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CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE 
JUNE 20, 2013 

SUBJECT: CRENSHAW/LAX TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 

ACTION: PROJECT DEFINITION CHANGES IN CEQA ADDENDA 

RECOMMENDATION 

A. Approve and adopt project definition changes, CEQA Addendum and 
Findings; and 

B. Approve and adopt the second set of project definition changes, CEQA 
Addendum and Findings. 

ISSUE 

On September 22, 2011, the LACMTA Board certified the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/FEIR) and approved 
the Project Definition, which was based on the Locally Preferred Alternative for 
the FEIS/FEIR, and adopted Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations under CEQA. Subsequently, minor technical changes to the 
project design have occurred due to further engineering refinements, and a 
response to public concerns. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, LACMTA analyzed potential 
environmental impacts of the design changes and concluded that an addendum 
would be appropriate. The Addendum found that none of the design changes 
represent substantial changes to the project, result in new significant impacts, or 
result in previously identified significant effects becoming substantially more 
severe than shown in the FEIS/FEI R. 

Additionally, the Federal Transit Administration issued a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) for these same changes on September 4, 2012. The FONSI can 
be found in Attachment A. 



The minor technical changes that have been made to the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project include the following: 

• Revised design and relocation of the optional below-grade light-rail transit 
(LRT) station at Crenshaw BoulevardNernon Avenue (the optional 
CrenshawNernon Station) from the southeast corner of Vernon Avenue 
and Crenshaw Boulevard to the northwest corner of Vernon Avenue and 
Crenshaw Boulevard or just north of West 43rd Place in street along 
Crenshaw Boulevard on the eastern side of the street. 

• Relocation of the optional at-grade Aviation/Manchester Station to 
Florence and Hindry (renamed as the Florence/Hindry Station). 

• Shift of portions of the LRT alignment into the former Burlington Northern 
Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad right-of-way (ROW), which reduces the ROW 
acquisitions required for the project and involves the demolition of two 
BNSF railroad bridges at Florence Avenue and Interstate 405 (1-405) and 
at Century Boulevard and Aviation Boulevard. 

• Street, driveway, and sidewalk modifications and pedestrian crossing 
improvements, including a mid-block pedestrian crossing of the LRT 
tracks between Eucalyptus and Inglewood Avenues. 

A second set of minor technical changes to the project design have occurred due 
to further engineering refinements, and in response to public concerns. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, LACMTA analyzed potential 
environmental impacts of the second set of design changes and concluded that 
an addendum would be appropriate. The Second Addendum found that none of 
the changes substantially change the project, result in new significant impacts, or 
result in previously identified significant effects that would be substantially more 
severe than shown in the FEIS/FEIR. 

Additionally, the Federal Transit Administration concurred with our request for a 
Class 11 Categorical Exclusion finding for these same design changes. FTA 
issued a letter of agreement on March 21, 2013 (Attachment B). 

The second set of minor technical changes that have been made to the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project include the following: 
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• A mid-block pedestrian undercrossing at Faithful Central Bible Church. 

This proposed design change would convert the proposed mid-block at­
grade pedestrian crossing of the LRT tracks at the Faithful Central Bible 
Church (FCBC) location, approximately 350 feet west of Eucalyptus 
Avenue, to a mid-block pedestrian undercrossing at the same location. 

• Aerial Guideway Over La Brea Avenue and At-Grade Florence/La Brea 
Station 

This proposed design change provides cost savings and would convert 
the grade separation at La Brea Avenue from a below-grade LRT crossing 
to an aerial guideway. While the below-grade configuration was cleared 
as part of the approved project by the LACMTA Board, the DEIS/DEIR 
also examined an aerial configuration over La Brea Avenue. This aerial 
segment was a component of the Base LRT Alternative analyzed in the 
DEIS/DEIR, and adopted as the Locally Preferred Alternative by the 
LACMTA Board. 

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT 

This Board action will not have an impact on established safety standards. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

Together, all the design changes described in the Addenda will not add additional 
costs to the Project. The funding of $118,087,265 is included in the approved 
FY13 budget under Project 865512 (Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project), in 
Cost Center 8510 (Construction Project Management) and Account Number 
53101. Since this is a multi-year capital project, the Executive Director, Transit 
Project Delivery, will be responsible for budgeting in future years. 

Impact to Budget 

The sources of funds for this project are capital funds identified in the adopted 
Long Range Transportation Plan. There is $50.4 million of Proposition A 35% 
which is eligible for rail operations. All other funds are not eligible for bus and rail 
operating expenditures. 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

One or more of the proposed design changes could be deleted from the Project. 
However, the project management team believes each design change described 
in the Addenda will enhance the functionality and appeal of the Project. 
Removing the mid-block pedestrian undercrossing at Faithful Central Bible 
Church could delay the pending CPUC application process at this location 
indefinitely, and adversely impact the Project schedule. 

NEXT STEPS 

Upon the award of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Design-Build contract this 
spring, final design and construction of the Project, including the design changes 
approved by the Board as described in the Addenda will proceed. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. FTA Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) dated Sept. 4, 2012 
B. FTA Environmental Re-evaluation letter dated March 21, 2013 

Prepared by: Robert Ball, Deputy Executive Officer and Project Director 
Executive Office, Project Management (213) 922-7280 
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Krishniah N. Murthy 
Executive Director, Transit Project Delivery 

ArthurT. Leahy ~ 

Chief Executive Officer 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

Mr. Arthur T. Leahy 
Chief Executive Officer 

Attachment A 

REGION IX 
Arizona, California, 
Hawaii, Nevada, Guam, 
American Samoa, 
Northern Mariana Islands 

201 Mission Street 
Suite 1050 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
415-744-3133 
415-744-2726 {fax) 

SEP O 4 2012 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2592 

Jtt,1 
Dear~ 

Re: Supplemental Environmental Assessment and Finding 
of No Significant Impact for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project 

Based on our review of the Supplemental Environmental Assessment, dated July 2, 2012, for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has issued a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS I). A copy of the FONS I is enclosed. 

The FONSI and supporting documentation should be made available to affected government 
agencies and the public and should be posted on the project website. A Notice of Availability for 
the FON SI should be published in local newspapers and should also be provided directly to 
affected government agencies, including the State intergovernmental review contacts established 
under Executive Order 12372. 

Please note that the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the City of 
Los Angeles will be required to undertake the mitigation measures identified in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report and the Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment. 

Thank you for your cooperation in meeting the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act. If you have questions about our review, please call Ms. Mary Nguyen of our Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Office at (213) 202-3960. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

-&~~ 
Leslie T. Rogers ;~ 
Regional Admini~r 
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Finding of No Significant Impact 

Grant Applicant: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) 

Project Sponsor: Los Angeles Cmu1ty Metropolitan Tram,-portation Authority 

Proposed Project: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 

The Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) for this project was prepared 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. § 4332); Federal 
Transit Laws (49 U.S.C. §§ 530l(e), 5323(b), and 5324(b)); Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. § 303); and Executive Order 12898 
(Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low­
Jncome Populations). 

Description: On December 30, 2011, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a 
Record of Decision {ROD) on the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project (Project). Th.e Project consists of an 8.5-mile fixed 
guideway that begins from a southern terminus at the Metro Green Line, and follows the 
Harbor Subdivision Railroad right-of-way (ROW), adjacent to Aviation Boulevard and 
Florence A venue, and continues northeast to Crenshaw Boulevard where it would travel 
north largely within the Crenshaw Boulevard right-of~way to the Ex.position/Crenshaw 
Station, adjacent to the Exposition Line. The Project will include six transit stations, a 
vehicle maintenance storage facility near Arbor Vitae Street and Bellanca Avenue, park-and­
ride lots at the Florence/La Brea, Florence/West and Crenshaw/Exposition Stations, traction 
power substations, and the acquisition of rail vehicles and maintenance equipment. 

Since the ROD, modifications to the project design have occurred during the preliminary 
engineering phase to reduce cost, reduce right-of-way impacts, reduce utility impacts, 
improve light rail transit (LR T) operations, and improve traffic circulation and pedestrian 
·crossings. The specific proposed project modifications addressed in the EA include the 
following: 

I. Relocation of the station and portal for the optional off-street CrenshawN ernon 
Station 

2. Relocation of the station and name change for the optional Aviation/Manchester 
Station, now referred to as the optional Florence/Hindry Station 

3. Shift of segments of the LRT alignment into the former Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) railroad ROW made possible by the abandonment of the :freight track. The • 
shift of the alignment involves the demolition of two BNSF railroad bridges at 
Florence Avenue and I-405, and at Aviation Boulevard and Century Boulevard. 

4. Street, driveway, and pedestrian crossing improvements, which include: 
• Street modifications to allow for the provision of bus bays 
• Driveway and sidewalk modifications to improve traffic circulation and 

pedestrian crossings 
• Mid-block pedestrian crossing ofLRT tracks between Eucalyptus and Inglewood 

Avenues 
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The relocation of the optional off-street CrenshawN emon Station would reduce the cost of a 
below-grade station by reducing property impacts and minimizing other impacts. Similarly, 
relocation of the optional A viation/Manchcster Station (now named Florence/Hindry Station) 
from an aerial station to an at-grade station would also reduce costs. This optional 
Aviation/Manchester Station was shifted to Florence and Hindry Avenues to ensure that the 
alignm~nt for the station platforms could accommodate future three car trains (also known as 
three light rail vehicles). 

During the preparation of the FEIS, negotiations for the abandonment of the BNSF line and 
relinquishment of the right-of-way to LACMTA were ongoing. As agreements with BNSF 
were finalized in 2012 following the issuance of the ROD, it was determined that the 
alignment of the LRT could be shifted into the abandoned railroad right-of-way. This would 
reduce construction costs, property acquisitions, and utility relocations required for the 
Project. The change in the alignment also would reduce the curves in the alignment which, 
in tum, would improve operations. 

The FEIS identified the types of equipment at the crossings and features along the corridor 
that would be required for the Project. During preliminary engineering and in consultation 
with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), designs for street, driveway and 
sidewalk modifications were refined to accommodate, where feasible, crossing gates, center 
medians at crossings, equipment, bus bays, and other amenities to facilitate vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation. Additional pedestrian crossing improvements, including a mid-block 
pedestrian crossing, were included in response to public comm~nts. 

Environmental Effects: Pursuant to the requirements ofNEPA (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.; 
23 C.F.R. Part 771), FTA and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (LACMT A) prepared a Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) on July 2~ 
2012 to evaluate potential environmental effects of the Project. FT A served as lead agency 
under NEPA for the Project and LACMTA was a joint lead agency. The EA concluded that 
implementation of the project modifications would cause no significant adverse effects that 
could not be mitigated. This applies to all applicable environmental elements, including 
aesthetic and visual resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, 
environmental justice, hazardous materials, land use and zoning, noise and vibration, public 
services and utilities, recreation and Section 4(f) resources, safety and security, social 
impacts, transportation and circulation. Mitigations identified in the EA had previously been 
identified in the FEIS. 

After reviewing the EA and supporting documents, including public comments and responses 
to those comments, FT A finds under 23 C.F .R. § 771.121 that the proposed project, with 
mitigation measures LACMTA has committed to implement, will have no significant adverse 
impact on the environment. The record provides sufficient evidence and analysis for 
determining that a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is not required. FT A also 
finds, in accordance with Federal Transit Law at 49 U.S.C. § 5324(b), that an adequate 
opportunity to present views was given to all parties with significant economic, social, 
cultural, or environmental interests and that the preservation and enhancement of the 
environment and the interest of the community in which the Project is located were 
considered. 

FT A has issued an errata to the EA, clarifying statements related to the number and types of 
property acquisitions required for the Project and a temporary construction easement 
proposed at the May Company Building. That errata is attached ~s Attachment C. The 
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proposed action would result in two full acquisitions, 20 partial acquisitions, and nine 
temporary construction easements, and the demolition of the two BNSF railroad bridges. 
Shifting the alignment into the former BNSF ROW reduces the ROW required for the 
Project and avoids 29 full acquisitions, 23 partial acquisitions and 28 subsurface easements 
( a total of 80 parcels avoided). One of the temporary construction easements, consisting of 
165 square feet, is located at the former May Company Building, now a Macy's department 
store, a historic property eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. On 
June 26, 2012, Ff A received concurrence from the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) that the project modifications would occur within the Area of Potential Effects, as 
identified in the FEIS, and the project modifications would have no adverse effect on the 
historic property, thereby satisfying the requirements and recommendations of 36 C.F .R. 
Part 800. The letters of consultation with SHPO are provided in Appendix E of the EA. 

