 The issues raised in this comment were also raised in Response to Comments I21-6, I21-7 and I21-

10. Refer to Responses to Comments I21-6 and I21-10. 

I21-28 Many of the issues raised in this comment were raised in Comments I21-6 and I21-10. Please see 

Responses to Comments I21-6 and I21-10.  

This comment also points out that there are no Project-generated vehicles assigned to use the Pacific 

Coast Highway/Maple Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway/Walnut Avenue intersections, as depicted in 

the transportation study (Draft EIR, Appendix J-1). The commenter expresses concerns that this trip 

assignment is not accurate.  

The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) 

for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, 

Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered 

to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). The informational transportation analysis assigns 0 trips 

to the Pacific Coast Highway/Maple Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway/Walnut Avenue intersections 

because the analysis (Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1) shows that the intersection of Pacific 

Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue operates at LOS C under existing conditions (acceptable according to 

City standards) and LOS C/D under future base conditions. This intersection is also projected to operate 

at LOS C/D with the addition of the Project. Its operations would be improved with the Project as an 

eastbound right-turn lane will be added to the intersection as a Project feature. This right-turn lane is 

projected to improve capacity at this intersection from 78% capacity during the AM peak hour and 88% 

capacity in the PM hour without the Project to 75% capacity in the AM peak hour and 86% capacity in 

the PM peak hour with the Project and the right-turn lane. Therefore, the Draft EIR estimated that 

Project traffic going north on Pacific Coast Highway would use Mariposa Avenue and, as such, no 

turning vehicles were assigned to the Pacific Coast Highway/Maple Avenue and Pacific Coast 

Highway/Walnut Avenue intersections.  
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This comment also points out that 9 vehicles were assigned to use the Pacific Coast Highway/Palm 

Avenue intersection during the AM peak hour. This comment also infers that 9 vehicles using Pacific 

Coast Highway and Palm Avenue seems low compared to the 252 parking spaces that would be 

provided at PCC North. The vehicular trip estimates associated with the Project are based on ITE trip 

generation rates, which is a nationally recognized source. These rates are calculated by surveying the 

number of vehicle trips to and from a variety of locations for a certain land use. ITE reports a trip 

generation rate that relates the number of vehicle trips to a characteristic of the land use, such as 

dwelling units or square footage. The vehicle traffic analyzed is for the AM and PM peak hours and not 

based on the number of parking spaces provided. Based on these rates, PCC North is projected to 

generate 48 trips during the AM peak hour. Of these trips, most were assumed to use Mariposa Avenue 

and Pacific Coast Highway. The limited assignment of Project trips to the Palm Avenue at Pacific Coast 

Highway is intentional, due to the difficulty of making an eastbound left-turn across Pacific Coast 

Highway at this stop-controlled intersection. 

I21-29 This comment states that the traffic study does not reflect the congestion in the area. However, the 

traffic conditions described and shown the Draft EIR are based on empirical data collected in the 

Project area prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. See Section 4.13.1 of the Draft EIR and Appendix J-1. As 

such, the existing traffic conditions in the Project area are accurately reflected in the Draft EIR’s 

transportation analysis.  

 This comment questions the methodology in which the number of vehicle trips generated by the Project 

was determined. This comment states that the Project-generated vehicle trips are determined by the 

Shared Parking Analysis. This is not correct; the Project traffic estimates are not based on the number 

of parking spaces but rather on standard ITE trip generation rates. These rates are calculated by 

surveying the number of vehicle trips to and from a variety of locations for a certain land use. ITE reports 

a trip generation rate that relates the number of vehicle trips to a characteristic of the land use, such 

as dwelling units or square footage. Please see the Response to Comment I21-30 for more detail 

regarding the parking analysis.  

This comment also states that the analysis overestimates transit use and walking and that no survey 

was done of local residents regarding transit use or walking. This comment also points out that 

Downtown El Segundo is not a walkable distance from the Project site.  

The analysis in the EIR assumes that 5% of the Project trips would take transit, walk, or bike. However, 

U.S. Census data from 2019 shows that 6.7% of residents in El Segundo take transit, walk, or bike. As 

such, data collected in the Project area indicates that the assumptions in the EIR analysis for use of 

alternative transportation modes are conservative in nature and that the EIR assumes reduced use of 

alternative transportation modes relative to current rates of use in the surrounding community. While 

the EIR describes the transit-oriented nature of the proposed Project and its proximity to existing 

businesses and services, the quantitative analyses (e.g., traffic generation, traffic-related noise 

generation) remain conservative with respect to vehicle use versus alternative transportation use. 

Furthermore, no additional walk/bike/transit trip generation credit was taken in the Draft EIR for the 

Project’s proximity to Downtown El Segundo. 

The comment also states that there is a lack of reliable transit in the Los Angeles area. However, the 

Metro C Line Mariposa Station is 0.51-mile from the Project site. Metro Line 232, LADOT Commuter 

Express Line 574, and Beach Cities Transit Line 109 also run along Pacific Coast Highway with stops 
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near the Project site. Metro C Line Mariposa Station is considered to be within walking distance of the 

Project site (see Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR). The distance between the Project site and the Mariposa 

Station equates to an approximately 12-minute walk. Metro Route 232 has average headways of 20 

minutes during weekday morning peak periods and 30 minutes during weekday afternoon peak periods 

(Draft EIR, Appendix J-1). Furthermore, to provide a better bus system for Los Angeles County, the 

NextGen Bus Plan was approved in October 2020 by Metro. Service improvements are planned for 

Metro Route 232 to provide a 15-minute frequency during peak hours. Nevertheless, as described 

above, the trip credits taken in the EIR analysis for transit use are conservative with respect to existing 

reliance on transit, walking, and bicycling in the surrounding community.  

Regarding the commenter’s question about studying the transit and walking habits of current residents, 

such an analysis is not required to assess the proposed Project’s consistency with local and regional 

planning documents or policies, as stated in Response to Comment I21-2, and is also not required to 

assess any environmental impacts pursuant to CEQA. As described above, the assumptions used in the 

EIR are conservative with respect to existing reliance on transit, walking, and bicycling in the 

surrounding community.  

Furthermore, the Project site is adjacent to a transit-priority area, which is an area delineated by SCAG 

to identify locations where transit use is practical and where transit-oriented development is 

encouraged. Plans and policies are in place at the local, regional, and state level to encourage 

increased use of alternative modes of transportation and to support mixed-used and higher density 

housing near transit. The proposed Project is supportive of these policies, as it would locate higher 

density housing and mixed-use development in proximity to transit. As these plans and policies are 

carried out, the use of alternative modes of transportation is also expected to increase over time, 

particularly in urbanized areas.  

Please see Responses to Comments I21-6 and I21-10 regarding the Pacific Coast Highway and 

Mariposa intersection and residential streets. 

I21-30 This comment provides an extensive review of the Shared Parking Analysis (Appendix J-2 of the Draft 

EIR). Responses to points raised in the comment are provided below:  

• For concerns regarding transit in the Los Angeles area, see Response to Comment I21-29, above.  

• The ITE data (used for parking spaces per bedroom in Table 1), a nationally recognized source, 

are from surveys in numerous states, including California, over the past few decades. They are 

not specific to New York or Chicago. Although Table 1 in the Shared Parking Analysis showed 

the whole range of parking rates provided by ITE for multifamily apartments, only the data in 

the final row of the table (general urban/suburban not within 0.5 mile of rail transit) was used 

in this study. 

• The Palo Alto data is shown for comparison purposes only and indicates less parking demand 

even in areas that are not well served by transit. 

• Two parking spaces per dwelling unit is the current code parking requirement in the City, as 

described in Table 2 of the Shared Parking Analysis. A Los Angeles standard for parking spaces 

does not actually exist; the City of Los Angeles, for example, uses 1 space per dwelling unit of 

less than 3 habitable rooms (typically a studio), 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit of 3 habitable 

rooms (typically a 1-bedroom unit), and 2 spaces per dwelling unit of more than 3 habitable 
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rooms (typically a 2-bedroom unit). Census data indicates less than 2 cars per dwelling unit for 

apartments in the City.  

• Project traffic volume estimates used in the transportation analysis (Draft EIR, Section 4.13 

and Appendix J-1) are not based on the number of parking spaces in the parking study but 

rather are based on ITE trip generation rates. The number of parking spaces shown in the 

shared parking analysis does not affect the trip generation or trip distribution shown in the 

traffic analysis.  

• While ITE rates may not be customized for the Los Angeles area, the Project is predominately 

(82%) studio and 1-bedroom units, which typically have fewer people living in each unit and 

lower parking demand than the housing stock as a whole. Therefore, the parking analysis 

considered sources for parking demand per bedroom rather than per dwelling unit. To be 

conservative, the per bedroom rate for the General Urban/Suburban not within 0.5 mile of rail 

transit is used. The Palo Alto data is shown as a point of comparison. Census data from 2019 

shows that 6.7% of residents in El Segundo take transit, walk, or bike. For more details 

regarding transit in the Project area and a response to the commenter’s concerns about the 

transit use of the existing community, refer to Response to Comment I21-29, above.  

• The half space in the “1.5 space per unit” rate used for the 1-bedroom apartments does not 

mean that half-sized spaces would be provided. Rather, this indicates that the parking 

requirement for the 1-bedroom units was calculated assuming an average of 1.5 spaces per 

unit. For example, these 1-bedroom units could be occupied by a single person with 1 vehicle 

or by a couple with 2 vehicles, which would average to 1.5 vehicles per unit.  

• Overnight hotel parking counts were conducted on a Saturday night. Since the surveys were 

done overnight (when hotel demand is highest) at 2 AM, they were technically done early 

Sunday morning. Regarding seasonality, the hotels were 75% and 76% occupied on the nights 

of the surveys. Therefore, the rates were factored up to represent 100% occupancy when the 

hotel parking demands were estimated. 

• The retail and restaurant parking demand numbers shown on Table 11 in the Shared 

Parking Analysis are from the shared parking spreadsheets shown in Appendix B of the 

Shared Parking Analysis. 

• The assigned parking for residents is not part of the shared pool of parking and therefore would 

not be shared with the hotels and commercial uses. The shared parking analysis shows that 

there would be a deficit of 21 spaces at the South Site at 10 PM, which can be accommodated 

at the Fairfield parking structure or PCC North (combined surplus of 27 spaces). The comment 

brings up the concern that individuals would need to walk to another structure to park their 

vehicles. The hotel would provide valet parking so guests would not have to walk to another 

structure to park their vehicles.  

I21-31 This comment presents comments/concerns related to a number of topics: (1) suggestions for 

alternatives to the proposed Project; (2) concerns regarding the proposed Project, based on the 

Project’s objectives; and (3) comments regarding the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR. These topics 

are addressed as follows: 

Suggested Alternatives 

The commenter mentions the following suggested alternatives in this comment: alternative locations 

east of Sepulveda Boulevard (i.e., Pacific Coast Highway) and south of Grand Avenue; and, lower-
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density housing in multiple areas, involving rezoning areas east of Pacific Coast Highway and within the 

Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area. Refer to Response to Comment I21-12 for responses to these 

suggested alternatives.  

The commenter further states that an estimated 99% of City residents live in 25% of the City’s land 

area. The commenter presents a diagram outlining the residential area of the City, with arrows pointing 

to non-residential areas, to depict the concept of developing residential land uses in areas of the City 

that are not currently used for that purpose. For the reasons enumerated in Response to Comment I21-

12, dispersing the proposed Project across a larger area of land and constructing the proposed housing 

at a lower density would increase environmental impacts in multiple categories. Furthermore, the City 

is generally built out under current conditions. As such, building residences throughout areas of the 

City that are currently commercial or industrial in character would require redevelopment. While some 

of the City’s industrial areas are currently being contemplated for redevelopment (e.g., the Smoky 

Hollow Specific Plan area), such areas may not be suitable for residential land uses, due to 

contamination concerns and/or land use incompatibility with industrial uses that may still be 

operational. Additionally, the non-residential areas are not well-served by existing public services and 

facilities, including schools and parks that are currently located within the existing residential areas of 

the City. Therefore, constructing new public services and amenities farther from existing residential 

areas to accommodate dispersed residential developments within commercial/industrial areas of the 

City could increase environmental impacts. Nevertheless, the commenter’s suggestion to spread out 

residential land uses within the currently nonresidential areas of the City will be included in this Final 

EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

Comments on Project Objectives 

This comment presents concerns regarding the proposed Project’s objectives. The commenter states 

that the Project’s objective of creating additional housing will adversely impact neighboring residents 

and states that the proposed Project will not mitigate negative impacts to neighbors, such as traffic, 

safety (higher traffic adjacent to neighborhood parks), parking, noise, population growth (crowding of 

more activity in a smaller area), decreased teacher-to-student ratio, lower quality of life, lower home 

values, and increased congestion and neighborhood traffic. These concerns and topics are addressed 

in other responses herein. For concerns regarding neighborhood impacts, see Response to Comment 

I18-1. For concerns regarding traffic in neighborhoods, see Responses to Comments I6-3, I18-3, and 

I21-6. For concerns regarding traffic near local parks, see Response to Comment I21-5. For concerns 

regarding parking in neighborhoods, see Responses to Comments I6-2 and I18-2. For concerns 

regarding neighborhood noise, see Response to Comment I21-8. For concerns reading population 

growth, see Response to Comment I21-17. For concerns regarding quality of life, see Response to 

Comment I21-12. For concerns regarding home values, see Response to Comment I7-1.  

Regarding the commenter’s concerns about decreased teacher-to-student ratios, Section 4.12 of the 

Draft EIR addresses the Project’s effects to schools. The analysis therein demonstrates that the 

proposed Project would not adversely affect local schools. Furthermore, communication with El 

Segundo Unified School District (conducted as part of the data gathering process for the EIR) indicates 

that existing schools are sufficient to accommodate increases in students associated with the Project.  

The commenter also references a prior comment (categorized herein as Comment I21-14). Refer to 

Response to Comment I21-14 for a response to concerns expressed therein.  
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Alternatives Analysis  

The commenter states that the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area, which is among the alternative 

locations that were rejected as infeasible in the EIR, should not have been rejected due to the area’s 

distance from transit. The commenter further states that the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area appears 

to be more equidistant between the downtown El Segundo area and transit.  

Proximity to transit is important for reducing environmental impacts such as VMT. As such, locating the 

Project site further from a Metro C line station could increase environmental impacts in some 

categories. (Most sites within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area would be situated further from a 

Metro station than the proposed Project site). Furthermore, alternative sites within the Smoky Hollow 

Specific Plan area were rejected for a variety of reasons (not solely on the basis of transit proximity); 

see Response to Comment I21-12.  

The commenter further states that development elsewhere along Pacific Coast Highway was ruled out 

because the Project applicant does not control another site in this area. The commenter suggests that the 

City should find a different applicant who does control another property elsewhere along Pacific Coast 

Highway. Under CEQA, an alternative site can be rejected on the basis of applicant ownership. With respect 

to the feasibility of potential alternatives to a project, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(t)(l) states the 

following: among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives 

are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 

regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries ... and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 

control or otherwise have access to the alternative site. As such, rejection of an alternate location for a 

Project on the basis of property ownership is allowable under CEQA.  

The commenter also states that an alternate location east of Sepulveda Boulevard / Pacific Coast 

Highway and/or within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area would reduce impacts; however, the EIR 

states that impacts would not be reduced at these alternative locations.  

The commenter does not present substantial evidence that the impacts of the proposed Project would 

be reduced at an alternate location. As stated in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR, development of the 

proposed Project on an alternate site would result in a similar construction scenario, similar quantities 

of criteria air pollutant emissions during construction, similar levels of construction noise, and similar 

levels of energy consumption. Due to the generally built-out nature of the City, it is likely that demolition 

of existing buildings and paved areas would be required at an alternate location. Additionally, because 

of the City’s urban nature, mix of land uses, and the presence of a variety of sensitive receptors 

throughout the City, it is unlikely that an alternate site would be situated far enough from sensitive 

receptors to substantially lessen the air quality and noise impacts of the proposed Project during 

construction. Similarly, development at an alternate site would not necessarily reduce impacts to 

transportation and traffic. Regardless of its location, the proposed Project would generally place similar 

demands on public services, utilities and services systems, and energy resources. With regard to the 

visibility and appearance of the Project, the aesthetic impact of the Project is largely related to its height 

and density, which would not substantially change at an alternative location. For these reasons, placing 

the Project at an alternative location would not be expected to reduce its impacts.  

The comment notes that Alternatives A and B have reduced impacts in most categories, which would 

make them “a better possibility.” The commenter also notes disagreement with the EIR’s determination 
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that impacts in the categories of Land Use and Planning and Transportation would increase for these 

alternatives.  

City decision makers have the ability to approve the proposed Project or any of the alternatives 

evaluated in the EIR (including Alternatives A or B). As such, the commenter’s support of Alternatives A 

and B will be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers. Those 

alternatives’ impacts in the categories of Land Use and Planning and Transportation are substantiated 

in Sections 6.5.1 and 6.5.2 of the Draft EIR.  

The comment concludes by expressing support for the “no project alternative” (Alternative A), which is 

identified in the Draft EIR as the environmentally superior alternative. As stated above, City decision 

makers have the ability to approve the proposed Project or any of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR 

(including Alternative A). As such, the commenter’s support for Alternative A will be included in this Final 

EIR for review and consideration by decision makers. 

I21-32 This comment consists of cover letter. This comment is introductory in nature, and no specific 

comments are raised regarding the environmental analysis in the EIR. No response is necessary.  

I21-33 This comment is the same as I21-2; refer to Response to Comment I21-2.  

I21-34 This comment is the same as I21-3; refer to Response to Comment I21-3. 

I21-35 This comment raises the same concerns as I21-4; refer to Response to Comment I21-4. 

I21-36 This comment is the same as I21-5; refer to Response to Comment I21-5. 

I21-37 This comment is the same as I21-6; refer to Response to Comment I21-6. 

I21-38 This comment is the same as I21-7; refer to Response to Comment I21-7. 

I21-39 This comment is the same as I21-8; refer to Response to Comment I21-8. 

I21-40 This comment is the same as I21-9; refer to Response to Comment I21-9. 

I21-41 This comment is the same as I21-10; refer to Response to Comment I21-10. 

I21-42 This comment is the same as I21-11; refer to Response to Comment I21-11.  

I21-43 This comment raises the same concerns as I21-12; refer to Response to Comment I21-12. 

I21-44 This comment is the same as I21-13; refer to Response to Comment I21-13. 

I21-45 This comment is the same as I21-14; refer to Response to Comment I21-14. 

I21-46 This comment is the same as I21-15; refer to Response to Comment I21-15. 

I21-47 This comment is the same as I21-16; refer to Response to Comment I21-16. 

I21-48 This comment raises the same concerns as I21-17; refer to Response to Comment I21-17. 
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I21-49 This comment is the same as I21-18; refer to Response to Comment I21-18. 

I21-50 This comment is the same as I21-19; refer to Response to Comment I21-19. 

I21-51 This comment is the same as I21-26, and disagrees with the Draft EIR finding that cumulative off-site 

traffic noise impacts would be less than significant, and remarks that property values and quality of life 

would be lowered “even if the traffic was silent.” 

As indicated on page 4.10-22 of Section 4.10, Noise of the Draft EIR, the traffic noise analysis already 

considered future-year (2025) scenarios that include estimates of cumulative roadway traffic volumes 

and thus inclusion of other projects in the vicinity. The predicted traffic noise changes, as shown in 

Table 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR and reproduced in the response to I21-8, are either reductions or 

increases that are considered less than significant. 

I21-52 This comment is expressed as part of I21-21; refer to Response to Comment I21-21. 

I21-53 The first portion of this comment is the same as I21-22; refer to Response to Comment I21-22. The second 

portion of this comment is expressed as part of I21-21; refer to Response to Comment I21-21. The third 

portion of this comment is expressed as part of I21-23; refer to Response to Comment I21-23. 

I21-54 This comment is expressed as part of I21-23; refer to Response to Comment I21-23. 

I21-55 This comment is the same as I21-24; refer to Response to Comment I21-24. 

I21-56 This comment raises the same concerns as I21-25; refer to Response to Comment I21-25. This 

comment additionally states that the scope of the noise modeling location is “too tight” and does not 

address neighboring areas. As shown in the response to I21-8, a new offsite receptor, ST7, was added 

to the traffic noise modeling to represent the single-family home community west of Washington Park. 

As shown, impacts would be less than significant. 

I21-57 This comment is the same as I21-26; refer to Response to Comment I21-26. 

I21-58 This comment is the same as I21-27; refer to Response to Comment I21-27. 

I21-59 This comment is the same as I21-29; refer to Response to Comment I21-29. 

I21-60 In this comment, the commenter has highlighted existing AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes at the 

Pacific Coast Highway/Maple Avenue, Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue, and Pacific Coast 

Highway/Palm Avenue intersections on a figure from the EIR. However, no comments are raised 

regarding the environmental analysis in the EIR. No response is required.  

I21-61 The commenter expresses concern regarding estimation of Project traffic at the study area 

intersections and elaborates that the traffic congestion and delays at the Pacific Coast 

Highway/Mariposa Avenue cause drivers to use alternate streets instead of Mariposa Avenue. 

Refer to Responses to Comments I21-6, I21-10, and I21-28 for responses to these concerns.  
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I21-62 A portion of this comment is expressed as part of I21-29 and I21-30; refer to Responses to Comments 

I21-29 and I21-30.  

I21-63 This comment is expressed as part of I21-31; refer to Response to Comment I21-31. 

I21-64 This comment is expressed as part of I21-31; refer to Response to Comment I21-31. 

I21-65 This comment is expressed as part of I21-31; refer to Response to Comment I21-31. 

I21-66 This comment references a prior comment (categorized herein as Comment I21-14). Refer to Response 

to Comment I21-14.  

I21-67 This comment is expressed as part of I21-31; refer to Response to Comment I21-31. This comment 

additionally lists impacts that the commenter states would be reduced by an alternate project location: 

traffic, safety (such as more traffic near parks), parking, noise, population growth, reduced teacher-to-

student ratios, lower quality of life, and reduced home values.  

 The commenter speculates that an alternate location would reduce impacts in the categories listed 

above. No substantial evidence is provided in support of the commenter’s contentions. Constructing 

the Project elsewhere in the City would be expected to result in similar traffic impacts at different 

locations throughout the City. Additionally, effects at major thoroughfares (e.g., Pacific Coast Highway 

and intersections along Pacific Coast Highway) that are used by many City residents may remain the 

same. As explained in Response to Comment I21-31, because of the City’s urban nature, mix of land 

uses, and the presence of a variety of sensitive receptors throughout the areas of the City that would 

be suitable for residential development, it is unlikely that an alternate site would be situated far enough 

from sensitive receptors to substantially lessen impacts on sensitive receptors, such as noise impacts. 

Regarding population growth and effects to schools, the Project would lead to the same amount of 

growth and the same student generation regardless of its location in the City. Quality of life and home 

values are not topics addressed under CEQA. However, due to the largely built-out nature of the City, 

and the industrialized nature of large portions of the City, it is likely that a suitable alternate location 

would also be situated near other residential areas.  

I21-68 This comment is expressed as part of I21-31; refer to Response to Comment I21-31. 

I21-69 This comment is expressed as part of I21-31; refer to Response to Comment I21-31. This comment 

additionally includes a question regarding the non-conforming nature of the two hotels that currently 

exist on the Project site. The commenter asks why the City allowed non-conforming uses and asks 

whether this can be corrected without the proposed Project and its associated effects.  

 The comment regarding non-conforming uses does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR; no response is required. However, for informational purposes, it is noted that the 

existing hotels are permitted uses in the current zoning (C-3). As such, the existing use itself is not non-

conforming, but the hotel buildings are non-conforming with regard to height. The buildings exceed the 

current height limit. The proposed Specific Plan would bring the hotel buildings into conformance with 

the zoning standards for height.   
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Response to Comment Letter I22 

Venu Joshi 

April 4, 2021 

I22-1 This comment is introductory in nature; no response is required. 

I22-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR has “neglected impacts to key areas,” specifically within the 

vicinity of the commenter’s residence, which is along Washington Street. The comment further states 

that the proposed Project would cause a “major impact” to nearby residents and to the City in general. 

The commenter notes that the City should consider the character of the area and “refuse to allow any 

super high-density residential construction” and should instead build low-density residential uses 

across the City.  

Regarding the comment on neighborhood impacts, the Project’s effects to surrounding neighborhoods 

and nearby residents, particularly in the categories of aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous 

materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation, are evaluated in Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 

4.9, 4.10, and 4.13 of the Draft EIR, respectively. With implementation of mitigation measures MM-AQ-

1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, MM-NOI-1, and MM-TRA-1, impacts in these categories were determined to 

be below a level of significance (with the exception of an impact pertaining to consistency with the 

applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document that will be updated in 

202214 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not result in direct impacts 

to the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details.). As such, the potential environmental 

effects of the Project on its surroundings (including the surrounding neighborhood) have been 

evaluated and disclosed in the Draft EIR, and any identified significant impacts would be mitigated to 

the extent feasible. The commenter’s concerns regarding negative impacts to their neighborhood will 

be included as part of this Final EIR for City decision makers’ review and consideration. 

The commenter’s suggestion for the City to develop lower-density residential uses is addressed in 

Responses to Comments I21-12 and I21-31. As explained in those responses, spreading out the 

proposed Project’s land uses across wider areas of land would increase environmental impacts in 

multiple categories. Nevertheless, the commenter’s suggestions regarding land use in City will be 

included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

Additionally, while community character is not a topic that is specifically addressed under CEQA, effects 

related to the proposed Project’s consistency with policies governing scenic quality and with the City’s 

land use plans and goals have been analyzed in the Draft EIR in Sections 4.1 and 4.9, respectively. 

Significant impacts were not identified in these categories. 

I22-3 This comment expresses similar concerns and suggestions as Comments I21-12 and I21-31. As such, 

refer to Responses to Comments I21-12 and I21-31. Additionally, the commenter attaches an excerpt 

from the Los Angeles Times website and states that the City would be considered more dense if density 

calculations were limited to the residential portions of the City. The commenter further states that 

adding more density to the existing residential area of the City is not the right approach. The commenter 

 
14  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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also notes that population growth trends in the City are similar to those of nearby cities such as 

Manhattan Beach and Redondo Beach.  

 As described in Responses to Comments I21-12 and I21-31, dispersing the proposed Project across a 

larger area of land and constructing the proposed housing at a lower density would increase 

environmental impacts in multiple categories. Furthermore, the City is generally built out under current 

conditions. As such, building residences throughout areas of the City that are currently commercial or 

industrial would require redevelopment. While some of the City’s industrial areas are currently being 

contemplated for redevelopment (e.g., the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area), such areas may not be 

suitable for residential land uses, due to contamination concerns and/or land use incompatibility. 

Nevertheless, the commenter’s suggestion to spread out residential land uses will be included in this 

Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers. 

I22-4 This comment expresses general opposition to the Project and to increased density. The comment does 

not raise any specific concerns regarding the environmental analysis in the EIR. No response is 

required; however, the commenter’s objection to the Project and to high-density housing in the City will 

be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

I22-5 This comment recommends studying the benefits of building a new hotel along the east and west sides of 

PCH. The commenter states that the City has 2,600 hotel rooms but that more may be needed in the future 

to accommodate large events. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. However, the commenter’s recommendation for the City to study the benefits of 

additional hotels will be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

I22-6 This comment consists of recommendations for alternative locations for new housing in the City. The 

commenter recommends the following: rezoning areas of the City that are vacant and underutilized for 

redevelopment with low-density apartment complexes; rezoning the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area 

for redevelopment with mixed-use residential developments; and/or, building residential uses east of 

Pacific Coast Highway.  

The suggestion for alternative locations to the proposed Project site, including new housing east of Pacific 

Coast Highway, is addressed in Response to Comment I21-12. The topic of building the proposed Project 

and/or new residences in the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area is also addressed in Response to Comment 

I21-12. The suggestion of constructing lower-density housing in other areas of the City is also addressed in 

Response to Comment I21-12. As noted therein, spreading out the proposed Project’s residential 

component across a larger land area would likely increase impacts in multiple environmental categories. 

Furthermore, the portions of the City that are not currently used for residential purposes are generally 

industrial or commercial in nature. While some properties may be vacant or underutilized, sites that were 

formerly used for industrial purposes may not be suitable for residential development, due to prior use of 

hazardous materials. Additionally, construction of residences within industrial and/or commercial areas, 

particularly where some industrial uses are still operational, may introduce an incompatible land use to the 

area. While the commenter’s suggested alternate locations have been rejected as infeasible (as further 

enumerated in Section 6.4 of the Draft EIR and Responses to Comments I21-12 and I21-31), the suggestion 

for constructing lower-density housing elsewhere in the City will be included in this Final EIR for review and 

consideration by decision makers.  
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I22-7 This comment expresses concerns regarding increased traffic on Washington Street and Mariposa 

Avenue and states that the draft EIR concluded that no impact would occur. The commenter also states 

that Grand Avenue and Holly Avenue would be clogged by traffic associated with the proposed Project. 

The commenter further states that the proposed improvement on Mariposa Avenue would not address 

all traffic issues, because it would not address effects to other surrounding streets, such as Palm 

Avenue and Maple Avenue, which may need additional lanes to accommodate the new traffic. The 

comment concludes by stating that portions of the Draft EIR studies were conducted during COVID-19, 

and the EIR did not adjust for the increased traffic that would occur once COVID-19 closures are over.  

Refer to Response to Comment I21-13, which addresses concerns regarding COVID-19 conditions and 

its effects on EIR data. Refer to Responses to Comments I6-3, I18-3, I21-6, and I21-10, which all 

address concerns regarding increased traffic on neighboring streets. Furthermore, it is noted that 

increased traffic and traffic congestion are no longer considered impacts on the environment under 

CEQA. The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of service 

(i.e., LOS) for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft 

EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not 

considered to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis 

(California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). As such, the EIR does not identify any 

environmental impacts pertaining to increased traffic.  

I22-8 This comment pertains to the EIR’s impact determination for parks and recreation and states that the 

EIR’s determination that no significant impacts would occur is “highly misrepresented.” The comment 

also states that the Project does not include recreational facilities for residents.  

Refer to Responses to Comments I21-5 and I21-18, which also address concerns regarding the 

Project’s impacts to parks and recreational facilities and the EIR’s analysis of this topic. The Project 

would include common open space areas, including rooftop pools and community rooms. These on-site 

amenities would provide an alternative to off-site public parks and recreational facilities, allowing the 

Project’s residents to recreate on the Project site while incrementally reducing impacts to off-site public 

parks and recreational facilities.  

I22-9 This comment states that the Draft EIR “neglects and underrepresents” the air quality impacts that 

would be caused by the proposed development, including associated traffic and emissions.  

The topic of air quality is addressed and analyzed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR. The air quality analysis 

includes quantitative modeling that takes into consideration Project-related traffic on nearby roadways. 

Emissions from Project-generated vehicle trips are referred to as “mobile source” emissions in the air 

quality analysis. The air emissions modeling also takes into consideration “area source” emissions that 

would be associated with Project operations (e.g., emissions from consumer product use, architectural 

coatings, and landscape maintenance equipment), as well as energy-related emissions (e.g., emissions 

associated with natural gas usage in space heating, water heating, and stoves). As demonstrated in 

Section 4.2.4 of the Draft EIR, the Project’s estimated maximum daily operational air emissions, 

including mobile source emissions (i.e., traffic-related emissions), would not exceed the applicable 

thresholds. As such, the Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the Project’s effects on air quality, 

which includes modeling based on the proposed land uses and expected traffic generation. No 

significant impacts were identified based on this analysis.  
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I22-10 The comment asserts the Draft EIR “underplays” the permanent increase in noise to the offsite 

environment, and claims LAX aviation traffic noise was incorrectly studied.  

As answered in Response to Comment I21-8, potential perceptible (i.e., at least 3 dB) noise 

amplification due to sound-reflecting building facades typically requires the receptor to be near the 

building facades—such as a listener on a highly trafficked urban roadway bounded by tall, densely-

packed building facades. But when the perpendicular distance between a receptor and the façade is 

large, such as the approximate 500 feet between the single-family homes adjoining Washington Park 

and the nearest proposed PCC structural facades, the additional received sound energy due to that 

reflection is greatly diminished. Furthermore, addition of the proposed PCC buildings would introduce 

more path-occluding barriers between Pacific Coast Highway roadway traffic and the neighborhoods to 

the west, which was reflected in Table 4.10-6 of the Draft EIR and is reproduced to include addition of 

“ST7”, a representative receptor on Washington Street (west side, mid-block between E. Palm Avenue 

and E. Elm Avenue) to demonstrate consideration of the single-family home neighborhood west of 

Washington Park. 

I22-11 This comment raises concerns regarding the Shared Parking Analysis (Appendix J-2 in the Draft EIR) 

and the assumptions made in the analysis. This comment also states that the analysis overestimates 

transit use and that there is a lack of reliable transit in the Los Angeles area. The commenter also 

states that the analysis in the EIR relies on data from other cities with highly developed public 

transportation, such as cities in the Bay Area.  

The analysis in the EIR assumes that 5% of the Project trips would take transit, walk, or bike. Census data 

from 2019 shows that 6.7% of residents in El Segundo take transit, walk, or bike. The Metro C Line Mariposa 

Station is 0.5 miles from the Project site. Metro Line 232, LADOT Commuter Express Line 574, and Beach 

Cities Transit Line 109 run along Pacific Coast Highway with stops near the Project site. The Palo Alto data 

referenced in the Shared Parking Analysis is shown as a point of comparison and indicated less parking 

demand even in areas not well served by transit (and even less near CalTrain). 

The comment states that it is wrongly implied in the EIR that most of affordable housing residents do 

not own a car and use public transportation instead. This is not stated anywhere in the EIR. The 

proposed Specific Plan in Appendix B of the Draft EIR does, however, provide for less parking per unit 

for affordable units than for market rate units (0.5 spaces per studio unit, 1 space per 1-bedroom unit, 

and 1.5 spaces per 2-bedroom unit). A reduced parking requirement for affordable units is supported 

by research including empirical surveys conducted at affordable family units in Los Angeles, which 

found an average parking demand rate of 0.84 spaces per unit.  

This comment also states that when the hotel is at full capacity, residents would be forced to park on 

the streets. Overnight hotel parking counts were conducted on a Saturday night. Since the surveys were 

done overnight (when hotel demand is highest) at 2 AM, they were technically done early Sunday 

morning. Regarding seasonality, the hotels were 75% and 76% occupied on the nights of the surveys. 

Therefore, the rates were factored up to represent 100% occupancy when the hotel parking demands 

were estimated. In addition, the assigned parking for residents is not part of the shared pool of parking 

and therefore will not be shared with the hotels and commercial uses.  

This comment also expresses concerns regarding the potential permit parking district. If desired by the 

neighborhood, the applicant plans to work with residents to suggest the boundaries of this potential 
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permit parking district. A permit parking district would be implemented by the City at the request and 

approval of the residents and would allow potentially only residents to park on the street. 

The shared parking analysis indicates that there would be sufficient parking for all uses that are part 

of the Project and therefore the need for overflow parking is not anticipated. 

I22-12 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address potential impacts to the General Plan Public 

Safety Element or the need for additional City staff (fire, police, paramedics, etc.) to accommodate the 

proposed additional residents and the retail spaces.  

The Project’s consistency with the goals, objectives, policies, and programs set forth in the City’s Public 

Safety Element is discussed in Section 4.9 of the Draft EIR. Based on the analysis presented therein, 

the proposed Project was determined to be consistent with the applicable goals, objectives, policies, 

and programs from the Safety Element. As such, this topic has been addressed and discussed in the 

Draft EIR. While public safety itself is not a discreet environmental topic under CEQA, the topics of 

emergency access, traffic safety, and pedestrian and bicycle safety are addressed in several sections 

throughout the Draft EIR. Specifically, Section 4.13 discusses emergency access, roadway hazards, 

and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including access and safety. Section 4.7 discusses emergency 

response and evacuation. Impacts in these categories were determined to be less than significant. 

Additionally, the ability of existing public services to accommodate the proposed Project is addressed 

in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR. This section discusses the capacities of fire protection services, 

emergency medical services, police protection, schools, library services, and City administrative 

services. No significant impacts were identified for these categories as a result of the proposed Project.  

I22-13 This comment concludes the comment letter and requests that the Project not be considered until the 

comments in the letter have been incorporated.  

The commenter’s concerns pertaining to the environmental analysis in the EIR have been addressed 

by the City in the responses above. This comment letter and associated responses will be provided to 

City decision makers for review and consideration as part of this Final EIR, prior to the decision hearing 

for the Project.  

I22-14 The commenter has attached an excerpt from the Los Angeles Times Neighborhood Report, in support 

of Comment I22-3. The comment associated with this attachment pertains to residential density in the 

City and is addressed in Response to Comment I22-3. 

I22-15 The commenter has attached an excerpt from the City’s comments on the LAX Airfield and Terminal 

Modernization Project Draft EIR, in support of Comment I22-4. The comment associated with this 

attachment pertains to opposition to high-density residential development. The commenter states that 

since the City opposes development at LAX, it should also oppose high-density residential 

developments within the City, such as the proposed Project. Refer to Response to Comment I22-4, 

which addresses the commenter’s concerns regarding high-density residential development.  

I22-16 The commenter has attached a webpage listing hotels in the City, in support of Comment I22-5. This 

comment recommends that the City study the possibility of building new hotels along Pacific Coast 

Highway. Refer to Response to Comment I22-5, which addresses this comment.  
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I22-17 The commenter has attached the notice of availability associated with the 2018 Draft EIR for the Smoky 

Hollow Specific Plan update, in support of Comment I22-6, which presents suggestions for alternate 

locations for the proposed Project and new residences in the City. One of the suggested alternate 

locations is the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area. Refer to Response to Comment I22-6, which 

addresses the commenter’s suggestions for alternate locations.  

I22-18 The commenter has attached a news article from 2018 about the potential for the City to study housing 

on the east side of Sepulveda Boulevard, to support statements regarding past opposition to housing 

on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway as part of a larger comment (Comment I22-6) that suggests 

an alternate location for the Project and new housing on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway. Refer 

to Response to Comment I22-6, which addresses the commenter’s suggestions for alternate locations. 
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Response to Comment Letter I23 

Jim deCordova 

April 8, 2021 

I23-1 This comment asks if there is a map of the proposed Project specifying where housing (townhomes), rental 

units, and retail is planned. The comment further requests an overlay of current buildings with the proposed 

Project. Figure 3-1, Conceptual Site Plan, within Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR includes the requested items. 

Figure 3-1 provides the conceptual site plan on the Project site with labels indicating existing structures 

surrounding the proposed development. Please see Figure 2-1, Regional Location and Vicinity Map, within 

Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR for the Project site’s footprint overlaid onto existing conditions.  

I23-2 This comment states the commenter and their neighbors did not receive an invite to the meeting held 

on March 31st, 2021. The meeting referenced was not a City-organized meeting or related to the CEQA 

documentation. This meeting was hosted by the Project Applicant and there were no specific 

notification requirements for the Applicant’s outreach meeting. The comment further states concern 

for the proposed Project and cites a recent project at the former International Rectifier site and its 

impacts on traffic and quality of life. For discussion regarding an additional related project, see Topical 

Response No. 1 – Cumulative Impacts, above. In addition, please see Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft 

EIR, Section 3.2, Errata, of this Final EIR. These revisions provide additional details and clarification of 

the information that was originally presented in the Draft EIR. These edits have not changed the impact 

conclusions in the Draft EIR, nor have they revealed a need for new or altered mitigation measures. 

Rather, this information merely clarifies conclusions that were already presented in the Draft EIR. As 

such, these changes would not result in a new significant impact or in an increase in the severity of a 

previously identified significant impact and, therefore, do not warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR.  

 The topic of transportation is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. A potentially 

significant impact was identified for Project construction; however, mitigation measure MM-TRA-1 has 

been set forth and would reduce the impact to below a level of significance, as described and 

substantiated in Section 4.13. As such, no further mitigation is required for the topic of transportation.  

 Additionally, while quality of life is not a topic that is specifically addressed under CEQA, effects to 

surrounding neighborhoods, particularly in the categories of aesthetics, air quality, hazards and 

hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation, are evaluated in Sections 4.1, 

4.2, 4.7, 4.9, 4.10, and 4.13 of the Draft EIR, respectively. With implementation of mitigation measures 

MM-AQ-1, MM-HAZ-1, MM-HAZ-2, MM-NOI-1, and MM-TRA-1, impacts in these categories were 

determined to be below a level of significance (with the exception of an impact pertaining to consistency 

with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document that will be 

updated in 202215 and the temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not result in 

direct impacts to the environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details). 

  

 
15  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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Response to Comment Letter I24 

Julia Riboli 

April 9, 2021 

I24-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed Project and cites the housing component, mixed-

use proposal, aesthetics, accessibility, and utility of Pacific Coast Highway as reasons. The 

commenter’s general support to the Project will be provided to the decision makers for their review and 

consideration as part of this Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I25 

Bianca Mendoza 

April 11, 2021 

I25-1 In this comment, the commenter asks what is being done for residences that are affected by the 

Project. The commenter further suggests that new housing be spread out to other locations in the City 

or built to the east of Pacific Coast Highway or within the Smoky Hollow Specific Plan area.  

The proposed Project has been assessed for its impacts on the environment as part of the Draft EIR. 

Effects to surrounding neighborhoods and nearby residents, particularly in the categories of aesthetics, 

air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, and transportation, are 

evaluated in Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.7, 4.9, 4.10, and 4.13 of the Draft EIR, respectively. Mitigation 

measures have been set forth to address the significant impacts that were identified in these 

categories (with the exception of an impact pertaining to consistency with the applicable Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP), which is a policy document that will be updated in 202216 and the 

temporary inconsistency with the AQMP assumptions would not result in direct impacts to the 

environment; see Section 4.2.7 of the Draft EIR for details). If the Project were approved by the City, 

the City would be required to adopt and enforce the mitigation measures.  

For a response to the commenter’s recommended alternate locations, see Responses to Comments 

I21-12 and I21-31.  

I25-2 This comment states that the proposed Project may have benefits; however, the commenter asks “what 

is being done” for people who “stand to lose.” The comment further states that most of the City’s 

residents live within 25% of the City’s land area. The commenter suggests building housing on the east 

side of Pacific Coast Highway. The commenter also states that the City opposes development within 

LAX and that the City should do the same for development within the City that affects its own citizens.  

CEQA requires decision makers to weigh the potentially significant environmental impacts of a project 

against its potential benefits. As such, City decision makers will consider the potential impacts of the 

Project, together with its benefits, when making a decision on whether to approve or deny the Project. 

As explained in Response to Comment I25-1, mitigation measures would also be enforced to minimize 

the Project’s potentially significant impacts, if the Project were to be approved.  

For responses to the commenter’s suggestions for spreading new housing across other areas of the 

City and/or developing housing on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway, refer to Responses to 

Comments I21-12 and I21-31.  

I25-3 This comment lists potential benefits of constructing housing on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway, 

such as proximity to transit and reduced disturbance to the existing community, and states that this 

would be possible through rezoning, similar to the rezoning that is associated with the proposed Project.  

 
16  South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2021. Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). Accessed June 4, 2021. 

Web. http://www.aqmd.gov/home/air-quality/clean-air-plans/air-quality-mgt-plan 
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For a response to the suggestion for alternate locations on the east side of Pacific Coast Highway, see 

Responses to Comments I21-12 and I21-31.  

The comment further states that the City is considering housing on the east side of Pacific Coast 

Highway and cites the City’s Housing Element update. The commenter states that the east side of 

Pacific Coast Highway is one of the Housing Element survey choices for where housing could expand.  

The Housing Element update is anticipated to be adopted by the City in the fourth quarter of 2021. As 

such, the Housing Element update is currently in draft form and is not available for review at the time 

of this writing. The City’s future plans regarding locations for future housing are therefore speculative 

at this time. Nevertheless, the commenter’s support for expanded housing east of Pacific Coast 

Highway will be included as part of this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

I25-4 This comment presents questions for the City regarding financial aspects of the proposed Project, such 

as the amount of money the City expects to receive as a result of the Project, the percentage of funds 

to be used for mitigation, and the percentage of the applicant’s funds to be used for mitigation. 

These questions and comments regarding the Project’s finances do not pertain to the environmental 

analysis in the EIR. As such, no response is required. However, these questions will be included as part 

of this Final EIR for review and consideration by City decision makers. If the Project were approved, the 

City and applicant would be required to adhere to the mitigation monitoring and reporting program that 

must be adopted along with the Project (see Chapter 4 of this Final EIR). The mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program identifies the party responsible for implementing each mitigation measure, as well 

as the agency responsible for monitoring implementation.  