The proposed project modifications, including the temporary occupancy of a 165 square feet 
temporary construction easement located at the former May Company Building will not result 
"in a use of any Section 4(f) property. 

AB required by NEPA, a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the EA for the project 
modifications was mailed directly to agencies and individuals. Over 4,000 notifications were 
mailed and emailed to four local news publications, federal, state and local agencies, and 
elected officials, as well as to community organizations, stakeholders, and individuals, 
residents, and businesses within a quarter-mile of the project site. A complete list of agencies 
and organizations notified and receiving the EA is included in Section 6 of the EA. In 
addition, the NOA and the EA were also posted on the project web site. Hard copies of the 
EA were also available for public review at fifteen libraries. 

The public has been afforded adequate opportunity to comment on the EA. Public comment 
was sought, and comments were received during the 30-day public review period from July 2 
to August 2, 2012. A public hearing was also held on July 17, 2012. Ten public agencies 
commented on the EA. Nineteen individuals and representatives of community organizations 
also provided comments, five in the form of letters and e-mail and 14 provided orally at the 
public hearing. A summary of comments and responses to those comments is attached as 
Attachment A. 

Environmental Findings: In accordance with 23 C.F.R. Part 771, finds, on the basis of the 
analysis, reviews, and mitigation measures discussed above, that there are no significant 
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project modifications. LACMTA 
has incorporated mitigation measures into the Project to reduce or eliminate potentially 
adverse environmental impacts during the construction period on transportation, visual and 
aesthetics, air quality, noise and vibration, and ecosystems (modification and removal of 
trees). 

eslie T. Rogers 
Regional Administrator 
FTA Region IX 
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0 
U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

Mr. Arthur T. Leahy 
Chief Executive Officer 

Attachment B 
REGION IX 
Arizona, California, 
Hawaii, Nevada, Guam 
American Samoa, 
Northern Mariana Is lands 

201 Mission Street 
Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1839 
415-744-3133 
415-7 44-2726 (fax) 

MAR 2 1 2013 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2592 

Attention: Mr. Emmanuel Liban 

~ 
DearMr.~ 

Re: Environmental Determination Request; 
Crenshaw/LAX Pedestrian Undercrossing and 
Design Refinements at Florence/La Brea Station 

The Federal Transit Administration has completed its review of the March 4, 2013 letter from the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority and supporting documentation 
requesting an environmental detennination in accordance with 23 CFR Part 771.115, 771.118, 
and 771.130( c) for the following design changes for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Conidor Project: 

• change of a proposed mid-block at-grade pedestrian crossing to an undercrossing near the 
Faithful Central Bible Church, 

• reconfiguration of a below-grade trench to an aerial guideway over La Brea A venue, and 
• reconfiguration of the Florence/La Brea Station from below grade to street level. 

Based on the infonnation submitted, we agree with your assessment that the proposed project 
changes are consistent with the criteria under the requirements for a Class II Categorical 
Exel usion, and neither the preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement nor an 
Environmental Assessment is necessary. 

Further, this review which is based on past experience with similar projects, :finds that the design 
changes: do not induce significant environmental impacts to planned growth or land use for the 
area; do not require the relocation of significant numbers of people; do not have a significant 
impact on natural, cultural, recreational, historical or other resource; do not involve significant air, 
noise, or water quality impacts; do not have significant impacts on travel patterns; or do not 
otherwise, either individually or cumulatively, have any significant environmental impacts. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Mary Nguyen of our Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Office at (213) 202-3960. 

Sine rely, 

i6.~ 
eslie T. Rogers U 

Regional Administrator 
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Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
Design Changes -

Environmental Technical Memorandum 

Federal Transit Administration 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

December 2012 
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Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
Design Changes-Environmental Technical Memorandum 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Purpose and Scope of Environmental Technical Memorandum 

This environmental technical memorandum (memo) has been prepared pursuant to the National 
Environmental Polley Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) 
regulation 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 771.130, which stipulates that the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) must be immediately notified of proposed changes to the base project and determine 
whether addn:ional environmental analysis is necessary before the lead agency can take any action related to 
the proposed changes. The purpose of this memo is to address design changes proposed to the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (LACMTA) 
for review by the FT A in accordance with environmental procedures (23 C FR § 771 .130). 

The scope of the memo cons iders project modifications that have been made since approval of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/FEIR, August 2011) and the 
FTA's issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD. December 2011) for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project, as well as project modifications that have been made since approval of the Supplemental 
Environmental Assessment (SEA, June 2012) and the FTA's issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI, September 2012) . The cumulative collection of these reports composes the environmental record 
for the project. For the purposes of the memo, the project's existing documents, including the FEIS/FEIR, 
ROD. SEA and FONSL will be referred to as the "environmental record", except when clarifications are 
required. 

Project Location and Setting 

The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor is located in a hi,ghly urbanized part of Los Angeles County and would 
encompass the cities of Los Angeles , Inglewood, and El Segundo, as well as unincorporated areas of Los 
Angeles County (Figure 1 }. The project would operate in a north/south direction between the Exposition Line 
(Expo line} at the Crenshaw/Expo Station and the existing Green Line Aviation/LAX Station. From its 
northern terminus, the light rail transit (LRT) alignment would travel within the Crenshaw Boulevard right-of­
waX below-grade from Exposition Boulevard to just north of 48m Street, at-grade in the median from 
48t' Street to 59th Street, and below-grade from south of 59tr. Street to 67t" Street. The LRT alignment would 
then travel within the Harbor Subdivision railroad right-of-way in a southwest direction, between 67th Street 
and the Aviation Boulevard/Manchester Avenue intersection, before heading due south and reaching its 
terminus at the Green Line near Imperial Highway and Aviation Boulevard . The Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project would provide transit improvements that would enhance mobility throughout the project 
corridor and connect it to existing transit in the region . 

Project Description 

The purpose of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project is to provide for the implementation of transit 
improvements that addresses the identified transportation needs in the corridor. The project would address 
the needs by expanding transit capacity in the corridor to accommodate existing and future travel demand 
and by providing a higher speed and reliable transit alternative that improves mobility in the corridor by 
connecting with or extending existing lines or transit lines under construction, such as the Green and 
Expo Lines. 

The LRT alignment would extend approximately 8.5 miles from the Expo Line at the Crenshaw/Exposition 
Boulevards intersection and connect to the Green Line. The LRT alignment would be double-tracked and 
would be comprised of at-grade street, at-grade railroad, aerial, and below grade sections. The project 
would be operated using high-floor articulated vehicles, electrically powered by a overhead catenary system, 
and operating along a new, two-direction fixed guideway, located in both exclusive and semi-exclusive ng:hts­
of-way . The project would include six stations, two optional stations, park-and-ride and bus transfer facilities, 
a vehicle maintenance and operations facility , and traction power substations . 

Crensh.31,•<··,.l.AX T,arsi t Corrfc:or Pro,,ecr Decerr.be.r 2012 
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Description of Design Changes 

There are two design change:s currenUy proposed by too projecL 

1) A Mid-Block PtKJn./rlan ~ al Fll.lthfu/ Canlnll BlbltJ Church 
This propos~d design change y,ould convert th,e mid-block al-grade pedestrian cro!S-Sing of the LRT 
tracks at the Faithful Central Bible Church (FCBC) location. approximately 350 feet v~st of Euc:afyptus 
Avenue. to a mi~block pedestrian undEirc.ro-ssing at the same locabon. 

The environmental record determined tha.t :sidewalk. improvernrents would be necessary at Euc:afyptus 
Ave nu~ in order to accommodate pedestrian mo\'e-ments as.sociated with Sunday SEHViGe and other 
major e 1.'ents at FCBC, in th,e City of Inglewood!. Th<e primary is.sue is that th,e church sanctuary 
(Tabernacle} i:s separated from the majority of the c.hu.rch parking (:surface and structured) by too project 
n.ght-of-way. Ped-estrians from the church v.-.ould hai;e to pass along the existing Eucalyptus A...,enue 
:sidewalk. which 15 relati11ely narrov.- and shared by u1ility poles, in order to c.ros.s the LRT tracks. 

LACMTA has had ongoing coordination with th,e church lhroug,ho-ul the environmental ptanning and 
d~sign process. Although a widening of the sid~walk and improvements to the pe,clenitria·n crossing 
surface were previou::.ly e'w'aluated in the emoironmental record and propose-db~ LACMTA, the churc:h 
h.a:s requested further anal~ on the crossw.g: and potential additional improvements for paris.hl()ners. 
LACMTA previously proposed the add1tio-n of a mid-block at-gra~e pedestrian crossing of the project 
approximately 350 feel 'lf'Et-:st of EU<:alyptus Avenue. Tha cro:ssing would be a supp'8rnentary pedestrian 
crossing for the church, connecting the Tabernacle area on the north to church parking lots south of the 
proJect alignment. Thie primary access betvmen the Tab9macle and the parking lots would continue to 
be the public sidevralk along the wast stda of Eucatyr,tu:s Avenue. Subf8'ct to re1Jiew and approval by the 
CPUC. the cms.-sjng weruld be desig;na1:ad as a private crossing with locked gate:s on both sides of the 
right-of-way to be used for special church event::; vlillh high pedestrian volumes, such a-s Sunda~• church 
servic;es and large runernl events or o1her :special events. The church would conlrol wh,;m the gates 
would be unlocked for us.e. A:s shown in Figure 2, th,e c::ro:ssing woukl be approximately 20 feet wKie and 
would have proper equipment, iocfuding a ped,estrian gate arm, safety gat~ a,nd visual and a,udible 
crossin,g vramir,gs. The mid-block pooe:strian crossing was cleared in the SEA as part of the 
environmental record (June 2012). 

The proposed de:si,gn change would create a pedestrian undercrossmg rather than an .it-grade 
pedestrian crossing at the :same mid-bklck location. This propos-ed design change ·would anabte church 
users lo wall from the parking lot to th,e Tabernacle through a pedestrr.an undercrossing: (or tunnel). Th~ 
d<0sign change allows for increased pedestrian safety a:s church \Jis1tors am routed benl:N)th too LRT 
tracks and cl'o1oid pedestnian queuing and pedestrian-vehicle conflict The church woukl maintain contro[. 
over access to the pedestrian uooercrossing, which would be loc:ked when not in use. 

rhe mid-block: pedestrian undercmss.ing at FCBC would cost an iKldiUonal $2.2 million to impiement 
when compared to the mid-block at-grade pedestrian crossing at the same JocaUon, which has an 
estimated c.ost of $200,000. A preliminary drawing of the propose<! mid-block ped@Strian undercmssing 
is shown in Flgiure 3. 

2) AfH'la/Gu/datwlyOWlt'LaBrNAvtHUHI 
This proposed desjgn change would convert the grade sepa rabon at La Brea Avenue from a belO',','­
grade LRT crossing to an aerial guideway. The bek>w-9raoo configuration referred to in this memo vras 
deared as the appro1Jed project by the LACTMA board. The e-nvironmen1al rnco:rd also examined an 
aerial confi,gur.:ition over La Brea Avenue In the DEJS/OEIR. This aerial segment was considered part of 
the Base LRT Alternative, was assumed during carcutation of the DEJSlDElR, and adopted as the localfy 
Preferred Alternative by the LACMTA Bo.:ird. 

The aer"1i configuration ooroioored 1n the DEIS.'DEI R transitioned from at-grnde to aerial east of La Brea 
Avenue ne,ar Market Street an<l west of Eucalyptus Avenue. The aerial alignment evaluated in the 
DEISlDE.IR ex1:9nded to a he.ght of approx,mawl~ 50 raet to provide clearance from the Burlington 
Northern Santa :Fe Railroad (BNSF) freight rail tracks. 

During the advanced conceptual design pha~ of the project, it was determin&d thc1t pot&ntial seismic 
ccmstraints, from the Newport-I nglev.·ood Fault Zone. would pro.hibit the construction of a station at or 
immediately adjacent to La, Brea Avenue. 