I25-5 This comment asks why “so many units” are needed. The comment further states that the availability 

of rental units has increased in the City and that rental costs are decreasing. The commenter states 

that the increased supply and decreased prices provide a strong argument against a high-density 

development. The commenter recommends a scaled-down version of the Project and states that the 

housing supply issue is “fixing itself.”  

 The proposed Project’s 263 new residential units would assist the City in meeting the mandated RHNA 

allocation of 492 housing units. The proposed Project would also help address the regional housing 

shortage by providing housing in close proximity to existing job opportunities. However, it is ultimately 

the decision of the City’s elected officials to approve or deny the proposed Project and to weigh the 

Project’s benefits (including the benefits of additional housing in the City) against its potential impacts 

(including potential impacts to neighboring residents).  

The Draft EIR presents and analyzes two reduced versions of the proposed Project in Section 6.5. City 

decision makers have the ability to approve the proposed Project or any of the alternatives evaluated 

in the EIR (including the reduced project alternatives, which are identified as Alternatives B and C). The 

commenter’s support for reduced versions of the proposed Project will be included in this Final EIR for 

review and consideration by decision makers.  

I25-6 This comment states that the most environmentally friendly option would be a “no build” option. The 

comment also states that the City has numerous environmentally friendly programs in place.  
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The Draft EIR presents and analyzes a “no build” alternative to the proposed Project, which is identified 

in Section 6.5 as Alternative A. The analysis identifies Alternative A as the environmentally superior 

alternative. As stated above, City decision makers have the ability to approve the proposed Project or 

any of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR (including Alternative A). As such, the commenter’s support 

for Alternative A will be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers. 
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Response to Comment Letter I26 

Paul Morrison 

April 11, 2021 

I26-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the EIR; no response is required.  

I26-2 This comment expresses concerns that proposed Project construction would displace nearby residents. 

The commenter resides in an apartment building adjacent to the proposed Project. The commenter 

references the CEQA threshold question from the population and housing analysis, which states “would 

the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction 

of replacement housing elsewhere?” Because the EIR concluded that impacts would be less than 

significant in this category, the commenter states that they are considered an “unsubstantial number 

of existing people.” The commenter also expresses concerns with finding replacement housing that is 

consistent with their current rental rates.  

The EIR includes an evaluation of the potential effects of Project construction, including its effects on 

nearby sensitive receptors (which include adjacent residents). Specifically, impacts of construction air 

emissions on nearby sensitive receptors are addressed in Section 4.2.4 and were determined to be 

less than significant after implementation of MM-AQ-1. The impacts of construction noise on nearby 

sensitive receptors are addressed in Section 4.10.4. As stated therein, with application of MM-NOI-1, 

construction noise impacts at the nearest multi-family residential properties on the west side of Indiana 

Street and west side of Phase 2 (PCC-North) would be reduced to a less than significant level. As such, 

mitigation measures have been set forth to address the potentially significant effects of Project 

construction on residential sensitive receptors.  

The commenter references the EIR’s population and housing analysis, as it relates to displacement of 

substantial numbers of existing people or housing. The analysis in the EIR concludes that impacts 

would be less than significant, because no housing uses are located on the Project site, and Project 

implementation would not require demolition of existing housing or displace people or housing. The 

proposed Project would include the construction of a mixed-use development that would add 

approximately 263 housing units to the City. This threshold does not pertain to construction effects on 

adjacent residences but rather to environmental effects caused by construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere. While the commenter expresses concerns regarding the effects of Project 

construction to adjacent residences, those effects would be mitigated through the mitigation measures 

set forth in the EIR, as explained in the paragraph above. Furthermore, such effects are temporary and 

would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. As such, the EIR’s 

conclusion of a less than significant impact is appropriate. Once construction of the Project is complete, 

construction noise and other temporary effects would no longer occur. Nevertheless, the commenter’s 

concerns regarding construction effects to nearby residents, including the potential for displacement 

resulting from construction, will be included as part of this Final EIR for review and consideration by 

decision makers.  

I26-3 The received comment expresses opinions and speculations about noise and vibration producing 

activities associated with Project construction. 
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The Draft EIR Section 4.10, Noise evaluated construction noise and found it to be a temporary but 

significant impact at some offsite receptors with respect to construction of some Project elements and 

thus requiring mitigation that is detailed in MM-NOI-1, which necessitates installation of what will likely 

be industry-proven sound blanket barriers (or comparably-performing materials) as part of an 

implemented Construction Noise Mitigation Plan (CNMP) that the City must first review and approve 

prior to issuance of a demolition or grading permit for the Project. With incorporation of MM-NOI-1, 

impacts would be less than significant. 

I26-4 This comment expresses concerns that tenants in apartment complexes near the Project site will move 

out during Project construction. The commenter states that these vacancies would then lead to 

redevelopment of the existing apartments with high-end condominiums. The commenter further states 

that concluding a “less than significant impact” on the surrounding area seems inaccurate. The 

commenters states that the proposed Project would negatively impact and disrupt lives.  

 While the EIR concludes that impacts in the category of population and housing would be below a level 

of significance, potentially significant impacts are identified to nearby sensitive receptors in other 

sections of the EIR. For example, the Draft EIR demonstrates that potentially significant impacts to 

sensitive receptors would occur during construction in the categories of air quality and noise. However, 

the EIR presents feasible mitigation measures (MM-AQ-1 and MM-NOI-1) for these impacts. Based on 

the air quality and noise analyses, implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce 

construction air quality and noise impacts on sensitive receptors to below a level of significance. As 

such, the EIR considers the impacts of the Project on nearby residential sensitive receptors and has 

identified mitigation to address these effects.  

 The commenter’s statements regarding potential future apartment vacancies near the Project site are 

speculative in nature. The Project site and nearby land uses are situated in an urbanized area, within 

the vicinity of a major roadway (Pacific Coast Highway). Construction impacts to nearby sensitive 

receptors would be mitigated, as described above. Furthermore, the potential for vacancies is not an 

environmental topic that is evaluated under CEQA. According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(e) 

“economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment.” Nevertheless, the commenter’s concerns regarding the future of apartment buildings 

near the Project site will be included in the Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  

I26-5 The commenter notes that a rendering of the Project as viewed from Indiana Street (looking north of 

Holly Avenue) has not been provided. The commenter states that the Project would appear to be 

“towering” over the existing residential area to the west.  

The west elevations of the proposed Project, as provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, depict the 

proposed Project as viewed from Indiana Street. Additionally, the topic of aesthetics and visual effects 

is analyzed in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. This analysis includes a discussion of the Project’s potential 

to adversely affect scenic vistas and a discussion of the Project’s consistency with applicable zoning 

and other regulations governing scenic quality. (It should be noted that effects on private views are not 

considered impacts on the environment generally under CEQA.) The analysis in Section 4.1 concluded 

that the proposed Project would not have a substantial, adverse effect to scenic vistas. The analysis 

also concluded that the Project would be consistent with applicable regulations governing scenic 

quality. Other topics addressed in the category of aesthetics consist of impacts to scenic resources 

within a state scenic highway and increased light/glare. Impacts in these categories were determined 
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to be below a level of significance. Overall, impacts to aesthetics were determined to be less than 

significant. The appearance of the proposed Project from certain streets within the vicinity of the Project 

site is not specifically addressed under CEQA, particularly in urban areas. Nevertheless, the 

commenter’s concern regarding the height and massing of the proposed Project as viewed from Indiana 

Street will be included in this Final EIR for review and consideration by decision makers.  
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Response to Comment Letter I27 

David S. Poepoe and Stephanie Young 

April 11, 2021 

I27-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project, cites the housing component as the 

reason, further specifies the size of the proposed development as reason for concern. The commenter’s 

general opposition to the Project will be provided to the decision makers for their review and 

consideration as part of this Final EIR. 

 The comment further states detailed reasons for opposition are listed, and, as such, Response to 

Comments I27-2 through I27-9 are outlined, below. 

I27-2 The comment states the two residential towers (PCC-South and PCC-North) are too large for each 

respective site and suggests the Project should be limited to four stories. In addition, the comment 

states support for the proposed Project’s parking structure to be constructed and replace existing 

meeting room/event space (banquet rooms) associated with the Fairfield Inn and Suites Hotel. The 

commenter’s support for this provision of the proposed Project will be provided to the decision makers 

for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 

 Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR evaluated the proposed Project’s impacts related to aesthetics. 

As further detailed in Table 4.1-1, Aesthetics Consistency Table, the Project was found to be consistent 

with the City’s General Plan goals and policies regarding density and height. For example, under Policy 

LU1-1, the Draft EIR stated the proposed Project would increase the height and density of the Project 

site; however, the Project would not encroach into existing residential areas and thus, would preserve 

and maintain the City’s low medium-density nature in residentially zoned areas. Furthermore, the 

proposed Specific Plan describes development standards, including proposed heights of the buildings. 

 Under Chapter 6, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, three alternatives were considered. Alternative B is 

proposed with no development north of Mariposa Avenue (PCC-North). Additionally, Alternative C would 

reduce the proposed height of PCC-South and PCC-North by 10 feet, which is equivalent to one 

residential level, and would result in each residential building being limited to five stories. Under 

Alternative C, Level L-5 would not be included in PCC-South and PCC-North, which would remove 25 

units and 29 units, respectively. In addition, Level L-5 contains 34 spaces on PCC-South and 39 parking 

spaces on PCC-North. Thus, parking would be reduced from 336 to 302. Although the commenter’s 

suggestion is to reduce the height of PCC-North and PCC-South to four stories, Chapter 6 of the Draft 

EIR demonstrates analysis for a reduction in building height. 

 Therefore, the commenter’s suggestion for a reduced height was analyzed in the Draft EIR. The 

commenter’s suggestion to reduce the building height will be provided to City decision makers for their 

review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 

I27-3 This comment cites existing street parking concerns for surrounding streets (Indiana Street and Palm 

Avenue). Furthermore, the comment states both streets are limited in lane capacity and raises concern 

for additional vehicles on the roadway. Additionally, the comment cites Holly Avenue and Palm Streets 

as surrounding streets with existing traffic congestion on northbound lanes. Lastly, the comment states 

traffic along Washington Street and Mariposa Avenue were not considered in the environmental 
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analysis. In particular, the comment raises concern for left-turns from PCC-North and suggests vehicle 

trip distribution would turn right to access Washington Street and Maple Avenue. 

 The topic of transportation is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. A 

potentially significant impact was identified for Project construction; however, mitigation measure MM-TRA-

1 has been set forth and would reduce the impact to below a level of significance, as described and 

substantiated in Section 4.13. As such, no further mitigation is required for the topic of transportation.  

 Figure 4.13-5 details Project site access, including access points designated at Indiana Street and Palm 

Avenue. Figure 4.13-6 provides details on distribution of traffic from the proposed Project and 

approximately 12% of the Project trips (i.e., approximately 300 daily trips) would be local and would 

use the adjacent street network such as Indiana Street, Palm Avenue, Washington Street, and Mariposa 

Avenue. As such, a minor amount of Project-related traffic is expected to use local streets such as 

Washington Street. For more information on Project trip generation, please see Figures 4.13-7A through 

Figure 4.13-7C for Project trip assignments generated during peak-hour traffic volumes and lane 

configurations at analyzed intersections. 

I27-4 The comment refers to a development project at Kansas Street and Grand Avenue (also known as 

related project #33, located at 243 and 330 Kansas Street). A development project at this location 

was not identified by the City of El Segundo at the time the related projects list was assembled for the 

Draft EIR’s transportation analysis. For discussion regarding an additional related project, see Topical 

Response No. 1 – Cumulative Impacts, above. In addition, please see Chapter 3, Changes to the Draft 

EIR, Section 3.2, Errata, of this Final EIR. These revisions provide additional details and clarification of 

the information that was originally presented in the Draft EIR. These edits have not changed the impact 

conclusions in the Draft EIR, nor have they revealed a need for new or altered mitigation measures. 

Rather, this information merely clarifies conclusions that were already presented in the Draft EIR. As 

such, these changes would not result in a new significant impact or in an increase in the severity of a 

previously identified significant impact and, therefore, do not warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR.  

 The comment further expresses a concern that traffic generated by this project would use Kansas or 

Washington Streets through residential neighborhoods north of Grand Avenue. However, the comment 

notes that the development would have direct access to Pacific Coast Highway through a non-

residential area via Grand Avenue. Residential neighborhood streets such as Kansas and Washington 

Streets provide only one travel lane in each direction whereas Grand Avenue is classified as a 

secondary arterial and provides two to three travel lanes in each direction. At the intersection of Grand 

Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway, Grand Avenue provides two eastbound left-turn lanes for vehicles 

heading northbound on Pacific Coast Highway. 

I27-5 The commenter thanks the Project’s architect for including widening of eastbound Mariposa Avenue to 

provide a westbound right lane at the Pacific Coast Highway/Mariposa Avenue intersection. The 

commenter believes that a dedicated right turn along westbound Mariposa Avenue (west of Pacific 

Coast Highway) would prevent a traffic bottleneck that could occur due to Project traffic accessing the 

northern residential tower. The commenter questions why an eastbound right turn lane was not 

provided at the Indiana Street/Mariposa Avenue intersection.  

As shown in Appendix A of the Transportation Impact Analysis (included as Appendix J-1 of the Draft 

EIR), the AM and PM peak hour traffic turning westbound right from Mariposa Avenue to northbound 
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Indiana Street is nominal under all scenarios analyzed in the study (with and without proposed Project), 

and therefore would not warrant an additional turn lane along Mariposa Avenue. The analysis of Indiana 

Street/Mariposa Avenue intersection shows that the intersection operates under level of service (LOS) 

B or better, and therefore, no operational effects are anticipated from westbound movements at this 

intersection. The Draft EIR includes information on intersection operations and congestion level of 

service (i.e., LOS) for informational purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies 

(see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are 

not considered to be impacts on the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis 

(California Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(2)). 

I27-6 The commenter states that commercial retail space proposed along Pacific Coast Highway would 

require public parking in order to be used by City residents. The commenter is concerned that Pacific 

Coast Highway does not provide a walkable destination to most city residents except for people living 

along Indiana Street and Illinois Street.  

The proposed Project would include public parking for commercial uses on site. As described in Section 

4.13, Transportation, spaces would be shared between residential guest parking, commercial use, and 

for overflow if needed from other sites. See Appendix J-2, Shared Parking Analysis, for more details. 

Additionally, see Response to Comment I18-4 for assumptions regarding pedestrian trips used in the 

proposed Project’s transportation impact analysis.  

I27-7 This comment raises concern for the language used on a website created by the Project applicant as 

well as notes concern for potential Project revisions that would remove affordable housing units. The 

comment further suggests the City ensure a set number of affordable housing units be provided under 

the proposed Project regardless of potential revisions made by City decision makers or the Project 

Applicant. Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR does not specify the number of affordable 

units within the housing component of the proposed Project. Section 3.3.8, Development Agreement, 

states the City and the Project applicant will enter into a Development Agreement to ensure a set 

number of years for Project construction as well as Project benefits, including affordable housing. The 

full benefits will be negotiated between the parties and will not create any environmental impacts. As 

such, this comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR. 

Nevertheless, the suggestion will be provided to City decision makers for their review and consideration 

as part of this Final EIR. 

I27-8 This comment states the future of telecommuting for work is unclear and for some companies, workers’ 

pay has been cut. As such, the commenter suggests the proposed Project would not be occupied due 

to trends in employment. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental analysis 

in the EIR. Furthermore, the comment is speculative and a change which is speculative or unlikely to 

occur is not reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, no further response is required.  

I27-9 This comment repeats the suggestion made in Response to Comment I27-2 and notes impact related 

to traffic may be reduced with a smaller proposal. As further discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR 

and detailed in Table 6-3, impacts under Alternative C (Reduced Development: Reduce 1 Level from 

PCC-South and PCC-North) would result in similar short-term transportation impacts when compared to 

the Project, but reduced long-term transportation impacts when compared to the Project. As such, the 

commenter’s suggestion is correct. This comment does not pertain the adequacy of the environmental 

analysis in the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, the suggestion will be provided to City decision makers for their 

review and consideration as part of the Final EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter I28 

Elijah Buck 

April 12, 2021 

I28-1 This comment presents an email communication to City staff asking how to express concerns related 

to the proposed Project. The comment was received during the Draft EIR’s public review period. 

Furthermore, another letter was submitted by the commenter, as shown as Response to Comment 

Letter I29, below. As such, no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I29 

Elijah Buck 

April 12, 2021 

I29-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project and cites the proposed buildings’ height. 

Specifically, the commenter is concerned with their property’s privacy, shade/shadow impacts, as well 

as construction and on-site operational noise impacts. The comment further asks about the scope of 

environmental impacts negatively affecting the nearby residential neighborhood.  

Project-related impacts to privacy from private views on the Project site is not required within the scope 

of the environmental analysis. Therefore, this comment does not contain any specific concerns related 

to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes or additions to the project 

description or environmental document are required in response to this comment. 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR describes the Project’s potential impacts related to 

shade/shadow effects. Figures 4.1-9A through 4.1-9D illustrate the approximate shade and shadow 

conditions in the surrounding area created by Project implementation. Shadows cast by the proposed 

Project were simulated for winter solstice, spring equinox, summer solstice, and fall equinox. As 

described in Section 3.1, for each shade/shadow scenario illustrated, the duration of shadows cast 

affecting adjacent uses or property would not be more than three hours. Therefore, the Draft EIR 

determined the proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts.  

Additionally, Section 4.10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, describes the Project’s potential impacts related to 

construction and on-site operational noise to nearby sensitive receptors. The Draft EIR defines noise- and 

vibration-sensitive land uses as typical locations where people reside or where the presence of unwanted 

sound could adversely affect the use of the land. As such, sensitive receptors include multi-family homes 

located immediately to the west and northwest of the Project site. Additional sensitive receptors are located 

father from the Project site in the surrounding community, such as single-family residences west of 

Washington Street, and due to this distance (over 500 feet from the Project boundary) would be less 

impacted by noise and vibration levels than the above-listed sensitive receptors.  

As presented in the Draft EIR, construction noise would result in a temporary but significant noise 

impact at identified sensitive receptors and require mitigation measures that would need to 

demonstrate at least 5 dBA and as high as 20 dBA of sound abatement in order to yield Project-

attributed construction noise levels that are compliant with this City standard. Typical construction 

“sound blankets”, such as those offered by local suppliers, are capable of providing this 5 to 20 dBA 

range of acoustical insertion loss (i.e., the difference in measured sound level at a receiver after a 

sound-occluding element is placed in the direct path between the receiver and the noise source of 

interest). Thus, with application of MM-NOI-1, construction noise impacts at the nearest multi-family 

residential properties on the west side of Indiana Street and west side of Phase 2 (PCC-North) would 

be reduced to a less than significant level. 

The incorporation of new multi-family homes and a mix of commercial uses attributed to development 

of the proposed Project would add a variety of noise-producing mechanical equipment. Project-

attributed operational noise at nearby community receptors was assumed to be from exposure to roof-



2 - Responses to Comments 

Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan Final EIR 12171 

October 2021  2-308 

mounted air-cooled condensing (ACC) units. As such, the Draft EIR analyzed the potential noise impacts 

and determined less-than-significant impacts would occur to the surrounding residential community.  

I29-2 This comment asks for supporting evidence on the proposed Project’s housing demand. As shown 

under Draft EIR Section 4.11, Population and Housing, Table 4.11-7 provides the 6th Cycle Regional 

Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for 2021 to 2029. The City’s fair share allocation for the 

planning period was 491 units at the time of the Draft EIR, but has been recently revised to 492 units 

(which is the final RHNA allocation).17 Because the proposed Project will be occupied within the 

timeframe of the 6th Cycle, it is most relevant to the analysis. As such, between the years 2021 to 

2029, the City needs to accommodate at least 492housing units, consisting of a variety of housing 

types to accommodate extremely low, very low, low, moderate, and above moderate-income 

households to keep pace with housing demand. The proposed Project would create new housing and 

would include affordable housing in accordance with the negotiated Development Agreement. The 

specific allocation between the types of low-income housing has yet to be determined; however, the 

proposed low-income units would satisfy a portion of the City’s mandated 6th Cycle RHNA allocation. 

 Additionally, Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR evaluates the Project-related impacts to the jobs-housing 

balance. A jobs/housing balance is a ratio that indicates the number of available jobs in the City 

compared to the number of available housing units. A balanced community would have a match 

between employment and housing opportunities so that most of the residents could also work in the 

community. As indicated in the Draft EIR, according to the City’s 2016 housing stock of 7,000 units 

and the City’s 2016 employment numbers of 48,300 jobs, the City maintained a 6.9:1 jobs to housing 

ratio in the City, which translates to being a jobs-rich community. The proposed Project would generate 

additional housing available for the community, as the jobs-housing balance of the proposed Project 

would be 0.3:1, which is a very housing-rich project. Therefore, the proposed Project would facilitate a 

more balanced jobs-housing profile for the City. 

The comment further states concern for the Project’s potential cost per housing unit and assumes 

potential “luxury apartments” would result in an increase of the local rents in the City. This comment is 

speculative and a change which is speculative is not reasonably foreseeable. Furthermore, according 

to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064(e) “economic and social changes resulting from a project 

shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” The Project’s impact on the surrounding 

rents is not within the scope of required environmental analysis. Therefore, this comment does not 

contain any specific concerns related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. 

No changes or additions to the project description or environmental document are required in response 

to this comment. 

I29-3 This comment is concerned about Project-related traffic onto Mariposa Avenue and Grand Avenue. The 

topic of transportation is evaluated and discussed in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR, including analysis 

related to vehicle trips on Mariposa Avenue and Grand Avenue. As shown in Table 4.13-1, the Project 

overall is projected to generate an estimated net increase of 2,517 daily trips, including 132 trips (47 

inbound/85 outbound) during the AM peak hour and 178 trips (103 inbound/75 outbound) during the 

PM peak hour. The comment raises concern for Project-related trip distribution and assignment and 

 
17  The addition of one dwelling unit to the City’s RHNA allocation since the time of the Draft EIR does not constitute significant new 

information requiring recirculation of this EIR, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Please see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR for 

more discussion. 
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asks how a right-turn lane would answer traffic concerns. Although the commenter was not specific on 

the vehicle trip distribution concern, the Draft EIR concluded a potentially significant impact would 

occur during Project construction; however, with the implementation of mitigation measure MM-TRA-1, 

impacts would be reduced below a level of significance. As such, no further mitigation is required for 

the topic of transportation under CEQA.  

The comment further asks if the City conducted the environmental analysis for the proposed Project, 

specifically related to traffic. The contents of the Draft EIR and its environmental analysis (including 

Section 4.13, Transportation) was prepared by Dudek, a private consultant, for the City of El Segundo. 

Additionally, information contained in Section 4.13 is based on a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) 

prepared by Fehr & Peers (included as Appendix J-1) as well as a Shared Parking Analysis prepared by 

Fehr & Peers (included as Appendix J-2). Preparation of the transportation analysis by Fehr & Peers 

occurred under the direction of, and on behalf of, the City. Fehr & Peers are experts in the field of 

transportation planning and engineering, land use and transportation analyses, and 

traffic/transportation impact analyses. In addition, both the TIA and Shared Parking Analysis were peer 

reviewed by Dudek and were also reviewed and approved by the City planning staff. As such, the 

environmental analysis presented in the Draft EIR, including the traffic analysis, has been conducted 

and reviewed by a team of industry professionals and experts. Furthermore, the Draft EIR has been 

prepared in conformance with the substantive and procedural requirements of CEQA and the CEQA 

Guidelines. All conclusions in the Draft EIR are supported by substantial evidence (including facts, 

reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts), as defined in 

Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

The comment suggests the proposed buildings should be spread out throughout the City. An alternative 

location for the proposed Project was considered as part of the discussion within Section 6.4, 

Alternatives Considered and Eliminated During the Project Planning Process. Pursuant to Section 

15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the City considered the potential for alternative locations to the 

Project. As stated in Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), the Draft EIR shall analyze alternative sites based on 

whether or not any of the Project’s significant effects would be avoided or substantially lessened by 

putting that Project in another location. However, there are no significant and unavoidable impacts 

associated with the proposed Project that relate to the location of the Project site, and development of 

the Project on another site in the City is not likely to lessen or avoid the environmental impacts that 

required mitigation. Furthermore, only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 

significant effects of a project need to be considered in the EIR and other sites were determined to be 

infeasible because no such sites are under control by the Project applicant.  

I29-4 This comment asks if the City is considering other proposals for the Project site. Chapter 6, Alternatives, 

of the Draft EIR describes and evaluates alternatives to the Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan. This 

discussion includes Section 6.4, Alternatives Considered and Eliminated During the Project Planning 

Process, which evaluated the potential for alternative locations; Section 6.5, Alternatives Selected for 

Further Analysis, which identified three alternatives to the proposed Project; and Section 6.7, 

Environmental Superior Alternative, which designated Alternative B as such. It is further noted that the 

Project site is privately owned property; as such, the City does not collect bids for development on the 

site. The property owner has submitted an application for development of their property to the City, and 

that application is being evaluated as required under CEQA in this EIR.  
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I29-5 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project and states potential apartments in El 

Segundo should be small, spread out, and affordable. This comment does not pertain to the adequacy 

of the environmental analysis in the EIR. Additionally, the commenter’s general opposition to the Project 

will be provided to the decision makers for their review and consideration as part of this Final EIR. 

I29-6 This comment presents an email communication between the commenter and City staff. As indicated 

above in Response to Comment Letter I28, the commenter asks how to participate in the Draft EIR’s 

public review. City staff responded and provided resources on where the Draft EIR was available and 

how to comment. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I30 

Gayle CdeBaca 

April 12, 2021 

I30-1 This comment addresses multiple items regarding the transportation analysis and comments on their 

current understanding of the existing traffic at Mariposa Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway. The 

comment states that turning left onto Mariposa Avenue from Indiana Court is dangerous as cars are 

lined up from Mariposa Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway. It is unclear exactly why this movement 

would be considered dangerous; when turning left onto Mariposa Avenue, vehicles approaching from 

both directions on Mariposa Avenue would be visible. Additionally, there is no Indiana “Court” that 

intersects Mariposa Avenue. Instead, there is Indiana “Street” and “Illinois” Court that are proximate 

to each other. Based on the existing pavement markings/striping and “No Stopping” signage on the 

north side of Mariposa Avenue, there is adequate sight distance for vehicles to maneuver to and from 

those streets to Mariposa Avenue. Furthermore, once the Project constructs the new right-turn lane on 

Mariposa Avenue, there will be less congestion on the eastbound approach of Mariposa Avenue, 

thereby further improving existing congestion. This comment also states that vehicles are backed up 

and block Pacific Coast Highway when a vehicle is exiting the gas station at the corner of Mariposa 

Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway. While this behavior was not observed during site visits to the field, 

it is a pre-existing condition that is not caused by the Project.  

Overall, intersections that currently operate at Level of Service (LOS) E (considered to be poor 

intersection operations) or worse would continue to operate at LOS E or worse with the addition of 

Project traffic. Refer to Tables 6A and 6B in Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR for a comparison of existing 

LOS at Project area intersections to LOS with the addition of Project traffic. The Draft EIR includes 

information on intersection operations and congestion level of service (i.e., LOS) for informational 

purposes only related to the applicability of General Plan policies (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13 and 

Appendix J-1), because automobile delay and traffic congestion are not considered to be impacts on 

the environment for the purposes of traffic and transportation analysis (California Public Resources 

Code Section 21099(b)(2)). 

For an updated assessment of LOS as it relates to the addition of three related projects, please refer 

to Topical Response No. 1- Cumulative Impacts. In summary, the addition of the three related projects 

is anticipated to change the LOS of the intersection at Pacific Coast Highway/El Segundo Boulevard in 

the AM peak hour from LOS D to LOS E. Prior to the addition of these related projects, this intersection 

was forecast to operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour. Therefore, with the addition of the three related 

projects, this intersection is forecast to operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour for both the Future (No 

Project) and Future plus Project scenarios. This changed future LOS condition would occur with or 

without the proposed Project. Importantly, the addition of the proposed Project would not individually 

contribute to an LOS change from the pre-Project condition. In summary, the addition of the three 

related projects would not result in the Project creating adverse circulation conditions regarding trips 

generated on the street network.  

This comment also expresses concerns that the right-turn lane that will be added to Mariposa Avenue 

and Pacific Coast Highway as a part of the Project will not relieve the current congestion issue. As 

described above, the Draft EIR includes an informational analysis which shows that the intersection of 
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Mariposa Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway operates at LOS C under existing conditions (acceptable 

according to City of El Segundo standards) and LOS C/D under future base conditions. This intersection 

is also projected to operate at LOS C/D with the addition of the proposed Project. Its operations would 

be improved with the Project as an eastbound right-turn lane will be added to the intersection as a 

project feature. This right-turn lane is projected to improve capacity at this intersection from 78% 

capacity during the AM peak hour and 88% capacity in the PM hour without the Project to 75% capacity 

in the AM peak hour and 86% capacity in the PM peak hour with Project and right-turn lane. The addition 

of a dedicated right-turn lane will separate cars wanting to make a right-turn from through traffic and 

thus will increase the capacity of the intersection. 

The comment asks if existing traffic conditions were recorded over a period of weeks. As described in 

Appendix J-1 of the Draft EIR, existing traffic counts taken for a traffic analysis are taken on a non-

holiday weekday (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) during school years to represent typical traffic 

conditions. Counts for the proposed Project were taken in May and October of 2019, which were 

representative of typical pre-COVID traffic conditions.  

The comment further asks about employee parking on site. The Shared Parking Analysis (Appendix J-2 

in the Draft EIR) indicates that there would be sufficient parking for all uses that are part of the Project 

and therefore the need for overflow parking is not anticipated. As described in the study, and if desired 

by neighborhood, the developer plans to work with residents to suggest the boundaries of this potential 

permit parking district. A permit parking district would be implemented by the City at the request and 

approval of the residents and would allow potentially only residents to park on the street.  

Lastly, the comment asks about parking availability for construction workers. As part of the Shared 

Parking Analysis (pages 15 through 18 of Appendix J-2 in the Draft EIR), Project construction parking 

analysis was also conducted to understand the parking needs of construction employees and uses on-

site. Two timelines were analyzed. The sequential construction timeline analysis shows that parking for 

all construction employees could be accommodated on-site through all phases of construction. The 

concurrent construction timeline shows that parking for construction employees could be 

accommodated on site during Phase 1. During Phases 2 and 3, sufficient off-site parking with transport 

to and from the Project site would be provided for hotel guests and employees, and construction 

employees. The location of the off-site parking would be determined at the time based on market 

conditions and availability. 
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Response to Comment Letter I31 

Stephanie Jordon and Brenton C. Graham 

April 12, 2021 

I31-1 This comment presents the same letter as shown in Response to Comment Letter I12, above. As such, 

please see Response to Comment Letter I12. No further response is required.  
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Response to Comment Letter I32 

Mar Ventures, Inc. 

Lionel Uhry 

April 12, 2021 

I32-1 This comment presents an email communication indicating an attached letter (included as Response 

to Comment I32-2) is provided. No further response is required. 

I32-2 This comment, provided by the Project applicant, is comprised of a requested list for revisions to be 

corrected in the Final EIR. The corrections have been reviewed and accepted. Please see Section 3.2, 

Errata, of this Final EIR. These revisions provide additional details and clarification of the information 

that was originally presented in the Draft EIR. These edits have not changed the impact conclusions in 

the Draft EIR, nor have they revealed a need for new or altered mitigation measures. Rather, this 

information merely clarifies information and conclusions that were already presented in the Draft EIR. 

As such, these changes would not result in a new significant impact or in an increase in the severity of 

a previously identified significant impact and, therefore, do not warrant recirculation of the Draft EIR. 
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3 Changes to the Draft EIR 

3.1 Introduction 

The comments received by Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan during the public review period for the Draft EIR 

included information that has resulted in several minor revisions to the text of the Draft EIR. Additionally, 

typographical errors have been identified in the Draft EIR. These revisions are shown below and are categorized by 

section number and page number. Errors which require multiple revisions throughout the Draft EIR are categorized 

at the beginning of Section 3.2, Errata, below, with a summary of the change and subsequent section number and 

page number provided. Text from the Draft EIR that has been removed is shown in bold strikethrough (i.e., 

strikethrough), and text that has been added as part of the Final EIR is shown as bold underlined (i.e., underline). 

Revisions are shown with surrounding sentences for context. These errata merely clarify and corrects minor facts 

and does not constitute “substantial revisions” requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR, as set forth in CEQA 

Guidelines, Section 15073.5. 

3.2 Errata 

California Building Code Reference 

The following are typographical revisions where the year referenced for a citation of the California Building Code 

was erroneously recorded as “2016” rather than “2019”. 

Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Page 4.1-7 

City of El Segundo Municipal Code  

The California Building Code, 20162019 edition, published at Title 24, Part 2, of the California Code of 

Regulations, including Appendices F, H, and I, and is adopted by reference pursuant to Chapter 13-1-1 of 

the City of El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC). 

Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, Page 4.5-10 

City of El Segundo Municipal Code 

The California Building Code, 20162019 edition, published at CCR Title 24, Part 2, including Appendices F, 

H, and I, and is adopted by reference pursuant to Chapter 13-1-1 of the El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC).  

Pacific Coast Commons Design Package Reference 

The following are typographical errors in the citation of the Pacific Coast Commons Design Package, which have 

been corrected throughout the EIR for consistency. 
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Chapter 2, Environmental Setting, Section 2.6, References, Page 2-9 

Withee Malcom Architects. 2020. “Pacific Coast Commons Design Package.” September 17, 2020January 2021 

Chapter 3, Project Description, Section 3.3.3, Conceptual Site Plan, Page 3-11 

Source: Withee Malcom ArchitectsPacific Coast Commons Specific Plan 20202021; Appendix B 

Street Name Clarification 

The intersection noted for the Pacific Corporate Towers is improperly referenced as “Lincoln and Grand Avenues.” 

Lincoln Avenue is not a street located in the City of El Segundo. As a result, the street cited as Lincoln Avenue has 

been revised to Pacific Coast Highway, as shown below. 

Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, Section 4.3.1, Existing Conditions, Subsection Historic 

Period Overview, Historical Overview of El Segundo, Page 4.3-4 

Beginning in the 1980s, commercial and office buildings began to appear along Sepulveda Boulevard, 

between Grand Avenue and El Segundo Boulevard. In 1980, a large business park on the northeast corner 

of Grand Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard (Pacific Coast Highway) was established with three large, 

concrete and tinted-glass buildings. One of the most notable developments was the construction of the 

Pacific Corporate Towers at LincolnPacific Coast Highway and Grand Avenues, built in 1983. That same 

year, 144 additional commercial properties were built in El Segundo, totaling over 1 million square feet of 

commercial space. In 1990, toy company, Mattel, moved its world headquarters to El Segundo, also just 

off Sepulveda Boulevard. In the late 1990s, strip malls with anchoring groceries stores filled in the 

remaining available space along Sepulveda Boulevard (Appendix D). 

Appendix D, Cultural Resources Technical Report, Historical Overview of El Segundo, 

Pages 34 and 35 

Beginning in the 1980s, commercial and office buildings began to appear along Sepulveda Boulevard, 

between Grand Avenue and El Segundo Boulevard. In 1980, a large business park on the northeast corner 

of Grand Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard (Pacific Coast Hwy) was established with three large, concrete 

and tinted glass buildings. One of the most notable developments was the construction of the Pacific 

Corporate Towers at LincolnPacific Coast Highway and Grand AvenuesAvenue, built in 1983. That same 

year, 144 additional commercial properties were built in El Segundo, totaling over 1 million square feet of 

commercial space. In 1990, toy company, Mattel, moved its world headquarters to El Segundo, also just 

off Sepulveda Boulevard. In the late 1990s, strip malls with anchoring groceries stores filled in the 

remaining available space along Sepulveda Boulevard (Commercial Café 2020; El Segundo Chamber of 

Commerce 2017). 

Zone Text Amendment Section Number 

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public review, the City of El Segundo adopted the Lakes Specific Plan, 

which was codified as Section 15-3-2(A)(11) of the El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC). The following are required 
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typographical revisions in the Draft EIR to correct the assumed Zone Text Amendment ESMC section, if the proposed 

Project is approved by the City.  

Chapter 1, Introduction, Page 1-5 

• Approval of a General Plan Amendment (No. GPA 19-01) to change the Land Use Designation from 

“General Commercial” and “Parking” to “Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan (PCCSP)” with an 

accompanying Land Use Map change. 

• Zone Text Amendment (No. ZTA 19-08) to add a new El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC) Section 15-3-

2(A)(1112) “Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan (PCCSP).” 

• Zone Change (No. ZC 19-01) to rezone the property from “General Commercial (C-3)” and “Parking (P)” 

to “Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan (PCCSP)” and an accompanying Zoning map change. 

Chapter 3, Project Description, Page 3-20 

• Zone Text Amendment (No. ZTA 19-08) to add a new El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC) Section 15-3-

2(A)(1112) “Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan (PCCSP).” 

• Zone Change (No. ZC 19-01) to rezone the property from “General Commercial (C-3)” and “Parking (P)” 

to “Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan (PCCSP)” and an accompanying Zoning map change. 

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, Page 4.9-33 

Amendments to the Zoning Code  

As described in Section 3.7, Discretionary Actions, in Chapter 3 of this Draft EIR, the Project requests a 

Zone Text Amendment No. ZTA 19-08 to add a new ESMC Section 15-3-2(A)(1112) “Pacific Coast Commons 

Specific Plan (PCCSP)”. As such, the Project would be required to follow the procedures outlined in Section 

4.9.2, above. Approval of the proposed Project, in accordance with the provisions outlined in Title 15 of the 

ESMC, would ensure compliance with applicable zoning standards. Additionally, through the application 

process, the City would thoroughly review all plans for the proposed Project to ensure compliance with the 

ESMC, and other relevant plans, policies, and regulations.  

Executive Summary 

Section E.S.5.3, Alternative C – Reduced Development: Reduce 1 Level from PCC-

South and PCC-North, Page ES-34 

The following is a typographical error where 18 individuals is recorded instead of 118 individuals.  

As previously described in Section 4.2, Air Quality, considering the population growth anticipated in the 

2016 RTP/SCS of 600 individuals within the City between 2012 and 2040, which was used in the 

development of the AQMP, the proposed Project would result in a population growth in the City that would 

exceed the growth assumptions in the 2016 RTP/SCS, and would thereby exceed the population growth 

assumptions in the AQMP by 18118 individuals. Alternative C would eliminate an adequate amount of 

residential units to eliminate this significant and unavoidable impact. 
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Chapter 1, Introduction 

Section 1.4.1, City of El Segundo, Page 1-5 

The last item listed on the discretionary actions the City will consider as part of the proposed Project should be 

deleted as the dedications are being provided now. 

• Shared Parking Agreement in conjunction with the Parking Demand Study and Shared Parking Analysis, 

to replace the previous approval of Off-Site Parking Covenant Nos. MISC 14-03 and MISC 14-06.  

• Reciprocal Access Agreements for driveways and drive aisles accessing multiple parcels.  

• Street dedication waiver requests for a portion of the dedication requirements for Mariposa Avenue 

and Indiana Street. Future street dedication for Holly Avenue and Palm Avenue would be provided 

through irrevocable offers to dedicate land.  

Chapter 2, Environmental Setting 

Section 2.5, Cumulative Projects, Page 2-8  

The following is a revision to Table 2-3, List of Cumulative Projects, from the Draft EIR.  

Table 2-3. List of Cumulative Projects 

Location 

ID Cumulative Project Location 

Within City 

Limits Land Use/Project Type Unit Size 

1 2101 Pacific Coast Highway No Office 10.12 KSF 

2 2205 N. Sepulveda Boulevard No General Office 4.70 KSF 

Yes Existing Hair Salon 1.04 KSF 

3 2100 E El Segundo Boulevard Yes Office 1751.92 KSF 

Warehouse 73.58 KSF 

Industrial 168.00 KSF 

Retail 148.96 KSF 

4 305 S. Sepulveda Boulevard, 330 S. 

Sepulveda 

Boulevard, Hermosa Beach Sites 

No Design Center 100.30 KSF 

Executive Offices 19.21 KSF 

General Office 57.50 KSF 

Existing Office 8.42 KSF 

5 750 South Douglas Street Yes Industrial 4.99 KSF 

6 1000 N Sepulveda Boulevard No Supermarket 27.50 KSF 

Restaurant 52 Seats 

Bank 7.00 KSF 

Existing Auto Center 32.72 KSF 

7 3200–3600 N. Sepulveda Boulevard No Shopping Center 110.00 KSF 

8 3920 Highland Avenue No Condominium 2 DU 

Studio 3.00 KSF 

9 540 E Imperial Avenue Yes Residential 58 DU 

10 400 Duley Road Yes Medical Office 63.54 KSF 

11 123 Nevada Street Yes Office 15.00 KSF 

12 2125 Campus Drive Yes Office 153.53 KSF 
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Table 2-3. List of Cumulative Projects 

Location 

ID Cumulative Project Location 

Within City 

Limits Land Use/Project Type Unit Size 

13 140 Sheldon Street Yes Office/warehouse 7.12 KSF 

Existing Industrial 1.76 KSF 

14 740 Pacific Coast Highway No Drive-thru Restaurant 5.00 KSF 

Existing Bank 8.10 KSF 

15 500 S Douglas & 2330 Utah Avenue Yes General Office 78.00 KSF 

16 1700 East Imperial Avenue Yes Office 86.52 KSF 

17 445 N. Douglas Street Yes Office 155.66 KSF 

18 455 Continental Boulevard & 1995 E 

Grand Avenue 

Yes Office 300.00 KSF 

19 700–860 PCH; 2001–2015 E. Park 

Place; 700–740 Allied Way 

Yes Shopping Center 18.85 KSF 

20 1301 El Segundo Boulevard Yes Office 6.274 KSF 

Warehouse 5.88 KSF 

21 400 Pacific Coast Highway Yes Driving Range 65.00 KSF 

Existing Golf Course 2.50 KSF 

22 2021 E Rosecrans Avenue Yes Office 240.00 KSF 

Studio and Production 66.00 KSF 

Retail 7.00 KSF 

23 140 Oregon Street Yes Office 70.00 KSF 

24 401–615 Pacific Coast Highway 

(Project Site) 

Yes 

Yes 

Residential 263 DU 

Retail 11.00 KSF 

25 212 Eucalyptus Drive Yes Office 13.49 KSF 

Restaurant 0.63 KSF 

Existing Waterhouse 5.35 KSF 

26 2221 Park Place Yes Office 27.48 KSF 

27 1225 Mariposa Avenue Yes Condominium 15 DU 

Existing Residential 5 DU 

28 14500 Aviation Boulevard No Credit Union 3.60 KSF 

29 11416 Inglewood Avenue No Condominium 13 DU 

30 5151 El Segundo Boulevard No Hotel 129 Rooms 

31 1475 El Segundo Boulevard Yes Office 47.84 KSF 

Residential 4 DU 

32 1320-1330 Franklin Avenue Yes Office 47.25 KSF 

Residential 4 DU 

33 243 and 330 Kansas Street Yes Office 243.22 KSF 

Source: Appendix J-1 

DU = dwelling unit; KSF = thousand square feet 

Figure 2-5, Cumulative Project Location Map, Page 2-19  

The following is a revision to Figure 2-5, Cumulative Project Location Map, which provides an illustration of the City’s 

related projects with the addition of three related projects (Location ID 31, 32, and 33).  
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Chapter 3, Project Description 

Section 3.3.1, Land Use Plan, Subsection Circulation Plan, Vehicular Circulation, Pages 

3-7 through 3-9 

Information regarding a new right-turn lane on Mariposa Avenue has been included for clarity with reference to 

another section in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. 

Development within the Specific Plan site would also provide infrastructure and facilitate access for various 

modes of travel including automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians. Pedestrian and handicap access would 

be provided between buildings and to public sidewalks on the five street frontages along the site. Proposed 

improvements associated with the adjacent roadways are summarized below. 

• Pacific Coast Highway. PCH is a California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) facility and an 

existing public major arterial street that abuts the property on its eastern edge. No other right-of-way 

improvements are proposed as part of the development allowed in the Specific Plan. No additional curb 

cuts besides the three existing curb cuts that provide access to the two existing hotels may be allowed 

along PCH in the Specific Plan area. The two existing driveways that access the north parking lot at 629 

North PCH would be removed. 

• Mariposa Avenue. Mariposa Avenue is an existing public two-lane collector street that abuts the 

property between the northern and southern blocks of the Specific Plan area. Some additional right-of-

way improvements (i.e. new right-turn lane on Mariposa Avenue; see below under Section 3.3.6, “Off-

Site Improvements”, on page 3-16) are required as a result of the development allowed in the Specific 

Plan. A waiver is requested for a portion of the street dedication requirements on the south side of 

Mariposa Avenue. No additional curb cuts besides the one existing curb cut on the north side of the 

street (which also serves as a fire lane) may be allowed along the north side of Mariposa Avenue in the 

Specific Plan area. No curb cuts may be allowed along the south side of Mariposa Avenue within the 

Specific Plan area.  