Dlt'."t-U:~~l .iAXT.,.-.?S.'! Cc-~i!'~.,. P,~."«t 
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Figure 2 
Faithful Carilral Bible Churd1 At Gr.too Mid-Block Pedastrian Crossing 
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Figure 3 
F.ailhful Cemal Bib1e ChlJ'Ch Mid-Bbc:k Pedestrian Undercmssing 
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As part of value engineering for the- de,:stg:li bui11d process, the :station location was moved further east 
where the alignrrwmt came bad; to grade near Market Stna.et, and the crossing at La Bma Avenoo wa:s 
changed from an aertal configuration to a bellow-grade trnnch configuration to PfOVi.de pote,nttal cost 
savings. Without a :station a,dJacent to La Brea Av,a,nue, th9 trench sec:tictn eli:minalad the need for a 
relabv,ery long and htgh structure required to a\'oid BNSF frei,ght clearan,c.e requirements. No ad•.·er:se 
effects were determined to occ.ur for the aerial gYideway evaluated in the environmsental record and no 
public comments wars mceived relatied to too La Stea Avenue crossing. 

The currently proposed aerial guid8'\'ii•ay across La BrEira Avenue becam,a, feasttile after LACMTA and 
BNSF negobated the at:;E:mdnnment of the freight tra<::k5. The BNSF abandonment allov~ tha aerial 
guideway to be con:stn..l(;.1:ed at a much lower e leva:tion (appro:itimaitely 25 feet:). Lowering the height of 
the ae,rial guioowav would a:lso require a shorter aerial :seg1TIE1nt (approximate ty t .000-feet shorter than 
the original .aerial structure assumeid in the DEIS/DEIR}, as the gLiideway would tran5ition back to grade 
level sooner on 'lhe west :sid& or La Brea, Ave-nue, east or Ivy Str&el 

As part of the design change, th-e Florenr;e/La Brea Station, located in the same location appro.,·ed as 
part of the project. i:s propo~wd to be at-grade and le\lel w,th Florence Avenue, instead of approximatety 
17-feet oolo·,·•· Florence Avenue. This design change would also include retaining wa[ls a~roc1ching 
each side of La Brea Avenue. Ftguro 4 depicis the aerial guideway design change. The cost savin~ 
aswciated with ttu,s opt.kin would be approximately $10 miEhon. 

The c;urrentty proposed design change would provide significant mprovemants in station design, .iccess 
and visibility as rt would be at street level a,nd along lhe we~trafficio:e-d la Brea Avenue thoroughfare. 
Th-e proposed oo:sign change W'Ollld atso imprCM;1 the gateway a re.a to the Ci:ty or lngle'l!'.oo<fs 
c:;ommerda,I district and enhance opportunities for future tr:ansit-criented devellopment in ~ City. 
Additionally, substantial cost-savings beoofits are assoc,.ated with the proposed des~n change, including 
d,ecrea'S<Eld constructJon costs, as a re-suit of the folllowtng.: 

• Shortening the length and height of the appro'led aerial alignment - an estimated $1.6 miUion cost 
saving:s 

• E limmatlng 'lne required relocation of city-owned utill.ti,e:s currently within the LAC MT A right-of-•.va)' -
an esltmated S3 mtllio n c:;ocSt savings 

To data, the e,n,•ironmental record for the pro~ct has analyzed proJ,ect feature,s rele 1,anl to the curr,a,ntly 
proposed design changie:s including the pedestrian crossing of the LRT tracks at FCBC, and bebe,-grade 
separation at La Brea Avenue. The project's en:vironmental record dete,rmined that these previously 
proposed actions would not result ,in adverse social. economic, or environmental nmpacts. 

2.0 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

This memo identifies the impacts associated ·,vith the currenU~ proposed desrgn changes and. where 
potential effects exist, i,d,;_mtifies rt<commended mitigation mea:su.rs:s. The follov,l'in,g s,ection:s confirm 'lnat the 
proposed design changes vrou:ld not result in new or :substantially more :severe impacts. a,nd that the 
proJ.eds e-n\lironmental record h.a:s identified all impacts and mi,b,gation measures associated w1tf1 the project, 
inc:luding 1mpac:t evaluations as.:s.oc:iata-d wrth the mk:1-block pedestrian crossing., and grade :separation at 
La Brea Avenue. 

As part of the prevtous environmental ana~_r,.;~:s conductoo for th<B project, the fol10·1..-ing toptcs were 
considered in the enYironmental record, but no pc:,teritial new effects were identrfted. There-fore. there is no 
further d1sca.1ssion regarding the,se l'SS.Ues in thtS memo. 

• Economic$ and Flscail Effect&: The proposed mid-block pedestrran un<lerc:;rossin,g and the propo:sad 
aerr.af guideway ·rn'Ould have no new adverse effects ret:ated to economic:;:s. and fiscalls effects. The mid-­
block uooercrossing would ha•.•e no new fiscal impact while the aerial gutde-way would c:;reate a g.atawa)' 
effect to Downtown Inglewood, he lpmg to define a: se~e of place a,nd increase the attraciiYe n,a,ss of 
de.,·elopmenl in the area. V\ihile the retaining wall would block potential site hoo:s along La Brea Avenue 
which could influence expo,s.ure to si,gnage, the buslf"lesse:s within this segm,a.nl are community orlli}n~d 
and th&ir locations are known to re:sidents and their bu:siooss associates.. Therefore, the propose-d mld­
bk>ck pad,estrian undeirc.ros.sing and aerial gut::leway would ha,ve no effect on economic and fi-sc:al 
conditions. 

C~:7#.'14~ .. ,·L-4.)"·· r:,-.r:.s:! C"CJ.~Cc~.,. _;:""C:,•~ 
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Figure 4 
La Brea A,-enue Grade SeoaratiOO aad Station 
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• Eeos.ystema (Vegetation and Wtk.lltfe): Thei proposed mid-block pedestrian uniderc:rossing and the 
proposed aerial guiooway would have no new adverse effect related to ecosystems. The propose-d 
d£i5ign change:s would not oc:;c:;ur in area:s of native habitat or have an effect on :sensitive species. No 
additional trees would be damaged or removed as a result of the proposed design changes, and a::s a 
result, the, proposed oosign c:hange:s would oot have a si,gnrficant impact on biological resources. 
Therefore, oo adc:M:ionai analysis is neecktd and no adv-er--.,,e effects rested to ecosystems would occur. 

• Energy: The proposed mid-bl\ock pede,strian undercrossing and the proposed aerial gukl~y would 
have no new adverS& effe.cts related to energy. Oi:,,eralion of the, mo-block pe,destrian unide,rc:rossing 
would require addiibonal hghtilng and drainage provisions by use of sump pumps than the mid--biock al­
grade pedestrian crossin,g pre,.·iollSly analyzed. Howe\ler, the increase in energy us.age would be 
negligib'8 when compared to 'lhe overall energy usage of the project and would not resutt man inefficient 
Lrse of en-erg}'. The proposed aerial gwdeway would require less energy for lighting and drainage than 
underground scena:rio previously analyzed smce an aerial guide-way would no longer require lightmg. 
Therefore, no additional analy~.s is needed and no advef'SEI eff,a,,c,ts related to energy would occur. 

• GeotechnicaUSubs.urface/S.ismlc/Hazardous Materials: Thee operation of the proposed mid-block 
pedestrian undercrossing and ~rial guiooway wouki have oo oow adverse e'lfeci:s related to geology, 
soils. and hazardous f'lil3teriais. The seismic hazards, ground shaking resulting from an earthquake 
oc.c:urring along any of ~·.,eral major active faults in Southam California. and subsurface gases from oil 
fields vrould nc,t be affected by the mid-block pedestrian undercro-s.sing or aerial guideway. OperatiOn of 
the mid-block crossing and a,eria1 guideway would oot. result in !he exposure to hazardou:s materials. or 
cause u~table :soil conditions. Therefore. no additional i:lnalysis i!'.i Meded and no adver,s,s effects 
relamd t.o geology, soils. and hazardous materials would occur. 

• Pubic Services: The proposed mid-bloc-. pedestriian undercrossing and tha proposed ae,rial guideway 
woukl ha'r'e no new adv-er-~ effects related to public seri,•ces. No facitrbes woukl be displ.ac:;ed by the 
propos-ed desi!gn changes. Given the limited scope and scale of the proposed design changes and the 
atr..ence, of public service and emergE1nc.y factlille':s adjacent to the locations where these ac:tions 'lrould 
be impl,e,mented, too proposed design chan,glB'S would not interfere with the i:;covision of emergency or 
other public services. Therefore, no addilbonal analysis is needed and no adverse effects rnlated to 
public :seivic:;es would occ.ur. 

• Safety and Security. Pedestrian safety ·would be improved with the mid-block undercro-ssing as potenttial 
pedestn.an 1Jehicular conll1d woold be a,limin.ated to FCBC patrons 'M"!en the undercrossing is i:n use. 
The mid-block undercros.stng would be m and wowd contain acc~s ramps that comply with ADA 
mquirements. Access to the undercrossing vrould oo s,a,,c,ured and contro!l,e,d by FC8C and it is 
anticipated that the undercrossing wowd only be open to handle :pe,ak. ev,a,nts. The underc:ros.sing woukl 
be gated .,,vt,en not in use and would oot re;sutt in impacts to sarety and security. The aerral guide'"'-ay 
woutd be m beneath too overcrossing and wowd oo more "isibk3 than th-e oolov.·-grade trench 
configuration. By c:;ontinu1ng to be grade-separated, no impacts ,o :s.afety and security would occur. The 
propos-ed nmv station configuration woukl be level with Florence Avenue and wo ufd result in mora 
visibilrty than the previously identified stabon configuration w'hich would be approximately 17 feet bel.mv 
Florence Avenue. This would leadi to an environment that is easier to monitor and be seen. No adverse 
effects to safety and security .... .,ould occu,r for the aenal guldev;-ay. 

• Seetion 4{1'>: The proposed mid--1::xock. petie:strtan urn:lerc:;ros:sing and the proposed aerial g,u1deway vrould 
have no new i:ldverse erfecls related to Secllon 4(f>. The proposed design changes would not result in a 
use of a Secbon 4{0 resource. No wildlife or waterfowl refuges eJCis1:: in 'the vicinrty of the project 
altgnrnent. Further dt:Seusston of effects on historical sites is included below under Hrstonc 
(Secilon 100). Cultural, and Archaeological Resources. Th-e propowd de,sign changes. would have no 
effect on park.lands or recreational facilllws. Therefore, no additiomd analysis rs ooede<l and no ad..,erse 
effects related to Section 4(f) resources would occur. 

• Wttin: No utility re.location or new effects on utility servic:;e would occur as a re:sult of the proposed mid­
bk:ick pedes1rii:in underc.rossing and the proposed aerial guid,eway. Measurets to pro't:9ci uf.11:ity ~rv!CEI 
and provide proper nobfic.ation in case of temporarJ' di:srup'bon would sbll be implemented as part or the 
mod1:fucatiomi. Therefore, no adchtional analysis i:s needed and no adverse effects related to utilities 
would occur. 

-t.~.~·-Li:•t+?£~ .. f·rr~~r,s:! Cc -~~a,, .P."C;,.'~ 
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• 'Wat.r Resources: The proposed mid-block pedestrian undercro~sing and the proposed aerial guideway 
woukl have no new adverse effects relaba-d to municipal water suwly, flooding. local surface water 
bodies. groundwater reso,urc.es. local drainage ba~ns. or v,ater quality. The scope of the proposed 
de:sign changes would not mo<:lify the existing conditions, would not affect or require the relocation of 
:storm draim- and fwe hyd.rants. or inc.Jude actions 1hat wrould further affect water quality. water ~ppfy. or 
hydrology at a loc:ai or re-g.icmal level. Therefore. no addrbonal analysis r.; nooded and no adverse effech 
related to water resourc,e,s 'tloufd occur. 

The en..,ironmental issues listed below could potentially result in new effects from implementation of the 
propoSoEld mtd-block pedestrian uncklrcro:ss.ng and the proposed aerial guideway. The follo'h1ng sections 
descnoo potential impacts specif1e to each design change and list the mibgation measures identified in the 
en..,ironmenlal record that are pertinent to the design changes. 