Section 4.2, Air Quality 

Section 4.2.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.2a, Operational Emissions, Pages 4.2-35  

The following revised text clarifies the level of significance for the proposed Project’s operational cumulative impacts. 

As shown in Table 4.2-10, the combined daily area, energy, mobile, vehicle testing, and off-road emissions would 

not exceed the SCAQMD operational thresholds for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5. Impacts associated with 

Project-generated operational criteria air pollutant emissions would be less than significant.  

Air pollutant emissions associated with construction activity of future projects would be reduced through 

implementation of control measures required by the SCAQMD. Cumulative PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would 

be reduced because all future projects would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust), which sets 

forth general and specific requirements for all construction sites in the SCAQMD. The maximum daily PM10 

and PM2.5 emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds during proposed Project construction 

activities. Fugitive dust, as well as vehicle and equipment exhaust, generated during Project construction 



3 - Changes to the Draft EIR 

Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan Final EIR 12171 

October 2021 3-10 

would contribute to the SCAB’s nonattainment designation for PM10 and PM2.5; however, this contribution 

would not be considered cumulatively considerable.  

With regard to operational cumulative impacts associated with nonattainment pollutants, in general, if a 

project is consistent with the community and/or general plans, it has been accounted for in the attainment 

demonstration contained within the state implementation plan and would therefore not cause a 

cumulatively significant impact on the ambient air quality. As addressed in the first impact criterion, the 

proposed Project would be consistent with the growth projections anticipated in SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP. 

project-level thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants are relevant in the determination of whether 

a project’s individual emissions would have a cumulatively significant impact on air quality. Projects that 

exceed the SCAQMD project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the SCAQMD to be 

cumulatively considerable. As presented in Table 4.2-10, the proposed Project’s operational emissions 

would not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result 

in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the nonattainment pollutants in the SCAB.  

Based on the preceding considerations, the proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable increase in emissions of nonattainment pollutants, and impacts would be less than significant 

during construction and operation. 

Section 4.4, Energy 

Section 4.4.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.4a, Operations, Pages 4.4-14  

The following text edit was made to correct the summary of the estimated total electrical demand.  

As shown in Table 4.4-1, buildout of the proposed Project is estimated to have a total electrical demand of 

3,143,911 kWh per year (or 203 million kWh per year) for proposed Project usage. As previously discussed, 

the County’s annual electricity use was approximately 68 billion kWh in 2018. Therefore, the proposed 

Project’s electrical consumption would be a small percentage (0.005%) of the County’s annual use. SCE 

forecasts that its total energy consumption in 2024 (the Project buildout year) will be approximately 

120,000 gigawatt hours of electricity (CEC 2018b). Based on the Project’s estimated electrical 

consumption of 3,143,911 kWh/year, the Project would account for approximately 0.0026% of SCE’s total 

projected consumption during 2024 for the Project’s buildout year.3 

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning 

The date referenced for the Circulation Element has erroneously cited as last updated in 1992; however, the Draft 

EIR’s analysis is based on the 2004 Circulation Element, which is consistent with the most recent update to the 

element since the 1992 General Plan was first adopted. As such, a corrected citation has been made under Section 

4.9.8, References, of the Draft EIR. 

Section 4.9.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances, Subsection City of El Segundo 

General Plan, Circulation Element, Pages 4.9-5 and 4.9-6 

The purpose of the Circulation Element is to assist the City in providing a safe, convenient, and efficient 

circulation system. State law requires that a circulation element be incorporated into the General Plan. The 
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Circulation Element identifies a system capable of responding to growth occurring consistent with the 

policies and Land Use Plan presented in the Land Use Element. The Circulation Element identifies physical 

improvements that will be needed to attain the Circulation goals and objectives, as well as alternative 

techniques to improve the City's circulation system. The circulation system is one of the most important of 

all urban systems in determining the form and quality of the El Segundo environment. The circulation modes 

used, location of routes, operational policies and the operating levels of service influence the nature of 

urban development, the physical organization of the City, and can enhance or limit the social and economic 

activity within the City (City of El Segundo 19922004).  

Section 4.9.8, References, Page 4.9-35 

City of El Segundo. 2004. City of El Segundo Circulation Element of the General Plan. Adopted September 2004. 

https://www.elsegundo.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1958/637237747168070000. 

Section 4.10, Noise 

Section 4.10.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.10a, Subsection Construction Noise 

(Short-Term Impacts), Page 4.10-16 

The following text edits were made to correct typographical errors.  

Table 4.10-6. Off-Site Roadway Traffic Noise Modeling Results 

Figure 4.10-1 Modeled Receiver Tag (Location 

Description) 

Existing 

(2019) Noise 

Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Existing 

(2019) Plus 

Project Noise 

Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Future (2025) 

Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Future (2025) 

Plus Project 

Noise Level 

(dBA CNEL) 

Maximum 

Project-

Related Noise 

Level 

Increase (dB) 

ST1 

(West of Indiana Street) 

59.0 56.1 59.5 55.5 -4.0 

ST2 

(Northwestern Project Boundary) 

55.0 55.9 55.2 55.7 0.9 

ST3 

(Eastern Project Boundary Approximately 50 

Feet from PCH) 

69.5 68.2 70.3 68.7 1.6 

-1.6 

ST4 

(Northeast Corner of E Mariposa Avenue and 

Illinois Court) 

63.0 62.7 63.3 

63.4 

62.9 -0.4 

-0.5 

ST5 

(Norther Project Boundary approximately 30 

feet from E Palm Avenue) 

59.2 57.9 59.8 58.5 -1.3 

ST6 

(Eastern Project Boundary approximately 50 

feet from PCH) 

69.5 69.6 70.2 70.2 0.1 

dBA = A-weighted decibel; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level; dB = decibel. 
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Section 4.11, Population and Housing  

Section 4.11.2, Relevant Plans, Policies, and Ordinances, Subsection Regional and 

Local, Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), Page 4.11-9 

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public review, the City’s fair share allocation for the 2021-2029 RHNA 

planning period was revised from 491 to 492.  

Table 4.11-7. SCAG’s 6th Cycle Estimate of RHNA Allocation based on Approved RHNA 

Methodology  

Total Very-Low Income Low Income Moderate Income 

Above Moderate 

Income 

SCAG Region 

1,341,827 351,796 206,807 223,957 559,267 

Los Angeles County 

813,082 

812,060 

217,565 

217,273 

123,171 

123,022 

131,532 

131,381 

340,814 

340,384 

City of El Segundo  

491 

492 

189 88 83 

84 

131 

Source: SCAG 2020d 

Section 4.11.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.3a, Subsection Long-Term Operational 

Impacts, Employment Projections, Page 4.11-16 

The table has been revised to revise a typographical error. 

Table 4.11-8. Employment Estimate 

Land Use/Structure Size Employee Generation Factor 

Number of 

Employees 

Retail-Community  7,552 square feet 1 employee per 600 square feet 12.6 

Restaurant-Fast Food 3,700 square feet 1 employee per 100 square feet 37 

Residential 236263 units 1 Site Manager, 1 Leasing Agent, 1 Collections, 1 

Lead Maintenance, 2 Maintenance Technicians 

6 

Total  55.6 

Source: South Florida Regional Planning Council 2006 
a Assumes “Neighborhood Shopping Center” commercial category 

b Assumes carry-out with seating generally a fast food operation where the food is partially ready before serving. 
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Section 4.11.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.3a, Subsection Long-Term Operational 

Impacts, Housing Projection Analysis, Page 4.11-17 

Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR for public review, the City’s fair share allocation for the 2021-2029 RHNA 

planning period was revised from 491 to 492.  

Table 4.11-7 provides the 6th Cycle RHNA allocation for 2021 to 2029 as set forth in the Connect SoCal 

2020–2045 RTP/SCS. Because the proposed Project will be occupied within the timeframe of the 6th 

Cycle, it is most relevant to the analysis. The City’s fair share allocation for the planning period is 491492 

units. This indicates that between the years 2021 to 2029, the City needs to accommodate at least 491492 

housing units, consisting of a variety of housing types to accommodate extremely low, very low, low, 

moderate, and above moderate-income households to keep pace with housing demand. The proposed 

Project would create new housing and would include affordable housing in accordance with the negotiated 

Development Agreement. The specific allocation between the types of low-income housing has yet to be 

determined; however, the proposed low-income units would satisfy a portion of the City’s mandated 6th 

Cycle RHNA allocation.  

Section 4.11.8, References, Page 4.11-19 

The following text edit was made in response to comments based on the revisions made in Section 4.11.2 detailed, above. 

SCAG. 2020d. SCAG 6th Cycle Final RHNA Estimated Allocations Plan. Updated September 3, 

2020Approved by HCD on March 22, 2021 and modified on July 1, 2021. 

https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/rhna-draft-allocations-090320-

updated.pdf?1602188695 https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/6th-cycle-

rhna-final-allocation-plan.pdf?1625161899. 

Section 4.13, Transportation 

Section 4.13.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.13a, Subsection Level of Service Analysis 

for General Plan Consistency, Page 4.13-19 

The following text edit was made with the addition of three cumulative projects as shown in the Table 2-3, List of 

Cumulative Projects, above.  

Future Plus Project Traffic Conditions 

According to Tables 8A and 8B of the TIA (Appendix J-1), the same five study intersections projected to 

operate at LOS E or worse during the AM or PM peak periods under Future Base conditions are also 

projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the AM or PM peak periods with the addition of Project traffic. 

These intersections are as follows: 

1. PCH and Imperial Highway (LOS E during PM) 

5. PCH and Grand Avenue (LOS E during AM and LOS F during PM) 

6. PCH and El Segundo Boulevard (LOS E during AM and LOS F during PM) 
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13. PCH and Palm Avenue (LOS F during both AM and PM for the stop-controlled movements only) 

14. PCH and Holly Avenue (LOS F during both AM and PM for the stop-controlled movements only)  

The Future plus Project scenario of the impact analysis at Mariposa Avenue and PCH has also been 

analyzed without the Project improvement to show its potential benefit when compared to the Future Base 

and Future plus Project with improvement conditions at Mariposa Avenue (as described under Approach 

and Assumptions). The analysis shows that LOS at Mariposa Avenue and PCH is better with the addition of 

the Project-related improvement than without. A queuing analysis was conducted for the eastbound 

approach with and without Project improvement to show the potential improvement in queue length. The 

results of this analysis are shown in Appendix E of the TIA (Appendix J-1). 

Section 4.13.4, Impact Analysis, Threshold 4.13c, Subsection Project Access, Page 4.13-22 

The building height recorded for PCC-Fairfield Parking was cited as 50 feet in height. However, the text within the 

Draft EIR did not clarify which elevation was cited; from Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) or from Indiana Street. The 

revised text reflects the proposed building height of 63 feet from Indiana Street. This is consistent with Figure 3-

5C, Conceptual PCC-Fairfield Parking Section, which depicts a section view of the proposed parking structure. 

Although, the building height for PCC-Fairfield is 50 feet at PCH, as illustrated in Figure 3-5C as well as Figure 4.1-

6, Conceptual Site Plan Building Heights from Elevation of PCH, clarification was added to the text to provide the 

maximum height at PCC-Fairfield. Furthermore, the building height of the proposed parking garage was provided to 

quantify the height in feet of the five-level structure. As such, the text revision does not substantially change the 

intent and purpose of the discussion.  

Project Access  

Project access would not substantially increase hazards due to design features or incompatible uses. The 

driveway configurations for the individual sites are as follows and illustrated in Figure 4.13-5: 

• PCC-South would provide eight levels of parking garage (i.e. approximately two levels of subterranean 

and six levels above ground, depending on elevation grade). The parking garage would provide 165 

parking spaces exclusively for residential tenant use, and 171 spaces would be shared between 

residential guest parking, commercial use, and for overflow if needed from other sites, resulting in a 

total of 336 parking spaces within the multi-level parking structure. Ingress/egress into the parking 

structure would be via driveways on PCH and Indiana Street. 

• PCC-Fairfield Parking includes a five-level parking garage (5063 feet in height from Indiana Street) with 

215 replacement parking spaces for the Fairfield Inn and Suites Hotel, which would be shared between 

the hotel and the commercial/retail uses. Ingress to the parking structure would be provided via a 

driveway on PCH. 
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4 Mitigation Monitoring and  

Reporting Program 

California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 requires that, upon certification of an EIR, “the public agency 

shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project 

approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring 

program shall be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation.”  

This chapter contains the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) that has been developed for 

the Pacific Coast Commons Specific Plan Project (Specific Plan or Project). This MMRP has been developed 

in compliance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines. The 

mitigation measures in the table are coded by alphanumeric identification consistent with the EIR. The 

following items are identified for each mitigation measure: 

• Mitigation Monitoring. This section of the MMRP lists the stage of the proposed project during which the 

mitigation measure would be implemented and the stage during which proper implementation would be 

monitored and verified. It also lists the agency that is responsible for ensuring that the mitigation 

measure is implemented and that it is implemented properly.  

• Verification of Compliance. This section of the MMRP provides a location for the implementing party 

and/or enforcing agency to make notes and to record their initials and the compliance date for each 

mitigation measure.  

The City of El Segundo (City) must adopt this MMRP, or an equally effective program, if it approves the 

proposed project with the mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval.  
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Monitoring Verification of Compliance 

Implementation 

Timing 

Party 

Responsible for 

Implementation 

Agency 

Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Implementation Initial Date Comments 

Air Quality 

MM-AQ-1. To reduce the potential for criteria air pollutants, 

specifically particulate matter (PM), as a result of construction 

of the Project, the Construction Contractor’s contract 

specifications shall require compliance with the following: 

 

Prior to the start of construction activities, the Construction 

Contractor shall ensure that all 75 horsepower or greater 

diesel-powered equipment are powered with California Air 

Resources Board (CARB)-certified Tier 4 Interim engines. An 

exemption from this requirement may be granted if 

equipment with Tier 4 Interim engines are not reasonably 

available and the required corresponding reductions in 

criteria air pollutant emissions can be achieved from other 

combinations of construction equipment, such as using 

equipment with Tier 4 Final engines. Before an exemption 

may be granted, the City’s Construction Contractor shall: (1) 

demonstrate that at least two construction fleet 

owners/operators in Los Angeles County were contacted and 

that those owners/operators confirmed Tier 4 Interim 

equipment could not be located within Los Angeles County 

during the desired construction schedule; and (2) the 

proposed replacement equipment has been evaluated using 

CalEEMod and documentation provided to the City to confirm 

that Project-generated emissions do not exceed applicable 

localized significance thresholds (LST) for nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter with an 

aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns 

(PM10), and particulate matter with an aerodynamic 

diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and the 

Prior to 

commencement 

of construction 

activities 

Construction 

Contractor shall 

ensure that 

CARB-certified 

Tier 4 Interim 

engines are 

being utilized 

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 
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Table 4-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Monitoring Verification of Compliance 

Implementation 

Timing 

Party 

Responsible for 

Implementation 

Agency 

Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Implementation Initial Date Comments 

SCAQMD carcinogenic (cancer) risk threshold. If these 

requirements cannot be met, construction activities at the 

Project site shall be postponed until CARB-certified Tier 4 

Interim engines are available for use. 

Cultural Resources 

MM-CUL-1. Prior to commencement of construction 

activities for all phases of Project implementation, the 

Project applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist, 

meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualification Standards for Archaeology, to prepare a 

Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). The 

WEAP shall be submitted to the City of El Segundo for 

review and approval. All construction personnel and 

monitors shall be presented the WEAP training prior to 

the start of construction activities. The WEAP shall be 

prepared to inform all personnel working on the proposed 

Project about the archaeological sensitivity of the area, to 

provide specific details on the kinds of archaeological 

materials that may be identified during construction, to 

explain the importance of and legal basis for the 

protection of significant archaeological resources, and to 

outline the actions to be taken in the event of a discovery 

of cultural resources. The WEAP shall define “tribal 

cultural resources” and include appropriate management 

requirements relating to inadvertent discovery of a 

potential tribal cultural resource. Each worker shall also 

learn the proper procedures to follow in the event that 

cultural resources or human remains are uncovered 

during ground-disturbing activities. These procedures 

include work curtailment or redirection, and the 

Prior to 

commencement 

of construction 

activities for all 

phases of Project 

implementation; 

Upon discovery of 

any archaeologic 

resources 

Project 

applicant; 

Project 

archaeologist 

for meeting 

attendance and 

preparation of 

a mitigation 

plan 

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 
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Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Monitoring Verification of Compliance 

Implementation 

Timing 
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Responsible for 

Implementation 

Agency 

Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Implementation Initial Date Comments 

immediate contact of the site supervisor and 

archaeological monitor. 

MM-CUL-2. If potential archaeological resources (i.e., sites, 

features, or artifacts) are exposed during construction 

activities for the proposed Project, the City shall be notified 

and all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the 

find shall immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, 

meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualification Standards for Archaeology, can evaluate the 

significance of the find and determine whether or not 

additional study is warranted. The archaeologist shall be 

empowered to temporarily stop or redirect grading activities 

to allow removal of abundant or large artifacts. Depending 

upon the significance of the find under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (14 CCR 15064.5[f]; PRC, 

Section 21082), the archaeologist may simply record the 

find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves 

significant under CEQA, additional work, such as preparation 

of an archaeological treatment plan and data recovery, may 

be warranted. The archaeologist shall also be required to 

curate any discovered specimens in a repository with 

permanent retrievable storage and submit a written report 

to the City of El Segundo for review and approval prior to 

occupancy of the first building on the site. Once approved, 

the final report shall be filed with the South-Central Coastal 

Information Center (SCCIC). 

During 

construction 

activities; Upon 

discovery of any 

archaeologic 

resources  

City of El 

Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department; 

Project 

archaeologist  

 

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 

   

Geology and Soils 

MM-GEO-1. Prior to commencement of any grading activity 

on-site, the Project applicant/Developer shall retain a 

qualified paleontologist per the Society of Vertebrate 

Prior to grading 

activities 

Project 

applicant; 

Project 

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 
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Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Monitoring Verification of Compliance 

Implementation 

Timing 

Party 

Responsible for 

Implementation 

Agency 

Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Implementation Initial Date Comments 

Paleontology (SVP) (2010) guidelines. The paleontologist 

shall prepare a Paleontological Resources Impact Mitigation 

Program (PRIMP) for the Project for review and approval by 

the City. The PRIMP shall be consistent with the SVP (2010) 

guidelines and shall outline requirements for 

preconstruction meeting attendance and worker 

environmental awareness training, where monitoring is 

required within the Project site below a depth of 5 feet 

below the existing ground surface or depth of documented 

artificial fill (based on construction plans and/or 

geotechnical reports), procedures for adequate 

paleontological monitoring and discoveries treatment, and 

paleontological methods (including sediment sampling for 

microvertebrate fossils), reporting, and collections 

management. At a minimum, the PRIMP shall require that a 

qualified paleontologist attend the preconstruction meeting 

and a qualified paleontological monitor be on-site during all 

rough grading and other significant ground-disturbing 

activities (including augering) in previously undisturbed, 

Pleistocene Sand Dune deposits. In the event that 

paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are unearthed during 

grading, the PRIMP shall require that a paleontological 

monitor temporarily halt and/or divert grading activity to 

allow recovery of paleontological resources. 

paleontologist Department 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

MM-HAZ-1. The Project applicant/Developer shall ensure 

that the demolition contractor’s contract specifications 

incorporate abatement procedures for the removal of 

materials containing asbestos, lead, polychlorinated 

biphenyls, hazardous material, hazardous wastes, and 

During demolition 

activities  

Project 

applicant; 

Demolition 

contractor  

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 
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Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Monitoring Verification of Compliance 

Implementation 

Timing 

Party 

Responsible for 

Implementation 

Agency 

Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Implementation Initial Date Comments 

universal waste items. Confirmation of adequate removal 

of such materials shall be provided to the City prior to the 

issuance of a building permit for PCC-Fairfield Parking. All 

abatement work shall be done in accordance with 

federal, state, and local regulations, including those of 

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (which 

regulates disposal), Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration (which regulates employee exposure), and 

the South Coast Air Quality Management District. 

MM-HAZ-2. Prior to commencement of any earthwork or 

construction activities at PCC-North, a Hazardous Materials 

Contingency Plan (HMCP) shall be developed that addresses 

potential impacts in soil and soil vapor associated with the 

76 Station adjacent to PCC-North. The HMCP shall include 

training procedures for identification of contamination, and 

shall describe procedures for assessment, characterization, 

management, and disposal of hazardous constituents, 

materials, and wastes, and notification in accordance with 

all applicable state and local regulations. Contaminated 

soils shall be managed and disposed of in accordance with 

local and state regulations. The HMCP shall include health 

and safety measures, which may include but are not limited 

to periodic work breathing zone monitoring and monitoring 

for volatile organic compounds using a handheld organic 

vapor analyzer in the event impacted soils are encountered 

during excavation activities. The applicant or its designee 

shall implement the HMCP during construction activities for 

the proposed Project. 

Prior to 

commencement 

of any earthwork 

or construction 

activities at PCC-

North 

Project 

applicant or its 

designee  

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 
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Mitigation Measure 
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Implementation 

Timing 
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Responsible for 

Implementation 
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Responsible for 
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Implementation Initial Date Comments 

Noise 

MM-NOI-1. Prior to issuance of a demolition or grading 

permit, whichever occurs first, the Project 

Applicant/Developer or its approved construction 

contractor shall develop and submit to the City of El 

Segundo a Construction Noise Mitigation Plan (CNMP) for 

review and approval. The CNMP shall include, at a 

minimum, the following noise reduction means and 

related measures: 

 

a) To protect the existing occupied residences on 

the west side of Indiana Street (and west of the 

PCC North (Phase 2) portion of the Project, 

between E. Mariposa Avenue and E. Palm 

Avenue) from excessive Project construction-

related noise attributed to demolition, site 

preparation, grading, building construction, and 

paving activities during PCC-Fairfield Parking 

(Phase 1) and PCC-South (Phase 3), and those 

same five activities plus architectural coating 

activities during Phase 2, temporary noise 

barriers of sufficient height and extent along the 

Project’s western site boundary shall be installed 

and shall be confirmed to achieve (depending on 

construction phase activity and involved 

equipment) at least 5 dBA and as much as 20 

dBA of barrier noise insertion loss. The temporary 

barrier elements should resemble an outdoor-use 

vinyl-covered acoustical blanket comprising one 

or more materials that demonstrate a sound 

Prior to issuance 

of a demolition or 

grading permit; 

During site 

preparation, 

grading, building 

construction, 

architectural 

coating, and/or 

paving activities 

associated with 

Phases 1, 2, and 

3; Two (2) weeks 

prior to any 

construction 

phase 

commencement 

Project 

applicant or 

approved 

Construction 

Contractor; 

Project 

acoustical 

consultant or 

noise control 

engineer; 

Project 

concrete saw 

operator 

and/or 

Construction 

Contractor  

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 
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transmission class (STC) of 30 or better. The 

Project Applicant/Developer shall retain the 

services of a qualified acoustical consultant or 

noise control engineer to advise on or review the 

design, installation, and expected performance of 

such temporary barriers when used during 

Project construction. Anticipated locations, 

horizontal extents, heights, and durations of 

installation of the temporary sound barriers over 

the course of Project phased buildout shall be 

part of the CNMP submitted to the City for review. 

 

b) Operation of a concrete saw during the 

demolition phase shall include some form of 

proximate and portable solid-walled partial 

enclosure, acoustical-blanket tent, or 

comparably-performing shroud that can reliably 

deliver 10 dBA of noise reduction—separate from 

the temporary barrier insertion loss need 

described in MM-NOI-1(a) above. Alternately, 

slotted low-noise saw blades may be used to 

yield some or all of this noise reduction, so that 

operation of the concrete saw at a distance of 50 

feet does not exceed 80 dBA. If this limit cannot 

be wholly achieved due to saw operation noise 

control or localized sound abatement (i.e., partial 

enclosure), then the balance of needed 

attenuation shall be provided by either the 

temporary noise barrier per MM-NOI-1(a) or by 

limiting duration of saw operation within an hour: 

each halving of duration should yield a 3 dB 
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Implementation Initial Date Comments 

reduction to the hourly noise level produced by 

the saw. 

 

c) Residents within 200 feet of the Project shall be 

informed at least two (2) weeks in advance when 

construction phase activities will occur. An 

information telephone hotline and/or website 

shall be established and managed to receive 

resident complaints, and the Applicant and its 

contractors shall respond to received complaints 

and document their investigations and any 

complaint resolutions in regular reports to the 

City Building Safety division. 

Transportation 

MM-TRA-1. Prior to the issuance of demolition or grading 

permits, the Project Applicant/Developer shall develop and 

implement a City-approved Construction Traffic Control Plan. 

The Plan shall be prepared in accordance with applicable 

City and Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 

guidelines and shall address the potential for construction-

related vehicular traffic, as well as pedestrian and bicycle 

circulation disruption in the public right-of-way. The Plan 

shall describe safe detours and shall include protocols for 

implementing the following, if determined necessary and 

feasible: temporary traffic controls (e.g., a flag person) 

during construction to maintain smooth traffic flow; 

dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks 

and equipment on and off site; scheduling of construction 

activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-

peak hours; consolidation of truck deliveries; and/or 

Prior to the 

issuance of 

demolition or 

grading permits 

Project 

Applicant  

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department 
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rerouting of construction trucks away from congested 

streets or sensitive receptors 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

MM-TCR-1. Should a potential tribal cultural resource (TCR) 

(as defined by PRC Section 21074) be inadvertently 

encountered during construction activities, consistent with 

the process required by MM-CUL-2, all construction work 

occurring within 100 feet of the find shall immediately stop 

and the City shall be notified of the discovery. The City shall 

notify Native American tribes that have been identified by 

the Native American Heritage Commission to be traditionally 

and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 

Project. Any affected tribe shall be provided a reasonable 

period of time to conduct a site visit and make 

recommendations regarding future ground disturbance 

activities as well as the treatment and disposition of any 

discovered TCRs. Depending on the nature of the potential 

resource and Tribal recommendations, review by a qualified 

archaeologist may be required. Implementation of proposed 

recommendations shall be made based on the 

determination of the City that the approach is reasonable 

and feasible. 

In the event that a 

tribal cultural 

resource is 

encountered 

during any and all 

construction 

activities 

associated with 

any and all Project 

Phases 

Construction 

Contractor; 

Native 

American 

Heritage 

Commission 

(NAHC) 

identified 

Native 

American 

tribes; Project 

archeologist  

City of El Segundo 

Development 

Services 

Department; NAHC 
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600 Wilshire Boulevard | Suite 1050 | Los Angeles, CA 90017 | (213) 261-3050 | Fax (310) 394-7663 
www.fehrandpeers.com 

Memorandum 
 
Date:  August 11, 2021 

To:  Kristin Starbird, Dudek 

From:  Tom Gaul and Vivian Lee 

Subject:  Revised Future Analysis for Pacific Coast Commons 

LA18-3078 

This memorandum summarizes the results of the revised intersection level of service analysis 
conducted for the Pacific Coast Commons (Project) in response to comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). This analysis is supplemental to the previous report, Pacific 
Coast Commons Transportation Impact Analysis, dated November 2020. This memorandum is to be 
included as an appendix to the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 

Based on public and agency review and comment on the DEIR, three additional related projects 
were added to the original list. As a result, the following revised supplemental analysis was 
conducted:  

 Future Intersection Level of Service Analysis 
 Future plus Project Intersection Level of Service Analysis 
 Future Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 
 Future plus Project Peak Hour Signal Warrant Analysis 
 Future plus Project Driveway Level of Service Analysis 
 Future plus Project Driveway Queueing Analysis 

Revised Future Year 2027 Traffic Conditions 

To reevaluate the potential effects of the proposed Project on future (Year 2027, Project Opening 
Year) conditions, it was necessary to revise estimates of future traffic conditions in the area both 
without and with project traffic. First, estimates of traffic growth were revised for the study area to 
forecast future conditions without the Project. These revised forecasts included traffic increases as 
a result of both regional ambient traffic growth and traffic generated by specific developments in 
the vicinity of the Project (related projects), including the three additional related projects.  
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These projected traffic volumes, identified herein as the revised Future Base conditions, represent 
the future conditions without the proposed Project. The traffic generated by the proposed Project 
was then assigned to the surrounding street system and added to the revised Future Base 
conditions to form the revised Future plus Project traffic conditions.  

Revised Related Projects Trip Generation 

Future Base traffic forecasts include the effects of known specific projects, called related projects, 
expected to be implemented in the vicinity of the proposed Project prior to the buildout date of 
the proposed Project. Three additional related projects were identified by the City of El Segundo to 
be added to the original list of 30 that were previously identified in the study area. These three 
additional projects are listed in Table 1. Revised related projects traffic volumes are shown in Figure 
1. 

Revised Future Year 2027 Base Traffic Volumes 

Revised Future year 2027 base weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes and lane geometries 
for the analyzed intersections are shown in Figure 2. The Future Base traffic conditions represent 
an estimate of future conditions without the proposed Project inclusive of the ambient background 
growth and the related projects’ traffic from the original list as well as the three additional projects. 

Revised Future plus Project Traffic Projections 

The proposed Project traffic volumes were added to the revised Future Base traffic projections, 
resulting in the revised Future plus Project AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes. As shown in 
Figure 3, the revised Future plus Project scenario presents future traffic conditions with the 
completion of the proposed Project. 

Revised Future Intersection Level of Service Analysis 

Revised Future Base Traffic Conditions 

The revised Future Base peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the projected V/C 
ratio and delay and LOS for each of the analyzed intersections. Tables 2A and 2B summarize the 
revised future LOS for the signalized and unsignalized intersections, respectively. Five of the 16 
study intersections analyzed are projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the AM or the PM 
peak period under Future Base conditions. These intersections include: 
 

1. Pacific Coast Highway & Imperial Highway (LOS F during PM) 
5. Pacific Coast Highway & Grand Avenue (LOS E during AM and LOS F during PM) 
6. Pacific Coast Highway & El Segundo Boulevard (LOS E during AM and LOS F during PM) 
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A.   Pacific Coast Highway & Palm Avenue (LOS F during both AM and PM for the stop-
controlled movements only) 

B.   Pacific Coast Highway & Holly Avenue (LOS F during both AM and PM for the stop-
controlled movements only) 

 
Pacific Coast Highway & El Segundo Boulevard (intersection 6) was originally projected to operate 
at LOS D during the AM peak period but is now projected to operate at LOS E. However, these are 
the same five intersections that were projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the peak periods 
under Future Base conditions as reported in the DEIR. The previous results are shown in Tables 7A 
and 7B of the transportation impact analysis report.  
 
Revised Future plus Project Traffic Conditions 

The revised Future (year 2027) plus Project peak hour traffic volumes, shown in Figure 3, were 
analyzed to determine the projected future operating conditions with the addition of the proposed 
Project traffic. The results of the revised Future plus Project analysis are presented in Tables 3A and 
3B with analysis sheets provided in Attachment A. The same five study intersections projected to 
operate at LOS E or worse during the AM or PM peak periods under Future Base conditions are also 
projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the AM or PM peak periods with the addition of 
Project traffic. These intersections are: 
 

1. Pacific Coast Highway & Imperial Highway (LOS F during PM) 
5. Pacific Coast Highway & Grand Avenue (LOS E during AM and LOS F during PM) 
6. Pacific Coast Highway & El Segundo Boulevard (LOS E during AM and LOS F during PM) 
 
A.   Pacific Coast Highway & Palm Avenue (LOS F during both AM and PM for the stop-

controlled movements only) 
B.   Pacific Coast Highway & Holly Avenue (LOS F during both AM and PM for the stop-

controlled movements only) 
 
Pacific Coast Highway & El Segundo Boulevard (intersection 6) was originally projected to operate 
at LOS D during the AM peak period but is now projected to operate at LOS E. However, these are 
the same five intersections that were projected to operate at LOS E or worse during the peak periods 
under Future plus Project conditions as reported in the DEIR. The previous results are shown in 
Tables 8A and 8B of the transportation impact analysis report. 

Revised Signal Warrant Analysis  

A revised signal warrant analysis was conducted at two of the four unsignalized intersections 
analyzed for the Pacific Coast Commons project: PCH & Palm Avenue (Intersection A) and PCH & 
Holly Avenue (Intersection B).  
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Both of these intersections have a projected delay increase of over four seconds for the stop-
controlled movements with the inclusion of project related trips. Due to the intersections being 
two-way-stop-controlled, the addition of even one vehicle results in a large increase in delay at the 
stop-sign controlled approach. Therefore, a signal warrant analysis was conducted to see if these 
two intersections trigger the potential need for a traffic signal. Using the Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices (MUTCD) methodology, these two intersections were tested to see if their volumes 
meet signal warrants. The peak hour signal warrant was used for this analysis, and it is intended for 
use at a location where traffic conditions are such that for a minimum of 1 hour of an average day, 
the minor-street traffic suffers undue delay when entering or crossing the major street. 

Neither the PCH & Palm Avenue intersection nor the PCH & Holly Avenue intersection trigger a 
signal warrant for the revised Future plus Project scenario. These results are the same as what was 
reported in the DEIR. Table 4 summarizes this analysis. The previous results are shown in Table 9 
of the transportation impact analysis report. 

Analysis sheets for signal warrants can be found in Attachment B. 

Revised Level of Service Analysis for Project Driveways 

A revised level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate the ability of the Project access plan 
to accommodate the anticipated traffic levels at the driveway access points. This analysis was only 
conducted for the Pacific Coast Commons South driveway on PCH, as Indiana Street is a local road 
and driveway turns are not anticipated to materially affect operations. The Fairfield Parking site 
driveway on PCH provides inbound access only and is also not anticipated to affect operations.  

The Pacific Coast Commons South driveway on PCH will be unsignalized and stop-controlled and 
was analyzed using the two-way stop-controlled HCM 6th Edition methodology. The revised 
driveway analysis LOS worksheets are included in Attachment A. Table 5 shows the results of the 
revised Future plus Project LOS analysis at the unsignalized driveway. The previous results are 
shown in Table 10 of the transportation impact analysis report. 

As shown, the Pacific Coast Commons South driveway approach to PCH is projected to operate at 
LOS D in the AM peak period and LOS E in the PM peak period under the Future plus Project (2027) 
scenario. A queuing analysis was also reconducted for the driveway approach to show the estimated 
length of queues for vehicles exiting the Project site. While the delay is high enough to operate at 
LOS E under the Future plus Project (2027) scenario, queues are anticipated to be minimal given 
the volume of outbound project trips at this driveway. Queue results are shown in Table 6. These 
results are the same as what was reported in the DEIR. The previous results are shown in Table 11 
of the transportation impact analysis report. 
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Summary 

The various future analyses that were revised to include the three additional related projects 
identified by the City of El Segundo did not result in a change to any of the conclusions that were 
reported in the DEIR. 



IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL
Office 243.22 ksf
Café 0.89 ksf

2 1475 E El Segundo Blvd Office 47.84 ksf 48 8 55 9 46 55
3 1320-1330 E Franklin Office 47.25 ksf 47 8 55 9 46 54

Notes: 
ksf = one thousand square feet
Trip Generation Estimates based on Trip Generation, 10th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2017, unless otherwise noted.
[a] Project details based on related project information provided by Paul Samaras at El Segundo, June 2021.

235 280

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

282 451 243 Kansas Street and 330 Kansas Street 243 39

TABLE 1
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

ADDITIONAL RELATED PROJECTS 
TRIP GENERATION ESTIMATES

No. Project Location Land Use [a] Size
Trip Generation



TABLE 2A
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED FUTURE INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

V/C LOS
1 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.875 D

Imperial Hwy PM 1.139 F
2 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.752 C

Walnut Ave PM 0.697 B
3 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.703 C

Maple Ave PM 0.751 C
4 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.782 C

Mariposa Ave PM 0.882 D
5 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.972 E

Grand Ave PM 1.027 F
6 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.901 E

El Segundo Blvd PM 1.170 F
7 Nash St & AM 0.699 B

Imperial Hwy PM 0.574 A
8 Lairport St & AM 0.424 A

Mariposa Ave PM 0.417 A
9 Nash St & AM 0.463 A

Mariposa Ave PM 0.595 A
10 Kansas St & AM 0.319 A

Grand Ave PM 0.368 A
11 Continental Blvd & AM 0.547 A

El Segundo Blvd PM 0.587 A
12 Nash St & AM 0.638 B

El Segundo Blvd PM 0.702 C

NO. INTERSECTION        PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE (2027)



TABLE 2B
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED FUTURE INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Delay LOS
A Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 265.0 F

Palm Ave PM 156.1 F
B Pacific Coast Hwy & AM ** F

Holly Ave PM ** F
C Indiana St & AM 11.4 B

Mariposa Ave PM 13.2 B
D Indiana St & AM 7.4 A

Holly Ave PM 7.7 A
** Indicates oversaturated conditions. Delay exceeds 300 seconds.

NO. INTERSECTION        PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE (2027)



TABLE 3A
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED FUTURE PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

V/C LOS V/C LOS
1 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.875 D 0.878 D

Imperial Hwy PM 1.139 F 1.158 F
2 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.752 C 0.756 C

Walnut Ave PM 0.697 B 0.706 C
3 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.703 C 0.709 C

Maple Ave PM 0.751 C 0.763 C
4 [a] Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.782 C 0.749 C

Mariposa Ave PM 0.882 D 0.864 D
5 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.972 E 0.983 E

Grand Ave PM 1.027 F 1.034 F
6 Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 0.901 E 0.908 E

El Segundo Blvd PM 1.170 F 1.172 F
7 Nash St & AM 0.699 B 0.699 B

Imperial Hwy PM 0.574 A 0.574 A
8 Lairport St & AM 0.424 A 0.424 A

Mariposa Ave PM 0.417 A 0.417 A
9 Nash St & AM 0.463 A 0.464 A

Mariposa Ave PM 0.595 A 0.595 A
10 Kansas St & AM 0.319 A 0.319 A

Grand Ave PM 0.368 A 0.368 A
11 Continental Blvd & AM 0.547 A 0.549 A

El Segundo Blvd PM 0.587 A 0.590 A
12 Nash St & AM 0.638 B 0.640 B

El Segundo Blvd PM 0.702 C 0.705 C
[a] As part of the project, the eastbound leg of Mariposa Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway will be 
reconfigured from one left lane and one through-right lane to one left, one through, and one right 
turn lane.

NO. INTERSECTION        PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE (2027) FUTURE + PROJECT



TABLE 3B
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED FUTURE PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Delay LOS Delay LOS
A [a] Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 265.0 F ** F

Palm Ave PM 156.1 F 237.1 F
B [a] Pacific Coast Hwy & AM ** F ** F

Holly Ave PM ** F ** F
C Indiana St & AM 11.4 B 11.5 B

Mariposa Ave PM 13.2 B 13.5 B
D Indiana St & AM 7.4 A 7.5 A

Holly Ave PM 7.7 A 7.7 A

** Indicates oversaturated conditions. Delay exceeds 300 seconds.

[a] A signal warrant analysis was conducted to test the need for traffic signals at intersections with 
a delay increase of greater than four seconds.

NO. INTERSECTION        PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE (2027) FUTURE + PROJECT



No. INTERSECTIONS PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE 2027 SIGNAL 
WARRANT MET

FUTURE 2027 PLUS PROJECT 
SIGNAL WARRANT MET

Pacific Coast Highway & AM NO NO
Palm Avenue PM NO NO
Pacific Coast Highway & AM NO NO
Holly Avenue PM NO NO

TABLE 4
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED PEAK HOUR SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

A

B



TABLE 5
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED DRIVEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

Delay LOS
Pacific Coast Hwy & AM 28.5 D
Pacific Coast Commons South Dwy PM 35.4 E

TABLE 6
PACIFIC COAST COMMONS PROJECT

REVISED DRIVEWAY QUEUE ANALYSIS

Pacific Coast Hwy & AM
Pacific Coast Commons South Dwy PM

25
25

DRIVEWAY PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE + 
PROJECT

DRIVEWAY PEAK 
HOUR

FUTURE + 
PROJECT

95th% Queue (ft)



Figure 1
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations

Revised Related Projects
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*De facto right turn

Figure 2
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations

Revised Future (2027) Conditions
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Figure 2
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Revised Future (2027) Conditions
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*De facto right turn

**As part of the project, the eastbound leg of Mariposa Avenue at Pacific Coast Highway (Intersection 4) 
will be reconfigured  from one left lane and one through-right lane to one left, one through, and one right turn lane.

Figure 3
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes and Lane Configurations

Revised Future + Project (2027) Conditions
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ATTACHMENT A 

Level of Service Analysis Worksheets  

  



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 1 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Imperial Hwy
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 37 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.592 *
TH 4.00 2,907 6,400 0.460 N-S(2): 0.529
LT 2.00 554 2,560 0.216 * E-W(1): 0.183 *

Westbound RT 1.00 517 1,600 0.107 E-W(2): 0.163
TH 3.00 272 4,800 0.057
LT 2.00 289 2,560 0.113 * V/C: 0.775

Northbound RT 1.00 466 1,600 0.235 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 3.00 1,807 4,800 0.376 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 111 1,600 0.069

Eastbound RT 1.00 167 1,600 0.070 * ICU: 0.875
TH 3.00 259 4,800 0.054
LT 2.00 144 2,560 0.056 LOS:    D

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 27 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.871 *
TH 4.00 2,581 6,400 0.408 N-S(2): 0.519
LT 2.00 661 2,560 0.258 * E-W(1): 0.146

Westbound RT 1.00 591 1,600 0.111 * E-W(2): 0.168 *
TH 3.00 276 4,800 0.058
LT 2.00 177 2,560 0.069 V/C: 1.039

Northbound RT 1.00 1,036 1,600 0.613 * Lost Time: 0.100
TH 3.00 1,801 4,800 0.375 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 178 1,600 0.111

Eastbound RT 1.00 161 1,600 0.045 ICU: 1.139
TH 3.00 369 4,800 0.077
LT 2.00 147 2,560 0.057 * LOS:    F

* - Denotes critical movement

WBR

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 2 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Walnut Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 266 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.402
TH 4.00 3,043 6,400 0.517 * N-S(2): 0.586 *
LT 1.00 59 1,600 0.037 E-W(1): 0.041

Westbound RT 0.68 19 1,086 0.000 E-W(2): 0.066 *
TH 0.32 9 514 0.018 *
LT 1.00 9 1,600 0.006 V/C: 0.652

Northbound RT 0.00 68 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,269 6,400 0.365 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 110 1,600 0.069 *

Eastbound RT 0.55 31 886 0.001 ICU: 0.752
TH 0.45 25 714 0.035
LT 1.00 76 1,600 0.048 * LOS:    C

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 82 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.473
TH 4.00 2,797 6,400 0.450 * N-S(2): 0.476 *
LT 1.00 36 1,600 0.023 E-W(1): 0.121 *

Westbound RT 0.66 37 1,057 0.024 E-W(2): 0.120
TH 0.34 19 543 0.035
LT 1.00 54 1,600 0.034 * V/C: 0.597

Northbound RT 0.00 41 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,839 6,400 0.450 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 41 1,600 0.026 *

Eastbound RT 0.66 92 1,059 0.074 ICU: 0.697
TH 0.34 47 541 0.087 *
LT 1.00 136 1,600 0.085 LOS:    B

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 3 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Maple Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 53 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.449
TH 4.00 2,817 6,400 0.448 * N-S(2): 0.482 *
LT 1.00 138 1,600 0.086 E-W(1): 0.121 *

Westbound RT 1.00 70 1,600 0.001 E-W(2): 0.085
TH 1.00 34 1,600 0.021
LT 1.00 24 1,600 0.015 * V/C: 0.603

Northbound RT 0.00 128 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,194 6,400 0.363 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 54 1,600 0.034 *

Eastbound RT 0.31 52 489 0.089 ICU: 0.703
TH 0.69 118 1,111 0.106 *
LT 1.00 103 1,600 0.064 LOS:    C

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 49 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.491
TH 4.00 2,865 6,400 0.455 * N-S(2): 0.519 *
LT 1.00 97 1,600 0.061 E-W(1): 0.132 *

Westbound RT 1.00 176 1,600 0.080 E-W(2): 0.111
TH 1.00 112 1,600 0.070
LT 1.00 117 1,600 0.073 * V/C: 0.651

Northbound RT 0.00 59 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,694 6,400 0.430 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 102 1,600 0.064 *

Eastbound RT 0.36 34 573 0.028 ICU: 0.751
TH 0.64 61 1,027 0.059 *
LT 1.00 50 1,600 0.031 LOS:    C