2.1 TRANSPORTATION 

Impacts 

Thoe envilfonmental rr::K.ord (Soction 3 orthe SEA. June- 2012) addressed transportation impacts resulting from 
an at-grad~ mid-bfoc:k pedestrian crossing. The proposed mid-block. pedestrian uooe-rcrossing would be in 
the same locabon. approximatel~ 350 feet we,st or Eucalyptus Avenue. and solely d,edicated to peoostrian 
use. The proposed design change wouki create an improv-ed ped,estrran flov,- for the major :source of 
pedestrian activity at the church as pede-strians would not have to wart during train cro~.ngs and could 
instead flow proc.eEKI without. interrupUon beneath the alignment The propo:sied design chan~ •uoukl not 
have an effect on veh;c;utar c~rculation. No adverse effects related to transportation would occur rrom the 
proposed mid-block. pedestrian undercrossing. Therefore. operation of the proposed mid-block pedestrian 
unoorcrO"'~g would not result in any transportation rmi:,a;c;ts that would exceed those already analyzed 
under too m~block pede:strian crossing. identified in the erwironmental record. 

2.1.2 

Too e-mrironmEtntal r1i?c0<d (Sedion 3.2 of the FEISi'fEIR. DEISJDEIR) addressed transportation impacts 
resuffing from re<suffing from the project The environmental record found that the pcoject would provkie new 
LRT service tn the Crenshaw/LAX Tran:sit Corridor, and tha! the project impro..,ed trans.it service- in mrms of 
faster and more reliabki service compared to the No-Build Alternative_ The aerial guklEWi'ay woutd continue to 
be grade-separated at La Brea A ... enu:,e and would not affoc:t the flo,.., or vehicular traffic. Operation of the 
proposed aerial guki&\'Vi:lY would oot resuf!'I: in any transportation impacts that ·,vould exceed those already 
analyzed under either th& below grade CH aerial ahgnment. identified in I.he emuonmental record. Therefore, 
no ad..,erse e,ffects related to transportation woutd occur ftom the proposed aerial guide·.vay. 

Mitigation Measures 

The proposed mi~block pedestrian undercrossing and the aernar gwdeway would not re,sult tn any oow or 
more substani'ti:alfy, :s.eviere transportation impacts that would exceed those alread)' identified in the 
environmental record. Therefore, oo addrtjonal mitigation is re,qulred. 

2.2 COMMUNTIES AND NEIGHBORHOODS 

Impacts 

2.2.. 1 l.-f/c:J-Bktcl<. Ptia't.,sldan llndt:Ytctossing 

The environmental record {Sectt0n 3 of ttw SEA. June 2012) addre,:;.s.ed community impacts resulting rrom 
an at-gJade mi~block pedestrian crossmg. The proposed mid-block pede,strian undercrossing would 
impro\r'e the func.t10n of an important community resource. No significant disptlcement or disruption lo the 
local community. bu:sioos.s. or re:siderrt5 would occur from the proposed design change. Th-erefare, no 
adverse effects related lo communities :and neighborhoods would occur rrom the proposed mid-bk:ick 
pedestrian: undercro:s:sing. Operation or the proposed mid-block pedestrian undercrossing would not result in 
any impacts to communities and neig,hborhood:s that w~u·k:l e.x.CE18'd those already analyzed under too mid­
block pede:stnan c.rossmg, ~dentified in the erwironmen1al record. 

,Cr,:."1:.h.:i.:;,-lAX· 7:'-.?.S:t C,-,,;,;c~' ,..,.~ '«:t' 
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2.2.2 /q;,,1!J/ G-:.1rv'c.-+'cl)f O vtzr La tYnt,J ,11, ir•~1naf.' 

The environmental record (Section 4 of the FEISIFEl:R. DE.IS~DE.I R) addressed impacts to communities and 
ooighborhoods resulting from the project. The e-nvtronmental record analyzed a below-grade {FEISJFE.IR) 
and aeriaP ahgnment (DEIS,'OEIR) and determined that neither wouid create additional barriers or disruption 
in the ell.isling estabbhed c:ommunit.ie,s and neighborhoods. a:s they would be grade-separated and operate 
a long an existing freight raiiway and not a,ffed traffic flow on la Brea Avenue. 

The currentty prnp:>se<I aerial guide-way would contmue to be graoo-saperated and maintain traff.: now ak:ing 
La Brea Ave nus. The proposed aerial guide way woufd not alter or bloc;:k ac;:c;:es-s to any community assets, 
dis.place 011- or c.dJ..stre,et perking :spac,e,s. negabvely impact economic development. result in changes to 
population. c:ommuruty cohesion and 1nteraction. social value,,s, qu,altty of llfe, or result in isolation. No 
ad•.•erse environmental effects. are anticipated related to communities for the d-esign optkms. Operation of 
the prop:>sed aerial guiooway would not result rn impacts to communities and neighborhoods that would 
exceed those alre-ady analyzed under the aerial afignment, ioentmed in the em•ironmental record. 

Mitigation Moau.iros 

The pro-posed mid-block pedestrian underc:rossing and the aerial gwde-~vay would not re:su:lt in any new or 
more substa.nbalty, severe impacts to communities and neighborhoods that 'IIOU,ld, exceed those, affeady 
identified in the e nvironmenkl I record. Therefore. no addltlo-nal mitigation ilS t9quited. 

2.3 LANDUSE 

Impacts 

2.3.1 lAid-Biock ,ut:h..,..,'es!riaY"J U@..:Jr:,,rc.ros:...:;ing 

The environment.a~ record (Section 3 of I.he SEA. June 2012} addressed land tr~ impacts resulting from an 
at-grade mKl-bf.ock pedestrian crossing. The proposed mid-bloc.k pede,s.trian underc:rossing wouk:I impro1i'E! 
the- function of FCBC and the adjacent par;-Jng, lot land u:-.:ie by enhancing acce:ssibility. Some of the FCBC 
property that 1/S currently u--.:ied a:s parking wouk:l be repurp:>:sed as ramps for pedeaslrian acce:s:s to the 
uncknc:ro:sslng. No a~rse effects related to land ~ ·would occ:ur rrom the propor.:,8d mid-block pedestrian 
undercrosstng. Operation of the propo~ mid-block pedestrian undercrossing would not r,e-s.ul1 in any new 
or morn• :substantially. :severe laind us-e 1mpects that would exceed those already analyzed under the mid­
bloc~: pedestri,an crossmg, Identified in the enviromn,eintal record . 

2.3.2 ,f-lr?l--/:1! Gukie;,•,~":JY Ov« t. ,, B.rea A V.fh~(Je 

The environrnentaf record! (Section 4.1 of the FEI S.IFEI R, DEISlDE.IR) addressed impacts to land use 
msul1mg from the project. The environmental record .matyzed the below-grade (FEISiFEIR} and ae,rial 
alignment (DBSiOEJR} and dete-rmined that the project would be compatible with light industrial and 
manufacturing land uses exist along too railro~ right-of-way and F"lorence Avenue . The environmental 
record conclude-d that fOJ both the beliow-grade and aerial alignment configurations. the station areas could 
lili(ely undergo substantial I.and l.lS9 changes because of 1"'9ir proxJmity to downtown lng:~wood and the 
emerging trend of de'ietopment and redevek:ipment in the area. Furthermorn. due to the location of eac:h 
station area. future pedestrian access to downlo,vm lnglewood and City Half would be enhanced through 
inc.rease-d mobility. 

The c;:urren1iy proposed aerial guideway at La Brea, Avenue and associated station that would be at street 
le,viel would rnc;rease the acce-s:sibility and visibility of the station entrance. Ythic:;h c;oukl tead to further 
development of adjacent s.treet-le•,et pedestrian-oriented uses. Additionally. this de-vei,opment wouk:I be 
c;:onsi:stent wrt.h the City of Inglewood's land LJSe goats and p:>licses of creating a vrbrant downtown arec1 . No 
ad•,erse effects as.sociated wirh land uses around the aerial guideway area are anticipate-d. OJ)erabon of the 
proposed oorlat guideway· woukl not result rn any I.and LF...e impacts that wouk:I exceed those already 
analyzed unoorthe aerial alignment. identified in the enYironmental tecord. 

Mitigation Moasuros 

The pro posed mid-block pedestrian unckiirc:rossing and too aenal gu«:leway would not re-suit in any oow or 
more :substantiaUy. se-.•.mi impam to land u-...e that ... roukf e-:c:ceed those already Klenlif1ed in the 
e nYironme nta I record. Thererore, no additiona I mibgation is required. 
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2.,4. ACQUISnlONS AND DISPLACEMENTS 

Impacts 

The environmental record (Section 3 or the SEA, June 2012) addre:s.sed acqursrtion anid displa,c;em,eint 
impacts resulting from a:n at-grade mid-bloc.k pedestrian crossing. . No property acqursition from FCBC would 
be required to accommodate ramps for lhe mid-block pedestrian underc.rossing, a:s Uhe ramps 11;-ould be buitt 
and then owned by FCBC. Howe-'ler, a right-of:.en1ry would be required to buikl these ramps .and to pro1Jide 
access to Metro for periodic iri:spections of the undercrossing strucit.ire . Right-of-entry would occur 
temporarit;,·. In coordination with the FCBC, and would not result in adver-....e effucts from acquisroon. 
Operation of the mf(}-bloc:k pada!S-1rian undercrossing would satisfy FCBC concerns about circ:ula,tion and 
wouk! not affect the function or use of FCBC. Operation of the proposed mid-block pedestrian undercro:ssing 
would not result in any acquisitions i:lnd d~placement:s. impacts that 'lrould exc:aa,d those atready analyzed 
und,er the mid-block pedestrian cros:sIng, identified in the environmental record. 

2.4.2 ,;1.eo'a/ Guida;;;-1-,;y 01,Ny· Li; fJreH A venue 

The environmental record (Sections 4.2 of the FErS!F'EIR and DEi S,OErR) addres-sed impacts related to 
ac.qui:sitions and displaoement resultmg from the project. The environmental rec.ord (FElSJFEIR) stat:&d that 
private property acquisitions woufd not be requtrad as i:,art or the below-grade or aerral configurations over 
La Brea Avenue. The currently proposed aerial guideway would not req1.F'ire acqursi'tions or impact properties 
differe,nt from, or in addition to, th<Y....e previously analyzed. As a result. no ad'v,erse effects related to 
displacement and rek:tcation would occur. Operation or the propo-:;.ad aerial g,uideway wou:¾id not resuf1: in any 
ucqt.Msitions and drspiacemenls impacts that ',"t·o-uld exceed those already analyzed under the aerial 
alignment, identified in too environmental record. 

Mitigation MNsures 
The proposed mid-block pedestri .. m undercros.smg and the c1eHal guidEY.',·ay would not result in any new or 
more substantially. :severe imp.acts to ac.qui:sitions and displacements that v,·outd exc.eed those already 
identrfied in the environmental record. Therefore, no additional mitigation It£. required. 

2.5 VISUAL RESOURCES AND AESTHETICS 

Impacts 

Th<:i! environmt1n·taJ roc:ord (Section 3 or the SE.A, June 201'2) addres.sed' visuaf resources and aesthetics 
rasuttmg from an at-grad,e mid-1::fock pedestrian crossing. The visual effects as:soc.iat.ed '-'i'ith a mid-block 
ped.astrran crossing ·wo-uld not be adve~ because the aignm,eml wouf,d be in an ex~ting ra ilroad right-o~ 
way aoo compatible wi'lh ~urrounding comme-rcf.al and mdustrial land use:s. 

The m1d-bkick pedestrian undarcro~sing would be constructE-d approximately 350 feet west or Eucalyptus 
Avenue and wouF,d be less 'lisible thc1 n the at-grade mid-block P9ckt:strian crossing most of the crossing 
woufd occur undern.eath the trac:k'S. Acklition.al railing and sidewallk.s would be required for the rnmps to 
a~ss the unoorcrossmg; howeve-r. thew features wouk1 be compatible wrth exrs,tmg pedestrian 
infrastructure and the adjacent parking lot and no adverse effe-cts would occur. Operabon of the propOsed 
mocl-block pedes.bian underc:ro:ssing wouk:l not result in any impacts to 1,·i!!'i.uat resourc.e:s and aesthetics that 
wouk::I exoeed those already analyzed under the mid-block pedestrian crossing. idenfrfied in the 
environmental record. 