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 4 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Mariposa Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 86 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.465 *
TH 4.00 2,353 6,400 0.381 N-S(2): 0.425
LT 2.00 343 2,560 0.134 * E-W(1): 0.217 *

Westbound RT 1.00 87 1,600 0.000 E-W(2): 0.139
TH 1.00 99 1,600 0.062
LT 1.00 63 1,600 0.039 * V/C: 0.682

Northbound RT 1.00 135 1,600 0.065 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,116 6,400 0.331 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 70 1,600 0.044

Eastbound RT 0.20 57 320 0.156 ICU: 0.782
TH 0.80 228 1,280 0.178 *
LT 1.00 123 1,600 0.077 LOS:    C

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 117 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.498
TH 4.00 2,604 6,400 0.425 * N-S(2): 0.510 *
LT 2.00 299 2,560 0.117 E-W(1): 0.272 *

Westbound RT 1.00 232 1,600 0.087 E-W(2): 0.205
TH 1.00 217 1,600 0.136
LT 1.00 202 1,600 0.126 * V/C: 0.782

Northbound RT 1.00 157 1,600 0.035 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,439 6,400 0.381 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 136 1,600 0.085 *

Eastbound RT 0.28 66 451 0.104 ICU: 0.882
TH 0.72 168 1,149 0.146 *
LT 1.00 110 1,600 0.069 LOS:    D

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 5 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Grand Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : Y

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 282 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.732 *
TH 4.00 1,594 6,400 0.293 N-S(2): 0.347
LT 1.00 546 1,600 0.341 * E-W(1): 0.140 *

Westbound RT 1.00 71 1,600 0.000 E-W(2): 0.000
TH 2.00 65 3,200 0.020
LT 2.00 65 2,560 0.025 * V/C: 0.872

Northbound RT 1.00 666 1,600 0.391 * Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,078 6,400 0.325 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 86 1,600 0.054

Eastbound RT 0.00 106 0 0.000 ICU: 0.972
TH 1.87 170 2,997 0.092
LT 1.13 166 1,442 0.115 * LOS:    E

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 173 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.367
TH 4.00 2,549 6,400 0.425 * N-S(2): 0.523 *
LT 1.00 115 1,600 0.072 E-W(1): 0.404 *

Westbound RT 1.00 451 1,600 0.246 * E-W(2): 0.000
TH 2.00 187 3,200 0.058
LT 2.00 608 2,560 0.238 V/C: 0.927

Northbound RT 1.00 216 1,600 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 1,891 6,400 0.295 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 157 1,600 0.098 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 155 0 0.000 ICU: 1.027
TH 1.52 152 2,428 0.126
LT 1.48 300 1,898 0.158 * LOS:    F

* - Denotes critical movement

NBR, 

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 6 - Pacific Coast Hwy & El Segundo Blvd
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 188 1,600 0.089 N-S(1): 0.576 *
TH 4.00 1,342 6,400 0.210 N-S(2): 0.418
LT 2.00 273 2,560 0.107 * E-W(1): 0.188

Westbound RT 1.00 302 1,600 0.135 E-W(2): 0.225 *
TH 2.00 533 3,200 0.167 *
LT 2.00 191 2,560 0.075 V/C: 0.801

Northbound RT 0.00 366 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,634 6,400 0.469 * ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 533 2,560 0.208

Eastbound RT 1.00 294 1,600 0.080 ICU: 0.901
TH 2.00 360 3,200 0.113
LT 1.00 92 1,600 0.058 * LOS:    E

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 107 1,600 0.002 N-S(1): 0.414
TH 4.00 2,933 6,400 0.458 * N-S(2): 0.597 *
LT 2.00 310 2,560 0.121 E-W(1): 0.473 *

Westbound RT 1.00 305 1,600 0.130 E-W(2): 0.268
TH 2.00 440 3,200 0.138
LT 2.00 495 2,560 0.193 * V/C: 1.070

Northbound RT 0.00 258 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 1,614 6,400 0.293 ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 355 2,560 0.139 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 559 1,600 0.280 * ICU: 1.170
TH 2.00 663 3,200 0.207
LT 1.00 208 1,600 0.130 LOS:    F

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 7 - Nash St & Imperial Hwy
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : Y
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.03 424 1,656 0.256 N-S(1): 0.282 *
TH 1.97 805 3,144 0.256 * N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.00 383 1,600 0.239 E-W(1): 0.317 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.230
TH 3.00 1,102 4,800 0.230
LT 2.00 322 2,560 0.126 * V/C: 0.599

Northbound RT 2.00 74 3,200 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 42 1,600 0.026 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 117 0 0.000 ICU: 0.699
TH 3.00 800 4,800 0.191 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 LOS:    B

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.45 203 2,314 0.088 N-S(1): 0.156 *
TH 1.55 218 2,486 0.088 * N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.00 92 1,600 0.058 E-W(1): 0.318 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.170
TH 3.00 817 4,800 0.170
LT 2.00 29 2,560 0.011 * V/C: 0.474

Northbound RT 2.00 237 3,200 0.068 * Lost Time: 0.100
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 96 1,600 0.060

Eastbound RT 0.00 75 0 0.000 ICU: 0.574
TH 3.00 1,397 4,800 0.307 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 8 - Laiport St & Mariposa Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.28 25 449 0.043 N-S(1): 0.039
TH 0.72 64 1,151 0.056 * N-S(2): 0.087 *
LT 1.00 5 1,600 0.003 E-W(1): 0.237 *

Westbound RT 0.00 20 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.101
TH 2.00 226 3,200 0.077
LT 1.00 181 1,600 0.113 * V/C: 0.324

Northbound RT 2.00 58 3,200 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 57 1,600 0.036 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 49 1,600 0.031 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 185 0 0.000 ICU: 0.424
TH 3.00 408 4,800 0.124 *
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024 LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.40 42 634 0.060 N-S(1): 0.113
TH 0.60 64 966 0.066 * N-S(2): 0.149 *
LT 1.00 34 1,600 0.021 E-W(1): 0.168 *

Westbound RT 0.00 27 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.157
TH 2.00 433 3,200 0.144
LT 1.00 68 1,600 0.043 * V/C: 0.317

Northbound RT 2.00 244 3,200 0.055 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 147 1,600 0.092 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 132 1,600 0.083 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 67 0 0.000 ICU: 0.417
TH 3.00 531 4,800 0.125 *
LT 1.00 21 1,600 0.013 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 9 - Nash St & Mariposa Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 200 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.157
TH 2.00 503 3,200 0.220 * N-S(2): 0.238 *
LT 1.00 69 1,600 0.043 E-W(1): 0.095

Westbound RT 1.00 27 1,600 0.000 E-W(2): 0.125 *
TH 2.00 225 3,200 0.070 *
LT 1.00 36 1,600 0.023 V/C: 0.363

Northbound RT 0.00 62 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 304 3,200 0.114 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 29 1,600 0.018 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 44 1,600 0.018 ICU: 0.463
TH 2.00 230 3,200 0.072
LT 1.00 88 1,600 0.055 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 91 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.268 *
TH 2.00 249 3,200 0.106 N-S(2): 0.130
LT 1.00 72 1,600 0.045 * E-W(1): 0.195

Westbound RT 1.00 37 1,600 0.001 E-W(2): 0.227 *
TH 2.00 274 3,200 0.086 *
LT 1.00 37 1,600 0.023 V/C: 0.495

Northbound RT 0.00 154 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 559 3,200 0.223 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024

Eastbound RT 1.00 55 1,600 0.022 ICU: 0.595
TH 2.00 551 3,200 0.172
LT 1.00 226 1,600 0.141 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 10 - Kansas St & Grand Ave
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 37 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.054
TH 1.00 29 1,600 0.047 * N-S(2): 0.058 *
LT 0.00 9 1,600 0.006 E-W(1): 0.161 *

Westbound RT 0.00 9 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.148
TH 2.00 363 1,600 0.132
LT 0.00 49 1,600 0.031 * V/C: 0.219

Northbound RT 0.00 39 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 19 1,600 0.048 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 18 1,600 0.011 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 19 0 0.000 ICU: 0.319
TH 2.00 371 1,600 0.130 *
LT 0.00 25 1,600 0.016 LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 37 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.080 *
TH 1.00 17 1,600 0.039 N-S(2): 0.053
LT 0.00 9 1,600 0.006 * E-W(1): 0.188 *

Westbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.156
TH 2.00 428 1,600 0.143
LT 0.00 19 1,600 0.012 * V/C: 0.268

Northbound RT 0.00 66 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 31 1,600 0.074 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 22 1,600 0.014

Eastbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 ICU: 0.368
TH 2.00 531 1,600 0.176 *
LT 0.00 20 1,600 0.013 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 11 - Continental Blvd & El Segundo Blvd
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : Y
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.20 40 1,925 0.000 N-S(1): 0.032 *
TH 0.87 29 1,395 0.021 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.92 64 2,464 0.026 * E-W(1): 0.156

Westbound RT 0.00 427 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.415 *
TH 3.00 1,357 4,800 0.372 *
LT 2.00 45 2,560 0.018 V/C: 0.447

Northbound RT 1.00 5 1,600 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.83 14 2,922 0.005 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.17 9 1,503 0.006 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 51 1,600 0.029 ICU: 0.547
TH 3.00 664 4,800 0.138
LT 2.00 111 2,560 0.043 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.75 106 2,803 0.032 N-S(1): 0.201 *
TH 0.25 15 397 0.038 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 2.00 399 2,560 0.156 * E-W(1): 0.286 *

Westbound RT 0.00 91 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.221
TH 3.00 913 4,800 0.209
LT 2.00 33 2,560 0.013 * V/C: 0.487

Northbound RT 1.94 140 3,097 0.039 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.06 77 1,703 0.045 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 67 1,600 0.042

Eastbound RT 1.00 12 1,600 0.000 ICU: 0.587
TH 3.00 1,312 4,800 0.273 *
LT 2.00 30 2,560 0.012 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 12 - Nash St & El Segundo Blvd
Description: Future Base (2027) (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : Y
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 34 1,600 0.007 N-S(1): 0.064 *
TH 1.09 76 1,745 0.044 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.91 133 2,444 0.054 * E-W(1): 0.266

Westbound RT 0.00 352 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.474 *
TH 3.00 1,786 4,800 0.445 *
LT 2.00 336 2,560 0.131 V/C: 0.538

Northbound RT 1.00 11 1,600 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 16 1,600 0.010 * ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 8 2,560 0.003

Eastbound RT 1.00 36 1,600 0.021 ICU: 0.638
TH 3.00 647 4,800 0.135
LT 2.00 74 2,560 0.029 * LOS:    B

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 66 1,600 0.030 N-S(1): 0.214 *
TH 1.00 13 1,600 0.008 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 2.00 377 2,560 0.147 * E-W(1): 0.388 *

Westbound RT 0.00 153 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.244
TH 3.00 914 4,800 0.222
LT 2.00 31 2,560 0.012 * V/C: 0.602

Northbound RT 1.44 154 2,303 0.061 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 0.56 60 897 0.067 * ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 35 2,560 0.014

Eastbound RT 1.00 22 1,600 0.007 ICU: 0.702
TH 3.00 1,805 4,800 0.376 *
LT 2.00 57 2,560 0.022 LOS:    C

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



HCM 6th TWSC
7: Pacific Coast Hwy & Palm Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future Conditions (2027) Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 17 2 1850 2243 18
Future Vol, veh/h 12 17 2 1850 2243 18
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - 130 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 13 18 2 2011 2438 20

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 3256 1229 2458 0 - 0
          Stage 1 2448 - - - - -
          Stage 2 808 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 5.74 7.14 5.34 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.64 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.04 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.82 3.92 3.12 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 19 146 73 - - -
          Stage 1 29 - - - - -
          Stage 2 362 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 18 146 73 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 18 - - - - -
          Stage 1 28 - - - - -
          Stage 2 362 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 265 0.1 0
HCM LOS F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 73 - 37 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.03 - 0.852 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 55.8 - 265 - -
HCM Lane LOS F - F - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 3.1 - -



HCM 6th TWSC
8: Pacific Coast Hwy & Holly Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future Conditions (2027) Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 30 4 0 0 4 1780 59 22 1892 118
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 30 4 0 0 4 1780 59 22 1892 118
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - 0 55 - 0 70 - - 155 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 33 4 0 0 4 1935 64 24 2057 128

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - - 1093 2846 4208 1000 2185 0 0 1999 0 0
          Stage 1 - - - 1975 1975 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 871 2233 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14 5.34 - - 5.34 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 7.34 5.54 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 6.74 5.54 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.12 - - 3.12 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 180 18 2 207 101 - - 125 - -
          Stage 1 0 0 - 40 106 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 283 78 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 180 12 2 207 101 - - 125 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 12 2 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - 38 102 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 187 63 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 29.4 $ 425.1 0.1 0.4
HCM LOS D F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 101 - - 180 12 - 125 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.043 - - 0.181 0.362 - 0.191 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 42.2 - - 29.4$ 425.1 0 40.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS E - - D F A E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0.6 0.9 - 0.7 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC
7: Pacific Coast Hwy & Palm Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future Conditions (2027) Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 5 21 3 2245 2300 28
Future Vol, veh/h 5 21 3 2245 2300 28
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - 130 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 5 23 3 2440 2500 30

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 3497 1265 2530 0 - 0
          Stage 1 2515 - - - - -
          Stage 2 982 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 5.74 7.14 5.34 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.64 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.04 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.82 3.92 3.12 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 14 138 67 - - -
          Stage 1 26 - - - - -
          Stage 2 292 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 13 138 67 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 13 - - - - -
          Stage 1 25 - - - - -
          Stage 2 292 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 156.1 0.1 0
HCM LOS F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 67 - 48 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.049 - 0.589 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 61.5 - 156.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS F - F - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 2.2 - -



HCM 6th TWSC
8: Pacific Coast Hwy & Holly Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future Conditions (2027) Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 9.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 51 16 0 10 5 2061 74 16 2187 68
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 51 16 0 10 5 2061 74 16 2187 68
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - 0 55 - 0 70 - - 155 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 55 17 0 11 5 2240 80 17 2377 74

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - - 1226 3275 4775 1160 2451 0 0 2320 0 0
          Stage 1 - - - 2290 2290 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 985 2485 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14 5.34 - - 5.34 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 7.34 5.54 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 6.74 5.54 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.12 - - 3.12 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 146 ~ 10 1 162 73 - - 86 - -
          Stage 1 0 0 - 24 73 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 240 58 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 146 ~ 5 1 162 73 - - 86 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - ~ 5 1 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - 22 68 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 119 47 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 44 $ 1538.3 0.1 0.4
HCM LOS E F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 73 - - 146 5 162 86 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.074 - - 0.38 3.478 0.067 0.202 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 58.2 - - 44$ 2481.7 28.8 57.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS F - - E F D F - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 1.6 3.4 0.2 0.7 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC Future Conditions (2027)
9: Indiana St & Mariposa Ave AM Peak Hour

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 315 9 34 228 5 8 2 59 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 315 9 34 228 5 8 2 59 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 342 10 37 248 5 9 2 64 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 253 0 0 352 0 0 672 674 347
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 347 347 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 325 327 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 6.42 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1312 - - 1207 - - 421 376 696
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 716 635 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 732 648 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1312 - - 1207 - - 406 0 696
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 406 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 690 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 732 0 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1 11.4
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 641 1312 - - 1207 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.117 - - - 0.031 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.4 0 - - 8.1 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 0 - - 0.1 - -

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 1



HCM 6th AWSC Future Conditions (2027)
10: Indiana St & Holly Ave AM Peak Hour

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 2

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.4
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 12 10 21 38 17 8 33 5 13 25 10
Future Vol, veh/h 8 12 10 21 38 17 8 33 5 13 25 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 9 13 11 23 41 18 9 36 5 14 27 11
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.5 7.5 7.4
HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 17% 27% 28% 27%
Vol Thru, % 72% 40% 50% 52%
Vol Right, % 11% 33% 22% 21%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 46 30 76 48
LT Vol 8 8 21 13
Through Vol 33 12 38 25
RT Vol 5 10 17 10
Lane Flow Rate 50 33 83 52
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.058 0.036 0.093 0.059
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.142 4.026 4.055 4.1
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 857 879 876 865
Service Time 2.207 2.096 2.114 2.165
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.058 0.038 0.095 0.06
HCM Control Delay 7.5 7.2 7.5 7.4
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers



HCM 6th TWSC Future Conditions (2027)
9: Indiana St & Mariposa Ave PM Peak Hour

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 346 7 35 414 3 17 2 79 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 346 7 35 414 3 17 2 79 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 376 8 38 450 3 18 2 86 0 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 453 0 0 384 0 0 908 909 380
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 380 380 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 528 529 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 6.42 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - 1174 - - 306 275 667
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 691 614 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 592 527 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - 1174 - - 293 0 667
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 293 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 661 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 592 0 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.6 13.2
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 544 1108 - - 1174 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.196 - - - 0.032 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.2 0 - - 8.2 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.7 0 - - 0.1 - -

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers



HCM 6th AWSC Future Conditions (2027)
10: Indiana St & Holly Ave PM Peak Hour

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 2

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.6
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 14 8 33 21 20 16 58 8 14 25 7
Future Vol, veh/h 4 14 8 33 21 20 16 58 8 14 25 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 4 15 9 36 23 22 17 63 9 15 27 8
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.6 7.7 7.5
HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 20% 15% 45% 30%
Vol Thru, % 71% 54% 28% 54%
Vol Right, % 10% 31% 27% 15%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 82 26 74 46
LT Vol 16 4 33 14
Through Vol 58 14 21 25
RT Vol 8 8 20 7
Lane Flow Rate 89 28 80 50
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.103 0.032 0.092 0.058
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.14 4.082 4.122 4.16
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 857 863 858 851
Service Time 2.207 2.175 2.201 2.236
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.104 0.032 0.093 0.059
HCM Control Delay 7.7 7.3 7.6 7.5
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.2

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 1 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Imperial Hwy
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 37 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.595 *
TH 4.00 2,932 6,400 0.464 N-S(2): 0.535
LT 2.00 554 2,560 0.216 * E-W(1): 0.183 *

Westbound RT 1.00 517 1,600 0.107 E-W(2): 0.163
TH 3.00 272 4,800 0.057
LT 2.00 289 2,560 0.113 * V/C: 0.778

Northbound RT 1.00 500 1,600 0.256 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 3.00 1,818 4,800 0.379 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 113 1,600 0.071

Eastbound RT 1.00 168 1,600 0.070 * ICU: 0.878
TH 3.00 259 4,800 0.054
LT 2.00 144 2,560 0.056 LOS:    D

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 27 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.890 *
TH 4.00 2,636 6,400 0.416 N-S(2): 0.529
LT 2.00 661 2,560 0.258 * E-W(1): 0.146

Westbound RT 1.00 591 1,600 0.111 * E-W(2): 0.168 *
TH 3.00 276 4,800 0.058
LT 2.00 177 2,560 0.069 V/C: 1.058

Northbound RT 1.00 1,066 1,600 0.632 * Lost Time: 0.100
TH 3.00 1,811 4,800 0.377 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 180 1,600 0.113

Eastbound RT 1.00 163 1,600 0.046 ICU: 1.158
TH 3.00 369 4,800 0.077
LT 2.00 147 2,560 0.057 * LOS:    F

* - Denotes critical movement

WBR

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 2 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Walnut Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 266 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.410
TH 4.00 3,069 6,400 0.521 * N-S(2): 0.590 *
LT 1.00 59 1,600 0.037 E-W(1): 0.041

Westbound RT 0.68 19 1,086 0.000 E-W(2): 0.066 *
TH 0.32 9 514 0.018 *
LT 1.00 9 1,600 0.006 V/C: 0.656

Northbound RT 0.00 68 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,316 6,400 0.373 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 110 1,600 0.069 *

Eastbound RT 0.55 31 886 0.001 ICU: 0.756
TH 0.45 25 714 0.035
LT 1.00 76 1,600 0.048 * LOS:    C

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 82 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.480
TH 4.00 2,854 6,400 0.459 * N-S(2): 0.485 *
LT 1.00 36 1,600 0.023 E-W(1): 0.121 *

Westbound RT 0.66 37 1,057 0.024 E-W(2): 0.120
TH 0.34 19 543 0.035
LT 1.00 54 1,600 0.034 * V/C: 0.606

Northbound RT 0.00 41 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,881 6,400 0.457 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 41 1,600 0.026 *

Eastbound RT 0.66 92 1,059 0.074 ICU: 0.706
TH 0.34 47 541 0.087 *
LT 1.00 136 1,600 0.085 LOS:    C

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 3 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Maple Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 53 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.457
TH 4.00 2,843 6,400 0.453 * N-S(2): 0.487 *
LT 1.00 138 1,600 0.086 E-W(1): 0.122 *

Westbound RT 1.00 70 1,600 0.001 E-W(2): 0.085
TH 1.00 34 1,600 0.021
LT 1.00 26 1,600 0.016 * V/C: 0.609

Northbound RT 0.00 131 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,241 6,400 0.371 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 54 1,600 0.034 *

Eastbound RT 0.31 52 489 0.089 ICU: 0.709
TH 0.69 118 1,111 0.106 *
LT 1.00 103 1,600 0.064 LOS:    C

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 49 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.498
TH 4.00 2,922 6,400 0.464 * N-S(2): 0.528 *
LT 1.00 97 1,600 0.061 E-W(1): 0.135 *

Westbound RT 1.00 176 1,600 0.080 E-W(2): 0.111
TH 1.00 112 1,600 0.070
LT 1.00 121 1,600 0.076 * V/C: 0.663

Northbound RT 0.00 62 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,736 6,400 0.437 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 102 1,600 0.064 *

Eastbound RT 0.36 34 573 0.028 ICU: 0.763
TH 0.64 61 1,027 0.059 *
LT 1.00 50 1,600 0.031 LOS:    C

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 4 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Mariposa Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 83 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.466 *
TH 4.00 2,377 6,400 0.384 N-S(2): 0.436
LT 2.00 341 2,560 0.133 * E-W(1): 0.183 *

Westbound RT 1.00 87 1,600 0.000 E-W(2): 0.163
TH 1.00 99 1,600 0.062
LT 1.00 63 1,600 0.039 * V/C: 0.649

Northbound RT 1.00 135 1,600 0.065 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,128 6,400 0.333 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 83 1,600 0.052

Eastbound RT 1.00 69 1,600 0.017 ICU: 0.749
TH 1.00 231 1,600 0.144 *
LT 1.00 161 1,600 0.101 LOS:    C