The environmental ra,c:ord {Siectiorns 4.4 of the FEISiFE.IR CE.IS,,DElR) addressed impacts to visual 
resources i:lnd ae-sthetics resulting from the grade separation at la Brea Avenue. The envtronmenral record 
(DEtS.10EtR) determined 'that the aerial alignment wo,uld operate within the railroad right-of-way, an industrial 
area north of Florence Avenue, but would not aff&ci: viScual resources or community character. The 
0n1Jironmenla:I record :stamd that the c1enal aHgnment would be compatible- with the existing character of 
Downtown Inglewood which has several drstinct reatu;res that add height aoo dimension to the streetscape, 
including the l ngle\'t'Ood Civic Center, County Courthouse and adjacent mid-rise office towers. 

~ -"'i#•w.? .L4.)'-·V"-.PJ.S:t C:; ~c~,, .~~-~.·w ,, 
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Too proposeid design change wouk:l not ere.ale a,ddiUonal ,impacts to vrs.ua,I resources and aesth<0bcs as the 
design change would be smaller in sc.ate (shorter length and lowe.r height) and mass., as compamd to the 
previous.I)' proposed aenal guideway. Therefore, no actvers.e effects to visual resources and aes.1heuc.s are 
a-s.sociated with the proposed aerial guidevra)'. Operabon of the proposed aerial guid<0way would not re:sult in 
any visual resource and aesthebcs impacts tha~ woukl exceed those already analyzed uooe-r the aerral 
alignment, identified in the envlronme:ntar record. 

Mttigation Mas.urn 
The proposed mid--block pedestrian undercrossing: and lhe aerial gU1deway would not result ~n any new or 
more substantiaUy,. sevare impacts to visual m:;ources and aesthetics that would exceed those already 
identified in the emnronmental record. Therefore, no additional mitigation, /cs required. 

2.6 AIR QUALITY 

Impacts. 

2.6.1 IAitiBk;,:':,';;. Pcr..l'c~gtfiax! Ur)1dett'✓OS.!:.:.t'.r;q 

Too environme-nf:al record (Section 3 of the SEA, June 2012J addres."Sad air quality impacts resulting rrom a,n 
at-gra~ mid-block pedestrian cros.'Sfng. Operational air quality erfect-s for the prnject were based on v&hoc.le 
mikis traveled (VMTI. The mid--block pooie:strian undercr0$sing would not affect vehicular circulation on local 
streets which would change VMT, and would, therefore, hav-e no impact on arr quality. Operation or the 
proposed mid-boock pe-de:stria,n undeoc.rossing -.rould not result in any new or more substantially,, severe aJr 
quality impam that would e:r:ceed those already analyzed under the mid-bbck packistrian crossing, Identified 
in the envilrnnmenta,I record 

The environment.al record (Secborvs 4.5 of th,e FElS,'FEIR, DEIS/DE!iR) aodresseid impact~ to air qu.alt1:y 
resuffing rrom the pro1ecl The envuonmental record (FEESl'FEIR} round that a grade saparation at La Brea 
Avenue would decrease mobile source e-mi:ssrons whien compared to baselirie (No-Build Altematve). The 
proposed design change woulcl contmue to oo grade 'SElparated and would not alter the previously estimated 
air quality emissions. Operabon of the proposed aerial g,uidev.-ay woold not result in any air qu:ahty impacts 
that woukl exceed those already analyzed under the aenal configuration and ,oontrfied in th,e environrrnmtal 
recOfd .. 

Mitigation Me.a&.-Jr01J 

The proposed mid-block. pedestrian und-ercrossing and the aerial gtooli?'Wi:l'Y' would nol result in any new or 
more- subst:mtially, severe impacts to air quality that would e~ceed those already identified in the 
en'w'ironmenta! record. Therefore, no additional mitigation~ required. 

2.7 NOISEANDVlBRATlON 

lmpacb, 

The environmental record (Section 3 of the SEA, June 2012) addreScsed noise and vibration impacts resiutung 
from an at-grade mid--bloc.k pedestrian crossing. Too mid-block pedestrian underc:ross.ing would no longer 
require Cal'lfornia Public Utilitiecs Commils.,sion r.ght-of-',vay crossing features, tncludmg warning bel:ls. as 
church pedestrians wouJdl travel und,a,r the tracks. Truss wouki result in l!es:s operational ncwse 'than identified 
in loo environment.al record and oo ad,.,-ers.e noise effects rnlal.ed to noise and vtbration \VOuld occur. 
Operation of too proposed rn~bloc.k pedestrian undercros:s.ing woukl not resutt in any new or mOffi 
substantially, se't'ere noise and vlbtaoon mpacts that would excee-d those already analyzed undaf the mid-­
block. padestnan cros.'Sing, Identified in the environmental racord. 

2.7.2 ,Acr/~•l Gu.•dc.o•a_y OlN.;rLa Blull "4~'{.;{'}t,';0 

Tt,,e en .. ·ironmental record (Sections 4.6 of the FEJS/FEIR, DEISlDE.IR} addressed impacts to noise and 
"ibratton resiulting from grade-separated crossing of La &ea Awnue. The environmental rncotd 
(DEISJDEIR) found that tha aeriat alignment wouk:l not res.ult in moderate or adver-se noise and vibraoon 
effects to sensitive receptors near thiii' La Br-ea AvemJEI grade separation. The proposed design change would 

c~.~v..-~~/L4 . .l'"·~-'li':! Ca,~da.-P.P(; 'W: 
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continue to be gra.d~:separated and would not require warning bells that wouJd be raquired for an at-grade 
cro~ng. Therefore, no adverse effects related to noise and "ibraoon wouk:I occur rrom the proposed aerial 
guideway . Ope ration of the proposed aerial guide·ll't·ay would not re:sutt an an~· noise and vibration impacts 
that would exceed lho:se already analyzed unoor the aerial alignment, identified in: the em1ironmental record. 

Mitigation Measures 

Too proposed mi~block pedestrian undercrosstng and the aenal guide"way would not. resuJt in any new or 
more s.ubstanfially, severe impac-1:s to noise and vibration that would exceed those a:lready identified in the 
environmental record. Therefore, no additionail mitigation rs required. 

2.3 HSTORIC (Section 106), CULTURAL, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impacts 

2.8.1 ;tfid-Bioc-.k Af!dsstrian Unde,T-Fo:s"...;;1i7-g 

The e,nvironmenta.1 record (Sectton 3 of the SEA, June 2012) addressed •mpacts to h!r51orte, cultur:a:I, and 
a:rchaeolog,ical resources resulting from an at-grade mid--bloc.k pedestrian cro~ng .. The proposed mtd-block 
paoostrcan umtercrossing would require acklrbonal excavation to a depth of apixox~mately 9 feet re-quired for 
the ped~strian ramps to access too underc:rossing. The mid-lxock undercrossing would not affect :signrficant 
archrtectural or historica:I re-sources identified in too area of potential affect for the project. In thrs area of the 
alignment. there are no kno·wn archaook>g-ical resources which would polantially be unearthed. Therefore, 
no adverse el'tE,>ct:s related to historic, culh.Jiral, and archaeologtcal resources would occur from the proposed 
mld-bloc.k pede!Strian undesrcrossing. Mitigation measure,s were Identified in the ,emvironmental record rn the 
unhkely event th.at a c:ultural re-sOtJrce i:s di!scovered. The proposed mid-block pedestrian undercrossing 
wout:cl not result in any new or more substantially. severe impacts to historic, cultural. and archaeological 
resource-s that vrould e.xceoo those a,lready analyzed unckH th-e mid-block pe<:lestrian cros.-s.ing, id.an'lmed .in 
the environmentaE record. 

2.8.2 AP.!ia/ Coh1ah';-:1y Overl.,FJ 8J·e~Averu:J£? 

The environnwntal record (Sections 4.11 of the FE.IS.iFEIR. DEISJDElR} add.ressed impacts to hi.stone. 
cultural, and arch.aaofogical re-source:s resulting rrom a: below-grade crossing at Lil Brea Avenue. There are 
n,o identified c:uttural rra-:source:s whic-h would be diirectty or tndirecttv affected by the aerial struct1..ne. In 
additio,n. the aerial gutdeway Y1ould require much kr:ss excava1:ion than thl8 below-grade crossing,. Therefore. 
no adver:se effects related to rnstonc, cultural or a:rcheolo,gicail wouk:I occur. Op,eration of the prop:>sed aenat 
guideway would not result in any historic. c:ul'tural or atcheological resource impacts that would exceed those 
already anatyz:ed under the a-ericlf alignment, ldentifioo in the envuonmentaJ r,e;cord. 

Mitigation Mea!MAres 
No a<:l\lra-rse- effeci:s related to historic, cultural or arcooolo,gical resources would occur from the proposed 
mrd-bloc:k pedestrian underc.rossing and aerial guidev.'ay. However, mi1igabon measures were id-entif.ied in 
the environmental record in the unlike I)• 8'-'ent that a cultura( resource is dlSC0l,'e red. MrtigaUon MeasUTes 
CR1 and CR2. identified in the environmental record (and listed below}. will ensure that n-o adverse effects 
woul>d occur . 

CR1 Thultm•nt of Undlsoovered .Archa.•ologlcai Resources. Com.1rucbon personnel shall be rinrorme-d of 
the potential for enc0ountenng sigrnfteant archae-ological and paleorrt,ological re,s.ource-s along 
Crenshaw Boulevard in the ..,icinity of the Crenshaw/King Station, and instructed rn the identification 
of fossds and other potential resourCE1s. Afl cons1ruction ~rsonnel :shclll be informed or the nee-cf: to 
stop 'lrork on the project site until a quahfied archaeofogist or paleontolo-g~t ha:s 'be-en provided the 
opportunity to asse-ss the significance of the find and implement appropriate measures to protect or 
:scientifically rnmo..,e the find. Monitors with Native Am~rican qualrfications shall be used al a 
minimum for construction within a ½ mile of the Cre-nshawlKing Stiltion. lf human remains are 
encountered during construction, all work :sh.al cease in the ,uea •Of potentia I affect and the Los 
Angeles County Coroner's OffiGe shall be contacted pursuant !o procedures set forth in Public 
R~mce:-~ Code Section :097 et seq . .and Health and Safety Coda in Sections 7050.5, 7051, andi 
7054 with re-spec.t to lreatmt.lnt and removal, Nati\te Ame-ricain irwolwms nt. buriaE treatment and re-­
burial, ir n,a,cessary. 
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A detailed CRMMP has been prepared. lmplietmentabon of a CRMMP during ground di:sturbance in 
highly ~nsltive arcn.aeologic:al areas 'llould ensure that cultural re:source:s are !denliriect and 
adequate!)' protected. If c:uttural resources are discovered or rf previou:sly tdemlified resources are 
affecte-d in an unanticq:rate-d manner. the Monitoring Plan would a~..,o ensure that such resources 
receive mitigation to reduce the impact lo ~ss-tha ~significant levels. Thi:s p1an woufd include, but 
not oo liml't:8'd to, too rolllow,ng elements: 

• ·worker training 
• Archaeological monitoring 
• Thg :scientific evafJJation aoo m1bgation of archaeological discoYeries 
• Nativ-e American participation, as needed 
• Appropriate treatment of human rietmain5, ir applicable 
• Reporting of monirtoring and mffigation results 

CR2 Pallaormloglcai Monitoring. A qualified paleontologist shall produce a Paieontol09ical Monitoring and 
Mrtigation Plan (PMMP) for the propo:s.ed project and supervise monitoring: or con.wuc!ion 
excavabons. Palea,nlological resource monitoring sha:11 include inspection of expOS-Ei'd rock unrts 
dUri ng active ,a,xca._,ations 'ltithin :sensitive geologic sediments. The monitor shall have authority to 
temporarily divert grading away from exposad fossils to profo:s:sionalfy and effi.ctently recover the 
fos.stl s~cim~rns and collect a:ssociate-d data. All efforts to avoid de lays in project sciladules shall be 
made. AH ptoject-relatad ground disturbances that couk! potentially affact previously undisturbed 
Quaternary older alluvial depos.its shall be monitored by a qualifie<l paleonlological monitor under the 
supe r<isKm of a qualifie-d paleontologist on a rull-hme basis ooca use these geologic units are 
determined to ha"e a high paleontological s,ensitiJJity. Very shallow surh:ial excavat»::ms. {less than 5 
fee,t) within cHeas or previous disturbance or area~ ma~d as Quaternary younger allu...,ial oopos1t'S 
or Artificial fill shalt be monitored on a part-time basi·s to en:sure tha1 underlyirlg sensitive unrts (1.e., 
o kier alluvium) are not adversely affected. The location of :subsurface sensitive s.edime nts sha:11: be 
d,etermined by the quatitfied paleontologist upon review of project grading plans. 

Paleont.ological monitors shall be equipped with the necessary tools ror the rapid removal or fossil:s 
and retrieval of associated data to preve-nt cornih"uctlon delays. This equipment shall jn.ciude 
handhekl global poslboning system (GPS) recervers, dtgit.al cameras and cell phone~. as well as a 
tool kil eontainitng specimen contain-ers aoo matrix sampling bags. oold labels. fierd tools. •:awls, 
hammers, chisels. sho-vel:s, etc.) and plaster kits. Al e,ach foss.11 locality. field data forms shall be used 
to r&cDrd pertinent geologic data, strabgraphiic sections shall be measured, and: appropriate sediment 
sampl:es sh.all oo collected and submitted for an.alys~s. 

Any colleci8'd fO<Ssil:s sha11 be transported to a paleontological laboratory for processing where !hey 
wlil be pre pa red to the point of c-uration, identified by qualified experts. lrsted ~n a database to 
fac1htate analysis and reposite-d in a designated paleontologteal curation facllrty (such as the Natural 
History MU""weum of Los Angeles County). 

Thi:! qualffied pafeontologist shall p:r-epa re a final 1110nrtoring and mrt.igation report to be filed. at a 
minimum with LACMTA and the repository. Too final report shall tnclude. but not be limited to, a 
dis(;us~ion or the results of the mitigation and monito-ring program. an evaluation and anatysr.; of the 
fossils colle~d (including an assessment of lhtirr significance, age and g<0ologic conlext). a,n 
itemized inventory or fossils coHectad. a confidential appendix of iocality and specimen data with 
locality maps and photographs, an ap~ncfo: of curation agfflements and other app,opnate 
communications, and a copy of the project-s~ific J.)clleontobgic:al monitoring and mitigation plan. 

2.9 PARKLANDS ANJ REOREA llONAL FACILITIES 

Impacts 

2.9.1 l.l:d-Bloc:Jc P.sdestnan Underc:.rr:Jssing 

The em·ironmental record {Section J of the SEA. June 2012) addressed parkland and re-creational impac:ts 
resulting from an at-grade mid-block pedestrian cros..sing. The• mid-block pedestrian undercrossmg would not 
re:sutt in thti acquL'Sition or a~s:s and function of parks or recrea1:lonal facilities. The-refore. no advers,e 
effects related to parklands and roc:reational factlities would occur from the proposed mi-d-block pedestrian 
u:nd-erc.rossfng. O~ration of the proposed mid-bloc:.k pedestnan und~rcrossmg would not res.ult in any 
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impacts to parks and recreational facilities that woUld e:icceed th0"'.:>10 already analyzed under the mid-block 
i:-,,eoo:slri:an crossmg, identified in the environmental raoord 

The en-.•wonmental record (Secbons 4.12 of the FEIS.lFEIR, DEIS.iDEIR) addres:se<i impacts lo pa,rkla:nds and 
recreational raciliibe:s resultiing from the grade separntion and a:s:sociate-d station at La Brea Avenue. The 
station at la Brea A .. •enue i:s located approxrmatel)' one-hall-mile west or the Edward Vincent Jr. Park and 
the LRT ·.-.10uld potentially make thrs anid other parklands and community facill1les. more accessible. However, 
operation or the LRT W'Ould not create a demand of such magnitude that park.lands and recreational facilities 
would be O\lerburdEtned by increa,sed use-age. 

The proposed aerial guideway and :station would not change acc:e:ss or funcilon of parkland:s and recreabonat 
facilities aoo would consequently have no impact on the demand or the use of existing neighborhood and 
re-g1onat parks or other commumty facilities. Op,eration of the proposed aerial guiooway would not result in 
paridands and recreational facilities impacts that would exceed those already analyzed under the aerial 
a lignrnent, ioontified in the en,..ironrnental record. 

Mrtigatio:n Mir,as.uree 

Th.e propo"S-ed mid-block pedestrian unck:m;;:rossmg and the aerial guide·,vay would not result in any new or 
more substan.1Ially, severe impacts to parkJand:s and recreationa.l tacilIbes that 'l'/OUld exceed lhose alfiea,cfy 
ioenttfied in the en111ronmental record. Therefore, oo additional mitigatk>n rs reqwred. 

2.10 CONSTRUCTION 

The follov11,ng 1:s expected lo re:sult from c:omtructi-on activitie'S associated with both the proPJ-sed mid-block 
pedeslnan ulldercro:s:sing and aerial guideway over La Brea: 

2.10.1 Transportation 

lmpacta 

The mid-block. pedestrian undercros:sing would be designated as a pnvate cro:s:sing as it would allow 
ped,a:strt.an access belY,een two parking lots owned 0'J' FCBC. Cons.truct.ion or the proposed design change 
would not affec:t circulation local streets such as Eucaily~us. Awnue a ndlor Florence Avenue and tmpac:ts to 
circulation vroukl not be adverse. During construcil.on, four to six. parkmg spa,oos will be permaoontly placed 
out or :service thereby irn;rementally decreasing the parking :supply. FCBC has a :supply or over 
1 ,000 parking spac:es and. wrth the re-quest for the underground c:ro~ing being macf.e by FCBC. the loss of 
parking woul<:l not be adl/e rse_ Toorefore. constn..iction of the mid-block pedestrian underc.rossing would not 
rasutt 1n transportation impacts that would exceed those already identified in the envitonmentaI :record. 

Construction of the ~oposed aerial guideway would not affect local parking. but W'Ould indud'0 temporary 
road and :sidewaJk closures. Such clo:sures v.10re assumed for the .belm,"r-grade crossing and the initial a8rial 
configuration and would not result in any ~w or more substa:m:slly, seYern impacts to transportatio11 that 
woulk:.I exceed tho--~ a I read~· identrli:ed in the environmental record. 

Mttigation Measures 

The prop:,sed mid-block pedestrian undercros."Sing and the aenal guid1otway would be included in the e:-:islio_g 
traffte management plan rnquued for the CrenshawlLAX Transit Corridor Project, so that c1ny potential effects 
resutt.mg from thEF..:.e actionrs are minimized to the ,extent feasible. Mitigation Meas,ure:s T2 and T3 listed 
below $.hall be applied to the P£0posoo project desiign changes. 1/lhth tmp&ementation of mitigation. no 
adverse construction effeci5 related to transportation would occur from the proposed proj&ct modifications. 

T~2 LACMTA :shall prepare a traffic management plan to facilitate the flow of traffic in and around the 
construct.on zone. This traffic management ~n shall identify a communify liaison and include the 
following measures: 

• Schedule a majority of construction-related travel (i.e .. deliveries. hauhng, and worker trips) during 
the off-peak hours~ 

~-~~~- ... ?'!.A):'" 7?"-.'l!::! Ca:~~c~ ,P,~:;f~ , 
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• [).e,•elo,p detour routes to facilitate traffic mo,.·ement through c:on:struction zone-s \'l'ithout significantly 
rncreacS-in,g cul-through trafflC in adjacent residential areas~ 

• Where fea:sible, temporarily ria-stripe roactwc1y to maximize ttie vehicular capacity al those lo<:ations 
affected by construcbon c:losures; 

• Where feas1rAt0. temporarily remo,.·e on-s.treet parking ln ma:.:imiZe the vehicuEar capacity at those 
locations affected by ,on.struction closures: 

• Where feasible, station traffic control off'ic;er:s ~hould be at major intersections during peak hours to 
minimize delays related to construction activities; 

• De\•elop and implement an outreach program to inform the QEHleral public about the con.:struclion 
process and planned roadway clos.ur,e,s; and 

• Develop aoo imptement a program with business owners to minimize impacts to busme-s-ses during 
con'S-truction acii·vity, including bu'!: nol limited, to :stgnage programs. 

T--3 L..ACMT A shall include in the traffic management plan measures that mmimize any potential ad .. •arse 
effects to pedestnan movement in the corridor and to maximize pedestrian safety to the exte-nt 
~a5ible. 

2.10.2 Land Uue and OeYek,pmentJmpaets 

Impacts 

Too staging of equi1:x1Mmt. and the :stod:plfing or hauling of dirt a.nd material associamd with the construction 
of proposed mid-bl~ck pooestrian undercrossing would resu,lt in a construction duration of approximately 
three months long.er (than what was assumed in the- proposed mid-bbck at-grad-e crossing) :but V.'Ould not 
affect 1he land use compatibility or the surrounding primanly ind11-s1rial area. Construction wouki be 
t,emporary and the proposed design change would not result. in an increase or the overa.lt project sc:hedule or 
an in<::reased irttan-sity of con·s:truction which vroutd result sn permanent adverse affecis to :surrounding land 
uses. There is oo new and,'or change in aM'ect beyond what wa:S dete-rmined in ~ environmental record 
(FEIS/FEIR). 

A&riill Gufclt::,"lc:J.Y Qw,?/ l~ l_J,1r,,".:1 A1,•,l'.;;;t.1ue 

Con:struetion of ptOposed aerial gu.ideway v.rould not affect the land use compatibility of the surrounding 
comm~:>rcial and municipal uses. The cornstruction period and level of rntensity would be similar to what was 
assumed in the e,nv1ronmental record. The proprn;,ed de-sign change wouk:I not result permanent ad,.•erse 
impacts lo the surroundin,g land uses. There is no ne-v.· and/or change in effect beyond what was dete-rmined 
in the em,•ironmental record (DE.I S.'DEIR}. 

Mitigation MMsur.s 

The proposed mid-blCJ(;~~ pedestrian undercros:5mg and the aerial gl.Bdeway would not result rn any new or 
more subs.1anti,ally, severe impacts lo· land us.,e and development Thererore. oo addibonal mitigation i:s 
required . 

2.10.3 Displacomontand Rolocation 

Impact& 

The constru,cbcm of the proposed mid-block pedestrian undercrossing would require tempc>ral)' con:s1tuction 
easements for access ramps and to tie into small areas or the adjacent church parlo;mg: lots. FCBC wouk:t 
maintain control of acces:5 to the ramps and u:ndercros.smg once construction tS completed. No ad•,ers.e 
effeci::s rrom acquisition would occtH. Con:struction of 1he proposed mk:l-bk>ck ped;estri.an undercrossing 
would not msuit rn any new or more ~Yb".ita·nlial~. severe IITllpclCt!> to dis.pfa,ce ment and retocation th,m 
pre"vious.Jy ickHltrfi.ed in th-e environmental record . 

. A,19n:i1l G ~,;s,-;fly Over La [JreH .A f..•E'71'N: 

The construction of the proposed aerial! guideway would requiite temporary easements but w,ould not 
disptace bu:silne-s-se:s. be)•ond those prnYfousfy identified in the environmental record and the property would 
be returned to the owner afwr completion of construction. Construction of lhe proposed aerial guideway 
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would oot result m any new or more substantallly, severe rnpads to dis.placement and relocatKJn than 
previ<:aJS.11• id~ntfwd in too environmental record. 

Mltigalon Measures 
The proposed mid-block pedestrian undercrossing: and the aerial guid8'\'i·ay vrould not re:sutt m any new or 
more substantially, severe impacts to displacement and rebcatKJn. Therefore, no adchtional mitigation is 
required. 

2.10.4 Community and Nalghbothood 

lmpada 

Neighborhood'S- adjacent to the pro posed mid-bloc:k pedestrian tmdercr~ing wouk:i not be adv,ers.ely 
affected b1• construct10n activities. Acces.-s would continue to be a variable to ne igf'ioorhoods ror both 
resde~ and emergency .response. No adverse c;oristruciion effects related to communities and 
neighborhoods would occur from the proposed design change. Com;truction of the ptopo,s,ed md-hoock 
pedestrian undercrossing vroukl not result in any new or more substantially. severe impacts to communities 
and neighl::x:>rhooos. th.an preYiousty rdentifioo in the erwiironmental recon:I. 