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 121 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.500
TH 4.00 2,634 6,400 0.430 * N-S(2): 0.530 *
LT 2.00 296 2,560 0.116 E-W(1): 0.234 *

Westbound RT 1.00 232 1,600 0.087 E-W(2): 0.224
TH 1.00 218 1,600 0.136
LT 1.00 202 1,600 0.126 * V/C: 0.764

Northbound RT 1.00 157 1,600 0.035 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,455 6,400 0.384 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 160 1,600 0.100 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 77 1,600 0.000 ICU: 0.864
TH 1.00 172 1,600 0.108 *
LT 1.00 140 1,600 0.088 LOS:    D

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 5 - Pacific Coast Hwy & Grand Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : Y

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 282 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.741 *
TH 4.00 1,615 6,400 0.296 N-S(2): 0.351
LT 1.00 560 1,600 0.350 * E-W(1): 0.142 *

Westbound RT 1.00 73 1,600 0.000 E-W(2): 0.000
TH 2.00 65 3,200 0.020
LT 2.00 65 2,560 0.025 * V/C: 0.883

Northbound RT 1.00 666 1,600 0.391 * Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,091 6,400 0.327 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 88 1,600 0.055

Eastbound RT 0.00 113 0 0.000 ICU: 0.983
TH 1.89 171 3,029 0.094
LT 1.11 166 1,417 0.117 * LOS:    E

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 173 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.382
TH 4.00 2,569 6,400 0.428 * N-S(2): 0.531 *
LT 1.00 131 1,600 0.082 E-W(1): 0.403 *

Westbound RT 1.00 454 1,600 0.243 * E-W(2): 0.000
TH 2.00 189 3,200 0.059
LT 2.00 608 2,560 0.238 V/C: 0.934

Northbound RT 1.00 216 1,600 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 1,917 6,400 0.300 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 165 1,600 0.103 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 160 0 0.000 ICU: 1.034
TH 1.53 153 2,451 0.128
LT 1.47 300 1,879 0.160 * LOS:    F

* - Denotes critical movement

NBR, 

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 6 - Pacific Coast Hwy & El Segundo Blvd
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 191 1,600 0.091 N-S(1): 0.583 *
TH 4.00 1,351 6,400 0.211 N-S(2): 0.419
LT 2.00 290 2,560 0.113 * E-W(1): 0.188

Westbound RT 1.00 311 1,600 0.138 E-W(2): 0.224 *
TH 2.00 532 3,200 0.166 *
LT 2.00 191 2,560 0.075 V/C: 0.807

Northbound RT 0.00 366 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 2,639 6,400 0.470 * ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 533 2,560 0.208

Eastbound RT 1.00 294 1,600 0.080 ICU: 0.907
TH 2.00 360 3,200 0.113
LT 1.00 92 1,600 0.058 * LOS:    E

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 109 1,600 0.002 N-S(1): 0.421
TH 4.00 2,941 6,400 0.460 * N-S(2): 0.599 *
LT 2.00 325 2,560 0.127 E-W(1): 0.473 *

Westbound RT 1.00 326 1,600 0.140 E-W(2): 0.272
TH 2.00 440 3,200 0.138
LT 2.00 495 2,560 0.193 * V/C: 1.072

Northbound RT 0.00 258 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 4.00 1,624 6,400 0.294 ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 355 2,560 0.139 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 559 1,600 0.280 * ICU: 1.172
TH 2.00 663 3,200 0.207
LT 1.00 211 1,600 0.132 LOS:    F

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 7 - Nash St & Imperial Hwy
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : Y
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.03 424 1,656 0.256 N-S(1): 0.282 *
TH 1.97 805 3,144 0.256 * N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.00 383 1,600 0.239 E-W(1): 0.317 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.230
TH 3.00 1,102 4,800 0.230
LT 2.00 322 2,560 0.126 * V/C: 0.599

Northbound RT 2.00 74 3,200 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 42 1,600 0.026 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 117 0 0.000 ICU: 0.699
TH 3.00 800 4,800 0.191 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 LOS:    B

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.45 203 2,314 0.088 N-S(1): 0.156 *
TH 1.55 218 2,486 0.088 * N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.00 92 1,600 0.058 E-W(1): 0.318 *

Westbound RT 0.00 0 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.170
TH 3.00 817 4,800 0.170
LT 2.00 29 2,560 0.011 * V/C: 0.474

Northbound RT 2.00 237 3,200 0.068 * Lost Time: 0.100
TH 0.00 0 0 0.000 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 96 1,600 0.060

Eastbound RT 0.00 75 0 0.000 ICU: 0.574
TH 3.00 1,397 4,800 0.307 *
LT 0.00 0 0 0.000 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 8 - Laiport St & Mariposa Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.28 25 449 0.043 N-S(1): 0.039
TH 0.72 64 1,151 0.056 * N-S(2): 0.087 *
LT 1.00 5 1,600 0.003 E-W(1): 0.237 *

Westbound RT 0.00 20 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.101
TH 2.00 227 3,200 0.077
LT 1.00 181 1,600 0.113 * V/C: 0.324

Northbound RT 2.00 58 3,200 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 57 1,600 0.036 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 49 1,600 0.031 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 185 0 0.000 ICU: 0.424
TH 3.00 409 4,800 0.124 *
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024 LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.40 42 634 0.060 N-S(1): 0.113
TH 0.60 64 966 0.066 * N-S(2): 0.149 *
LT 1.00 34 1,600 0.021 E-W(1): 0.168 *

Westbound RT 0.00 27 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.157
TH 2.00 435 3,200 0.144
LT 1.00 68 1,600 0.043 * V/C: 0.317

Northbound RT 2.00 244 3,200 0.055 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 147 1,600 0.092 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 132 1,600 0.083 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 67 0 0.000 ICU: 0.417
TH 3.00 532 4,800 0.125 *
LT 1.00 21 1,600 0.013 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 9 - Nash St & Mariposa Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 200 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.157
TH 2.00 503 3,200 0.220 * N-S(2): 0.238 *
LT 1.00 69 1,600 0.043 E-W(1): 0.095

Westbound RT 1.00 27 1,600 0.000 E-W(2): 0.126 *
TH 2.00 226 3,200 0.071 *
LT 1.00 36 1,600 0.023 V/C: 0.364

Northbound RT 0.00 62 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 304 3,200 0.114 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 29 1,600 0.018 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 44 1,600 0.018 ICU: 0.464
TH 2.00 231 3,200 0.072
LT 1.00 88 1,600 0.055 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 91 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.268 *
TH 2.00 249 3,200 0.106 N-S(2): 0.130
LT 1.00 72 1,600 0.045 * E-W(1): 0.196

Westbound RT 1.00 37 1,600 0.001 E-W(2): 0.227 *
TH 2.00 276 3,200 0.086 *
LT 1.00 37 1,600 0.023 V/C: 0.495

Northbound RT 0.00 154 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 2.00 559 3,200 0.223 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 39 1,600 0.024

Eastbound RT 1.00 55 1,600 0.022 ICU: 0.595
TH 2.00 552 3,200 0.173
LT 1.00 226 1,600 0.141 * LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 10 - Kansas St & Grand Ave
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : N
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 37 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.054
TH 1.00 29 1,600 0.047 * N-S(2): 0.058 *
LT 0.00 9 1,600 0.006 E-W(1): 0.161 *

Westbound RT 0.00 9 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.148
TH 2.00 364 1,600 0.132
LT 0.00 49 1,600 0.031 * V/C: 0.219

Northbound RT 0.00 39 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 19 1,600 0.048 ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 18 1,600 0.011 *

Eastbound RT 0.00 19 0 0.000 ICU: 0.319
TH 2.00 371 1,600 0.130 *
LT 0.00 25 1,600 0.016 LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 0.00 37 0 0.000 N-S(1): 0.080 *
TH 1.00 17 1,600 0.039 N-S(2): 0.053
LT 0.00 9 1,600 0.006 * E-W(1): 0.188 *

Westbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.156
TH 2.00 429 1,600 0.143
LT 0.00 19 1,600 0.012 * V/C: 0.268

Northbound RT 0.00 66 0 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 31 1,600 0.074 * ITS: 0.000
LT 0.00 22 1,600 0.014

Eastbound RT 0.00 11 0 0.000 ICU: 0.368
TH 2.00 532 1,600 0.176 *
LT 0.00 20 1,600 0.013 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 11 - Continental Blvd & El Segundo Blvd
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : Y
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.20 40 1,925 0.000 N-S(1): 0.032 *
TH 0.87 29 1,395 0.021 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.92 64 2,464 0.026 * E-W(1): 0.160

Westbound RT 0.00 427 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.417 *
TH 3.00 1,366 4,800 0.374 *
LT 2.00 45 2,560 0.018 V/C: 0.449

Northbound RT 1.00 5 1,600 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.83 14 2,922 0.005 ITS: 0.000
LT 1.17 9 1,503 0.006 *

Eastbound RT 1.00 51 1,600 0.029 ICU: 0.549
TH 3.00 681 4,800 0.142
LT 2.00 111 2,560 0.043 * LOS:    A

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.75 106 2,803 0.032 N-S(1): 0.201 *
TH 0.25 15 397 0.038 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 2.00 399 2,560 0.156 * E-W(1): 0.289 *

Westbound RT 0.00 91 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.226
TH 3.00 934 4,800 0.214
LT 2.00 33 2,560 0.013 * V/C: 0.490

Northbound RT 1.94 140 3,097 0.039 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.06 77 1,703 0.045 * ITS: 0.000
LT 1.00 67 1,600 0.042

Eastbound RT 1.00 12 1,600 0.000 ICU: 0.590
TH 3.00 1,327 4,800 0.276 *
LT 2.00 30 2,560 0.012 LOS:    A

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



Project Title: Pacific Coast Commons Project
Intersection: 12 - Nash St & El Segundo Blvd
Description: Future + Project (Revised Analysis)

      Thru Lane: 1600 vph N-S Split Phase : Y
      Left Lane: 1600 vph E-W Split Phase : N

Double Lt Penalty: 20 % Lost Time (% of cycle) : 10
ITS: 0 % V/C Round Off (decs.) : 3

OLA Movements :
FF Movements:

Date/Time: AM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 34 1,600 0.007 N-S(1): 0.064 *
TH 1.09 76 1,745 0.044 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 1.91 133 2,444 0.054 * E-W(1): 0.269

Westbound RT 0.00 352 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.476 *
TH 3.00 1,795 4,800 0.447 *
LT 2.00 336 2,560 0.131 V/C: 0.540

Northbound RT 1.00 11 1,600 0.000 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 1.00 16 1,600 0.010 * ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 8 2,560 0.003

Eastbound RT 1.00 36 1,600 0.021 ICU: 0.640
TH 3.00 664 4,800 0.138
LT 2.00 74 2,560 0.029 * LOS:    B

Date/Time: PM PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MVMT LANES VOLUME CAPACITY V/C

Southbound RT 1.00 66 1,600 0.030 N-S(1): 0.214 *
TH 1.00 13 1,600 0.008 N-S(2): 0.000
LT 2.00 377 2,560 0.147 * E-W(1): 0.391 *

Westbound RT 0.00 153 0 0.000 E-W(2): 0.249
TH 3.00 935 4,800 0.227
LT 2.00 31 2,560 0.012 * V/C: 0.605

Northbound RT 1.44 154 2,303 0.061 Lost Time: 0.100
TH 0.56 60 897 0.067 * ITS: 0.000
LT 2.00 35 2,560 0.014

Eastbound RT 1.00 22 1,600 0.007 ICU: 0.705
TH 3.00 1,820 4,800 0.379 *
LT 2.00 57 2,560 0.022 LOS:    C

* - Denotes critical movement

ICU ANALYSIS

ICU ANALYSIS



HCM 6th TWSC
7: Pacific Coast Hwy & Palm Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future + Project Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 19 3 1899 2264 25
Future Vol, veh/h 13 19 3 1899 2264 25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - 130 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 14 21 3 2064 2461 27

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 3307 1244 2488 0 - 0
          Stage 1 2475 - - - - -
          Stage 2 832 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 5.74 7.14 5.34 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.64 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.04 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.82 3.92 3.12 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 17 142 70 - - -
          Stage 1 28 - - - - -
          Stage 2 351 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 16 142 70 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 16 - - - - -
          Stage 1 27 - - - - -
          Stage 2 351 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s$ 336.9 0.1 0
HCM LOS F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 70 - 34 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.047 - 1.023 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 58.9 -$ 336.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS F - F - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 3.7 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC
8: Pacific Coast Hwy & Holly Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future + Project Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 33 4 0 0 5 1806 59 22 1924 118
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 33 4 0 0 5 1806 59 22 1924 118
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - 0 55 - 0 70 - - 155 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 36 4 0 0 5 1963 64 24 2091 128

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - - 1110 2889 4272 1014 2219 0 0 2027 0 0
          Stage 1 - - - 2005 2005 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 884 2267 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14 5.34 - - 5.34 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 7.34 5.54 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 6.74 5.54 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.12 - - 3.12 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 175 17 2 203 97 - - 121 - -
          Stage 1 0 0 - 38 103 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 278 75 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 175 11 2 203 97 - - 121 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - 11 2 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - 36 98 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 177 60 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 30.8 $ 473.2 0.1 0.4
HCM LOS D F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 97 - - 175 11 - 121 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.056 - - 0.205 0.395 - 0.198 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 44.3 - - 30.8$ 473.2 0 41.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS E - - D F A E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0.7 0.9 - 0.7 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC
7: Pacific Coast Hwy & Palm Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future + Project Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 21 6 2289 2337 52
Future Vol, veh/h 6 21 6 2289 2337 52
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - 130 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 7 23 7 2488 2540 57

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 3578 1299 2597 0 - 0
          Stage 1 2569 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1009 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 5.74 7.14 5.34 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.64 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.04 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.82 3.92 3.12 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 12 131 62 - - -
          Stage 1 24 - - - - -
          Stage 2 282 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 11 131 62 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 11 - - - - -
          Stage 1 21 - - - - -
          Stage 2 282 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 237.1 0.2 0
HCM LOS F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 62 - 38 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.105 - 0.772 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 69.8 - 237.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS F - F - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - 2.8 - -



HCM 6th TWSC
8: Pacific Coast Hwy & Holly Ave 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future + Project Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 12.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 57 16 0 10 7 2102 74 16 2218 68
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 57 16 0 10 7 2102 74 16 2218 68
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - 0 55 - 0 70 - - 155 - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 62 17 0 11 8 2285 80 17 2411 74

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - - 1243 3339 4860 1183 2485 0 0 2365 0 0
          Stage 1 - - - 2341 2341 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 998 2519 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy - - 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14 5.34 - - 5.34 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - 7.34 5.54 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - 6.74 5.54 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.12 - - 3.12 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 0 142 ~ 9 1 156 70 - - 81 - -
          Stage 1 0 0 - 22 69 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 0 0 - 236 56 - - - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 142 ~ 4 1 156 70 - - 81 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - ~ 4 1 - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - 19 61 - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - 105 44 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 48.7 $ 1970.9 0.2 0.4
HCM LOS E F

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 70 - - 142 4 156 81 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.109 - - 0.436 4.348 0.07 0.215 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 62.6 - - 48.7$ 3184.1 29.8 61.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS F - - E F D F - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - 1.9 3.5 0.2 0.8 - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



HCM 6th TWSC Future + Project (2027)
9: Indiana St & Mariposa Ave AM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 315 9 38 228 2 8 2 85 26 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 315 9 38 228 2 8 2 85 26 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 342 10 41 248 2 9 2 92 28 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 250 0 0 352 0 0 678 679 347
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 347 347 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 331 332 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 6.42 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1316 - - 1207 - - 418 374 696
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 716 635 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 728 644 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1316 - - 1207 - - 402 0 696
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 402 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 688 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 728 0 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.1 11.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 655 1316 - - 1207 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.158 - - - 0.034 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.5 0 - - 8.1 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.6 0 - - 0.1 - -

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 1



HCM 6th AWSC Future + Project (2027)
10: Indiana St & Holly Ave AM Peak Hour

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.5
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 8 12 10 21 38 18 8 36 5 16 34 10
Future Vol, veh/h 8 12 10 21 38 18 8 36 5 16 34 10
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 9 13 11 23 41 20 9 39 5 17 37 11
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.6 7.5 7.5
HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 16% 27% 27% 27%
Vol Thru, % 73% 40% 49% 57%
Vol Right, % 10% 33% 23% 17%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 49 30 77 60
LT Vol 8 8 21 16
Through Vol 36 12 38 34
RT Vol 5 10 18 10
Lane Flow Rate 53 33 84 65
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.062 0.037 0.095 0.075
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.157 4.056 4.078 4.129
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 852 871 870 858
Service Time 2.229 2.137 2.147 2.199
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.062 0.038 0.097 0.076
HCM Control Delay 7.5 7.3 7.6 7.5
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.2

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 2



HCM 6th TWSC Future + Project (2027)
9: Indiana St & Mariposa Ave PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 346 7 48 414 7 17 2 104 20 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 346 7 48 414 7 17 2 104 20 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 376 8 52 450 8 18 2 113 22 0 0

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 458 0 0 384 0 0 938 942 380
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 380 380 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 558 562 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - 6.42 6.52 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - 3.518 4.018 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1103 - - 1174 - - 293 263 667
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 691 614 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 573 510 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1103 - - 1174 - - 276 0 667
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 276 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 650 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 573 0 -

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.8 13.5
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 556 1103 - - 1174 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.24 - - - 0.044 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 13.5 0 - - 8.2 0 -
HCM Lane LOS B A - - A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.9 0 - - 0.1 - -

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 1



HCM 6th AWSC Future + Project (2027)
10: Indiana St & Holly Ave PM Peak Hour

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 14 8 33 21 23 16 68 8 20 31 7
Future Vol, veh/h 4 14 8 33 21 23 16 68 8 20 31 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 4 15 9 36 23 25 17 74 9 22 34 8
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.4 7.7 7.8 7.6
HCM LOS A A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 17% 15% 43% 34%
Vol Thru, % 74% 54% 27% 53%
Vol Right, % 9% 31% 30% 12%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 92 26 77 58
LT Vol 16 4 33 20
Through Vol 68 14 21 31
RT Vol 8 8 23 7
Lane Flow Rate 100 28 84 63
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.116 0.033 0.096 0.074
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.159 4.235 4.144 4.201
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 852 850 851 841
Service Time 2.233 2.235 2.237 2.285
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.117 0.033 0.099 0.075
HCM Control Delay 7.8 7.4 7.7 7.6
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.2

Pacific Coast Commons Project 06/22/2021 
Fehr & Peers

Synchro 11 Report 
Page 2



HCM 6th TWSC
10: Pacific Coast Hwy & Holly Dwy 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future + Project Driveway Analysis Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 21 0 0 2013 26
Future Vol, veh/h 0 21 0 0 2013 26
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 23 0 0 2188 28
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1108 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 7.14 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.92 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 176 - -
          Stage 1 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 176 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - -
 

Approach EB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 28.5 0
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 176 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.13 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 28.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS D - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 - -



HCM 6th TWSC
10: Pacific Coast Hwy & Holly Dwy 06/22/2021

Scenario 1 Pacific Coast Commons Project 5:00 pm 12/06/2018 Future + Project Driveway Analysis Synchro 11 Report
Fehr & Peers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 23 0 0 2253 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 23 0 0 2253 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 25 0 0 2449 35
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major2
Conflicting Flow All - 1242 - 0
          Stage 1 - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - -
Critical Hdwy - 7.14 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy - 3.92 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 143 - -
          Stage 1 0 - - -
          Stage 2 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - 143 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - -
          Stage 1 - - - -
          Stage 2 - - - -
 

Approach EB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 35.4 0
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 143 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.175 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 35.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS E - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.6 - -



  

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT B 

Signal Warrant Analysis Worksheets 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future Conditions
Minor Street Palm Ave Peak Hour AM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 2 0 12 0 X North/South
Through 2,386 2,826 0 0 East/West
Right 0 18 17 0
Total 2,388 2,844 29 0

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Palm Ave

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 5,232 29
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future Conditions
Minor Street Palm Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 3 0 5 0 X North/South
Through 2,814 2,960 0 0 East/West
Right 0 28 21 0
Total 2,817 2,988 26 0

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Palm Ave

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 5,805 26
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future + Project Conditions
Minor Street Palm Ave Peak Hour AM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 3 0 13 0 X North/South
Through 2,435 2,847 0 0 East/West
Right 0 25 19 0
Total 2,438 2,872 32 0

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Palm Ave

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 5,310 32
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future + Project Conditions
Minor Street Palm Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 6 0 6 0 X North/South
Through 2,858 2,997 0 0 East/West
Right 0 52 21 0
Total 2,864 3,049 27 0

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 5,913 27

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Palm Ave
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future Conditions
Minor Street Holly Ave Peak Hour AM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 4 22 0 4 X North/South
Through 2,284 2,365 0 0 East/West
Right 59 118 30 0
Total 2,347 2,505 30 4

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Holly Ave

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 4,852 30
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future Conditions
Minor Street Holly Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 5 16 0 16 X North/South
Through 2,570 2,796 0 0 East/West
Right 74 68 51 10
Total 2,649 2,880 51 26

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 5,529 51

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Holly Ave
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future + Project Conditions
Minor Street Holly Ave Peak Hour AM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 5 22 0 4 X North/South
Through 2,310 2,397 0 0 East/West
Right 59 118 33 0
Total 2,374 2,537 33 4

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 4,911 33

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Holly Ave
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 



Project Pacific Coast Commons
Major Street Pacific Coast Highway Scenario Future + Project Conditions
Minor Street Holly Ave Peak Hour PM

Turn Movement Volumes Major Street Direction
NB SB EB WB

Left 7 16 0 16 X North/South
Through 2,611 2,827 0 0 East/West
Right 74 68 57 10
Total 2,692 2,911 57 26

5 1
NO

Number of Approach Lanes

* Note:   Traffic Volume for Major Street is Total Volume of Both Approches.
             Traffic Volume for Minor Street is the Volume of High Volume Approach.

Traffic Volume (VPH) * 5,603 57

Major Street Minor Street Warrant MetPacific Coast Highway Holly Ave
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Major Street - Total of Both Approaches - Vehicle Per Hour (VPH)

Warrant 3B, Peak Hour

* Note:   150 vph applies as the lower threshold volume for a minor-street 
approach with two or more lanes and 100 vph applies as the lower

threshold volume for a minor-street approach with one lane.

Source: California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Caltrans, 2014

150*

100*

2 or More Lanes & 2 or More Lanes

1 Lane & 1 Lane

2 or More Lanes & 1 Lane 
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