The proposed aerial 9uideY1ay is primarily adjacent to commercial and indu:strial use-s.. The surrounding 
neighbo-rhoods wou~d be disrupted and ootoured for short nighttime ckJ:sure perteds during construction, but 
access would continue to be available to neighborhoods for both re:sroents and emergency response at adl 
times. No adversg construction effeci5 reslated to communities and oo,ighborhoods would occur from 1he 
proposed design ch.ange. Construction of the proposed aerial guideway woLJl.d not result in any new or more 
substantially. s,evere impacts to communities and neighborhoods than previousty identified in the 
enYironmental record. 

Mitigation Measures 
Transj)Ortation, air quality, and noise and mitigation measure:s. identified in the FEIS/FElR ·n·otdd ensure that 
traff1e. air quality and noise construction effects to communities an.d ooighborhoods woukl remain not 
adverse from the proposed design change. Therefore. no additional mrtigation is requited. 

2.105 Visual Quality 

Impacts 

No addrtiona! .·egetation beyond who1t was identified in thiG enwonmental record woukl be removed cJ'S a 
resul't of th,e proposed mld-bloc;k pede:stnan und'8rctos.sing. Construction of the mio-bloc:k c;ro::;sing would 
re-quire the c;reabon or a small :staging are.a r□ r equipment. and pavrng matEl'fials. It rs antic.ipated tha.t this 
area \'l'□ Uld oo primarily liocate,d within the existing LACMTA right-of-way and no adv•erse effects related to 
.,•isuat impacts would occur. Construction or the propo:soo mid-bk>ck peoo:strian undercrossing woulicl not 
result in any oow or morn substanti.alty, sewre impacts to vrsuail quaity than prevK:ius.ly klentif·119d in the 
e n ... ironment:u I record. 

No additional veg~tion beyond what was identified in ltW3 enviro,nrnental record woulk:l be removed <1s a 
reswt of the proposed a-erial guideway. The i;x-oposed aerial guideway would be lesser in scale and mass 
than the Pfeviousty proposed aerial alignment. and oo adverse 1Jisual ,effects related wouk:t occur from the 
proposed d~ign change. Qmsttuciron orthe proposed aerial guideway wouJd not result 1n any new or more 
substantially. severe 11mpacts to visual quallty than previou.sly icf.entfl'9d in the environmental record. 

Mttigation Meae.urea 
Mrngation Measures V1 through V4 and CON1 !through CON3 id,en.tified in the environmental record would 
reduce construction effects on visual and aesthetic resources re-suiting from proposed proJect momfication.s 
to not advers,e. Therefore, no addition.al mitigation is required. 

~.--:v...:w.:,<LV-T>'--.¾:! Cc..,.-;~,:;., P-c~ ·~ 17 
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V1 To m1mmize ,.,isual clutter, rntegrate system components, and redu,oo, the potential for con11rcis 
between the transit system and adjacent communi:tN:it:s. design of the• system :stations and 
co-mp:m,ents shall folf.ow the recommendahorrs and principles deveto~d in the project urban design 
explorations to the extent feasible . Thesa prir,ciples include, but. are not limited to; 1) preserve- and 
enhance the Lll"liqu,e cultural identity O•f e.:i,ch station area and its surrounding community by 
implementing art and landscaping ; and 2) promote a sense of place .. safety, a1nd walkE:bdity by 
pro'.'tding street trees, 'llalkvrays or sidewalks, lighting, awnings, public a,rt., and.1'or street furniture. 
Pr ior to fin.al ci-esign, community 1nput shall also be used to help achieve these gt.Jidehnes. 

V2 At locations where exr:sting land uses or veg,ela'li,on t'S remo'w'ed and neighboring residential or 
:sensitive uses are exposed to oow views. of the transit system, additional Jand:scap1ng. s.hall be 
provkled wrthin t.he right-of:..-,.ray or ~n remnant acquismn parcel!s vmere practical to create a bt.1rfer 
between the us,a,:s. but not neooossanfy ro complete-ly screen uses. Comrm.mity input from adjacent 
re-:sidenc.es or s.e-nsrtlve land uses shall be incorporated to the greatest extent feasible on lhe 
landscaping oos19n elements to be incorporated. 

\1'3 Mature trees thal are removed during construction or the Crenshaw.'LAX Transit C.Orridor Projec.t 
sh.alt be re located Of replaced wrth a 1ree of similar speci,,e:s. or if in.appropriate for climate collldibons, 
a species that is low-wat&r use and compliant ·with the applicable City's land:scape ordinance. 
Replacement should occ.ur in consultation Wtth 1he Los Anigeles Bureau of Street Services Street 
Tre-e Division and with the City of Inglewood Department of Pubic Worb. 

\I◄ 1/\lhere practical and appropriate. additional fandscaping and enhanced design features will be used 
to mtnimiz:e the visual image of the TPSS sites and other ancillary facilitie,s . 

CON1 Visualfy obtrLC'i1ve erosion control devices, such as sitlt feoc:es, plastic ground cover, and straw belles 
should be removed as soon as the area i~ stabi lized. 

CON2 Stockpile areas should be l,ocated in less vi:sibly sen:sitive are-as and, wheneve-r possible, not be 
,..islble from !he road or to resK:lenls and bu:s inesses. 

CON3 During nighttime c.onstru::hon activibes, !ightir1.9 shall be aimed downward and away from re-sidentia f 
and other sensitive uses adjacE!'nt to lhe alignment and slation:s. 

2.10.6 Air Quality 

Impacts 

Analyse~ in. the environmenta I record induoo an asse~ment of construction emJSSwns as:sociated with 
equipment and truck exhau:st along with fugitive dust. Estimated emis:sion~.s. wefe based on broad, 
conservative , and reasona1bl,e assumptions that inclu~d the simultaneous operation of 20 pieces of heavy­
duty equipment per day and 200 heavy-duty truck roundlri~ per day. If is still anticipated that intensity of 
daily construdion activity, including periods of would be consistent wrth assumptions used in lhe 
en,.•ironmental recoro. 

lJ.'d-8,•ock Pl;J'destnon Und~rcr9sskrg 

Construction of the mkt-~ock undercrossing would la.ke pla.ce at the location ·examined in the environmental 
re<eord and would take p(ace primarily within the LACMTA right-of-way and in small a rsas of the ad,ac:e nl. two 
cnurch parki119 kits . No ad1,1:Hse effects reiated to air quality would occur from tM mid-t:f.ock pedestrian 
underc.rossing a:s a result. of ~.affic disruption. Con:slruction of the prop:>:sed mid-block pede:!:.trian 
underc.rossmg W'OUld require standard excavation to hollow the pe,destria n path aoo re inrorce the LRT righl­
of-way section above the underc:ro:ssing. The mrd--bloc.k pedestrian undercros:sing would require 
approximatE!ly 1,583 cubte yards or dtrt to be removed from 1he FCBC :site (fo•t the undercro:ssing and two 
p&<iestrr.an acce:s-s ramps . The undercros:smg would lei ke approximately thtee months ta complete and VfOUld 
r&quire approximately 6 truc:.k loads p~H day, primarily in the fir:st month. Thi:s amount of :soil export woukl be 
consistent with what wa;$ assumed in the em.•ironmental record. Construction emi:ssion:s, which were based 
on daily acUvrty, would remai:n the same and would not result in any long,-term adver:r..,,e effects . Therefore, 
no adverse effects related to air quality would occur from the proposed mid-block J)e'd-e:strian undercrossing. 
Construction of the proposed mid-biock pedestrian underctossing vrould not rasult in an:,- new or more 
subst.:mbally. s.eve,,re impacts to air quality than pr@,.•iousfy i:denlifiocl ln the en\'iranmen,tal record. 
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/'.I r.:r>=..·i C3wr..ilt,tl6'Y OvDr la lJtt'Nii A✓-etJUe 

Construction of the propos,ed aerial gl.lldEWo'ay wou:k:I employ stam:lard a.xc.avation practices in order lo burld 
retaining .,,.·at.ls and foun.daoon co,lumns. Con:struic.tion of the proposed aerial gu:ideway would create less 
impact on air qualrl'f than the cut-and-cover tec:hmque pose-d by construe.ti-on of the underground scenario 
(assumed in the FEIS,'FEIR) because less excavt1tion would be required and becaU:S0 cut-and-cover activTty 
re-quire:s more diesel-powered oonstn.K:-1ion eqLUpme,nt (i.e., exca\•ator.s and k:iaders) than wha1: would be 
required for aerial guideway construction (i.e., cranes, compressors, concrete and haul trucks, loaders, rig:s). 
Additionally, the construction duration under the JXopo~d aerial guideway scenario wou,ld be shortened by 
an estimated two to six months. The below-grade crossing at La Brea Avenu,e, assumed in the 
en•.-ironmental record. wouk:I have resulted in approximately 12,000 cubic yards of exported soil that would 
n<0 longer need exporting for the proposed aerial gul:de·way. This would result in fewer hauI trrp-.s ., kiwer 
emissions and shorter con:.truction duration. As a re,:suft, regional em~:sion:s generated under the proposed 
aeriar gmde-.vay v-·ould not exceed those ide.nliried in the environmental record. Construction emissions 
wouk! still oo temporary. and would: not r~ult in any loni;;--term adver:sE affects. Construciton orthe proposGd 
aen.ar guideway vtould not re'Sull i1n any new or roore substantially, se\lere impacts to air quality than 
pre\liously ioontifi.ed in the en•,1iroliiniental record. 

Mitigation Measures 
OVerafl. the- proposed mi6-bloc:k pedestrian undierc:rossing and the propo--.,ed aerial guideway woUld resutt in 
approximately 10,000 fewer cubk yards of soii e.xport. Daily re-gional emr.;sioms would oo :similar to those 
ass.urned in the e-nvironmenta:I record, although the construction period for the de:sign c:hange~ woukJ 
potentiall~• be altered (increa,sed and shortane<l. respeci:~ty). lm~me-ntafon or M11lgation Maasures.coN4 
through CON24 wou[d ensure lhat fugrl'.r.•e dust and exhaust emission:s are controlled at the source. 
Therefore with mrtigation. no adYerse effects related to air qualify would occur as a re,s.utl of cons.tructiion of 
the dEtSign changes. 

CON4 •,r.,'t1t.ar or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient quantity to prevent 
gs ne-rabon of dust plumes. 

CON5 Trnck-out ::;hall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation and track-out shall be removed 
at the conclu:sion of each workday. 

CON6 Contractor:; :shall oo rnqu1red to utilize at least one of the measures set forth in South Coast Air 
Quality Management Di!strict Rule 403 se-ction (d}(S} to remove bulk material from tires and vehr<:.,le 
un<lerc.a rriag,e s before v e. hicl,es ex it the proie ct sitG. 

CONJ All haul tn.1cks haulrng :soil, sand, and other Soose matenats 5halt matntain at least 6 tnchies of 
freeboard in accordance with California: Vehicle Code s~ction 23114. 

CONa All haul true.ks hauling :soit, stmd. and other loose materials :shall be covered (8'.g., with tarps or 
other enclosures that wo1Uldl reduce fugitive du:st emissioM). 

CON9 Traffic speeds on unpaved roads :shall be limited to 15 mph. 

CON10 Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exce-e-d 25 mix,.. 

CON11 Heavy equipment o-peraoons. shall be suspended during first and second stage smog aterts. 

CON12 On-site stockpiles or debris tH rus.ty materials shall be covered al a II times when not befrig used. 
On-site stoc;.k.piles of c:firt sha,11 be wale rad at h3a:st two timers p4:3 r day or covered at a:11 times wh~,m 
not be,ng used. 

CON13 Contractors :shall maintain equipment and lo'ehide engines in good condition and in proper tune per 
manufacturers· specif.c:ation-s. 

CON14 Contractors shall utilize electricity from po\','er poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline 
generators, as feasible. 

CON15 Heavy-duty trucks shal I be proh,ibt.ted from idling ll"l excess of five mi nut.es, both on- .:ind offsite. 

CON16 Construc'llon parking shalf be configured to minimiZe tr.:iffi,c interference. 

CON17 Constnxoon activity that ;,i.ffects traffic flow on the arte,.rial sy-stem :shall be limited to off-pe,ak: hours, 
a:s fea-sible. 
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CON18 Construction staging and Ye hide parking._ including workers' 'w•ehicf.Ei:s, :shall! .oo prohibrt:ed on streets 
adjacent to sia,ns~ receptors such as schoo~. daycare centers, s.enfo.r facilities. and hospttals. 

CON19 The c.onstruc.tion process s.hall utilize an on-site toclk crushing ·ractlity with water control to s.upfJffi:ss 
dust, when feastbt&. 

CON20 Portable generators :shall be k>w-t1rnltting and use ultra IO\'t' sulfur dte:sel {<15 parts per million) or 
gasolme. 

CON21 Construction equipment shaft use a combination or low :sulfur dieSael (<15 parts per million) aod 
exhaust emi:ssron c:on1rol-s. 

CON:22 The construction process shall use equipment having• the minimum practH::.al er,gme size (1.e., 
lowest appropriate horsia,powEH rating for the inteooe-d job). 

CON23 Contractors shall be prohibited from tampe,ring with construction equipment to increase horsepower 
or defeat emission control dei;ice~. 

CON24 LACMTA S:hall designate a person to EHtsure the impl&mentaton of air quality ml'tigation measures 
through dite,ci inspections, records re'r'ie-ws. and comJ:taint investigations. 

2.10.7 Noao and VlbraUon 

lmpacta 

The major wurce-s of noise and v1bu11lioo associated with construciion of !he nii-d-block pe-destrian 
undercrossmg would be from construction equipment and truck actvily. Addrt:Jonally, inl:ermi:ttent sound rrom 
pneumatic: tools and worker voices would also oo sourc~ or sound, which ·would be typ«::al to the noise from 
similar sidewan..: or street repair .:ictr..rtte:s that take place along local stre-ets . Sensitive, r,ece-ptors near the 
propos0d mid-block pedestrian undercrossing mclucfe the FCBC and residential uses. Construction­
Q811iem't8d nOtSe Vi'Ould excee-d exitsting arnbent noise lie'r'els at these land w~s bu1: remain wrt:hm the range 
examined in the en\luonrnen!al r,ecord. As a re:sU:lt, no ack:iitional advers.g, effects as a result of construction 
noise and \1ibration ·would occur for tne m1~block pedestrian underc.ro.ssing. 

Construction of the proposed aerial g:uKieway woukl entail the use of major equipment and standard 
exca .. ·ation. Lotiill business ai'Ki sensitive receJ:=(ors located in pro:omity to construction o'f the proposia,d 
a,eri:.a, guiooway wil:I ba exposed to vibration. However, impac'ts lo business and sen.smve receptors as re,sul't. 
of construction-related ..,ibration will not exce,e,d those impac.ts staled in the envtronmental record given that 
construction or the aerial guideway will lnvolve the L.rS.e of fewer v•bt-alion...g&nerating con-struc1ron practices 
as compared to the cut-and-cover see nano. 

M"ftigation MoaM.lrn 

Implementation of Md.igation, Measure-s. CON25 and CON28 from the environmental record would re-duc;e th►-1 
effect-s of construction noise and 'w'ibration. No substanti.af adverse construction gffects are anticipated rrom 
the propo~d design ch,H19es. Mitigation Measure CON:25 is consists nt vM.h the guidance in Sechon 12.1 .3, 
Construction Norse Criteria, in the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Asses,,sment that :slates noise 
criteria, should be developed usmg local: ordinances when possible. This mitigation measure acts as a 
performance standard tied to the requ:irema-nts of 1he code and includes. a Noise Control Pfan to be 
compklted by the, construction contractor usin,g construction details specmc. to the methodology e-mployed by 
the c.onstruciwn contractor and that are not k:nrn.vn at this time. Monttoring i:s ats.o required to de-monslrate 
compbanc;e wtth c.ontract OOM and vibration limrts. Md19abon Measure CON28 lists additional be:s.t 
management prnctice-s that oompty wi1h the u\.CMTA De-sign c:riter~a to eliminate construcoon noi,s.e and 
..,ibration impacts at se-nsrtive receptor». Mitigation Measure,s CON25 and CON26 would reduce the effects of 
thrs construction noise and vibration impact as.wciated with the PfOJ::>OSed p,roject modifications to not 
adver~e. No adchtion.al mrtga,tion measures are- necessary. 

CON25 The construcbon c:ontractor :shalt devefop and 1mpfement a Noise and Vibration Controf Pf.an that 
demonstrates how to achi,e•,e the more rE!'Strictive LACMTA de:sign crrten.a noise limrts and the noise 
iimrts of the city noise control ordinance. The pla,n should also show how lo ac.hiieve FTA vibration 
limrts. Too plan sh.all rncluoo measurement'5 of existing conditions, a list of the ma,jor pieces of 
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cons1ruction e,quipmem th.at will be used. and pred,c:tion:s of tha noise and vibration levels at the 
cbse,st noise-sensme mceptors (residence"S, hotels, schools, c:hurches, temples. an<:! similar 
facilities). The Noise and Vibration Comml Plan willl need to be approved by LACMTA prior to 
rnmtin,g constrl.JlCbon. \l\'here tr.e construci:kln cannot be performed rn accordance wtth the 
requirements of LACMTA, the contractor sh.al in ... estigate alternati ... e construction meas1Xes that 
would result m tower noise and vibration 1-evels. The contractor shall conduct monrtoring to 
demonstrate comptianc:e wrth LACMTA and city ncwse limrts. 

CON26 The constn..1ctkln contractors.hall utiliZe a combmation o.f the following o,ptions of best management 
practices for noise abatement to comply with the LACMTA Design Criteria: 

• The contractor shall utilize sp,eciatty eqwpment equil=t)ed vn'lh enclosed en.gines andlor high­
pa rforma nee mufflers as commercially av.amiable. 

• The contractor :shall locate equipment and staging area,s as far from noise-senuive receptors 
as possible. 

• The OJntractor s.hall li:mit unnecessary idling of eqyipmenl 
• The contractor shall ins.tall temporary noi-Se barriers as d-etermined by the Noise Gon!rol Plan. 
• The contractor sh.an reroute c:on:strucbon-retaood truck traffic: away from residential stre,ets lo the 

extent permrtted by tne relevant municipality. 
• The contractor shalt a'r'Dkl impact pile driving near no~et-sen:si1ive receptors (re-sidenoe:s, hotels, 

:school-5. church~. temples, and similar facil:ities). Where geological conditions permit their use, 
drilled piles or a vibratory pile driver rs genera.Hy quiE?t.er. 

2.10..8 Historic, CuJtural, and Archaoologlcal rRnources 

lmpaeta 

No kOCtwn archaeolog,c:al or paleontotogical sites would be affected i:rr construction of the proposed mid­
block pedestrian undercrC<""~ing. No adverse effects related to historic. cufturaL. or archaeology resources 
woukl occur from the proposed project modrfications.. Implementation of Mitigation Meo1sure:s CR1 and CR2 
described prnviou-s.ly would ensure that oo adversie effect-s. on archaedogical and paliEiontological resources 
would occur. 

No known archaeological or paleon'l:olo91eal sites w-ould be affected by construction of the proposed aenai 
guideway. No adverse effects retaled lo historic, cultural, or arc.ha,eology resources wot..dd occur from the 
proposed projeci modifications. 

Mitigation u .. surn 

Implementation of Mtti-gation Measur&S CR1 and CR2 described previously would ensure that no advef"',>i8 
effects on archaeological and paleontological resources wookl occur. Therefore, no additiona,I miligatron is 
required. 

2.10.9 Geotochnica"8ubsLa'faco/Solsmic/Hazardous Matorials 

lmpa<:t,, 

The propo:sed mid-bkick pedestrian undercrossing would have no oow ad~rse effe,cts relc:1tad to geology 
and soils. Excavation associated wrth the mid-block pa-de:strian undercros51ng is not anllicipated lo affeci 
geology or 'S-Oil conditions. The seismic hazards, ground :shaking re-sutbng from an eart.hquake occuning 
abng any of se11·erati rn,ajor active faull:s in Southern California, and subsurface gases from oil fields would 
not be affected by the mid-block pedestn.an undercrossing. The addmon.al excavation would increa-s-e the 
potential to. encounter contaminated soil, however, mitigabons measures idB ntified in 'the environmental 
record would reduce effects from potenhal exposure to less than signfific:ant. Therefore, no adve~ effects 
related to geotechn,c:aL•subs.urfac.eise ismicrty woukl occur. 

CT!-.-rt. w,?°l.A)'.' Tr-'JS:t Cc~c'c..,. p-c;·~ , 
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The proposed a!erial guideway would ha,..e oo new ad,.•er:se effeds rellated lo ~ology and soils. E:iccavation 
associated with 1he aerial gr...iideway is. not anticipated to atfeci geolo91t or soil conditions and exposure to 
hazardous materials would oot occur. The ser.;.mic hazards, ground shaking resulting from an earthquake 
occurring along any of several major acti,..e fautts in Southern Califomia, and subsurfae@ gases from oil fields 
would oot be affected by the propo-sed aierial. The proposed aerial guideway would not rnlroduce substantial 
excavation that woufd result in an adverse effect on geology, seismic hazards, subsurface gases or soil:s 
beyond that which was assume,d in the environmiental rg.cord. 

Mitigation Measuros 

Mrhgation Measures GE01 through QE06 identified ~n 1he em·ironmental re-cord would still be apphed to 
minimiZe ,effects due to soil in..'Stabllity or coritaminate,.d soils. Therefore. no additional mi119ation is requir,a,d. 

GE01 A geotechnical study for proposed at-grade, aemil, and balow-grad,e struct:ure-s a,nd improvements 
shall be requirocl. Tht-s. mchni,c,at study shall idenbfy design s.pec.rficaoon-s for maintaining struc::turat 
integrity under static and seliSmic loading and operational demands. The geotechnicat study shall 
mctude a so1~gas investigation a1 planned below-grade structures and where deep excavabons are 
antic.ipa.ted to d,e\1elop mitigation meast.mrs to be impiemented during construction iaind incorporated 
1n the des.ign. Mrugabon measures typically include installation of soil ga,s barric,ers. monrtorilng, 
venting, a,nd purging. The study sh.all be performed before the commencerrwmt of Final Desi,gn. 

GE02 Conduct a limited Phase II ESA prior to construction in areas v.rha-re construction workers may be 
exposed to rmpilcted soil. A base line soil samp{,ing ptotocol shall be established with special 
attention to those areas of potential environmental concern identif1i0d in 1he Phase I report. The soil 
shall be ass,essoo for constituents bkety to be present. in the subsurface incEuding. but not limited to, 
total petroleum hydrocartxms (TPH), VOCs, sem~volati.le organic compounds (SVOCs), 
polychlorinated biphemyls (PCBs}. polynuclear aroma& hydlrocarbon:s (PAHs). pes'llcides. lead 
arsenates. and Trtle 22 metals. The d-epth of th,e sampling :shalt be bas.ad o•n the depth of grading 
or cut and fill activities. In addition. in areas where grounctY,aler wil be encountered, samplEtS :shall 
also be analyz&d for s1,,.1:spected contaminants p,'ior to de-\vatering. Thi'S will ensure that Nation.al 
Pollutant Dr-~harg,e Elimmation System (NPDE.S) di:scharg,a ,requirements are :sair.;.fied. 

GE03 A sot! mit!Qation plan shall oo prepared afl:e-r final construction pfians a,re prepared :showing the 
Lateral and \'&rtical extent of soil exc.avatjon during construction. The soil mitigation plan shall 
e,stabh:sh soil revs,e c.riteria, e:stabli!sh a :sampling plan for stock.pded materiar.s., describe 1he 
disposruon of matenals that do oot satisfy the muse criteria, and specify guide lines for import&d 
materials. The 'S-Oit mitigi:Jbon plan sha.rn indude a provr.s.ion that during grading or e:iccavation 
actrvrties. sod shall be sc.ree,n.ed for contamination by \1rsual obr-.,ervation:s and field :sc;raening for 
volatile organic compounds wrth a photo ioniZation detector (P1D}. Soil samples that are :su:spededl 
of contamination based on field observalion,s and PIO readings shall be analyz&d for suspected 
chemicals by a California certified faboratory. If contammated sod is found, it shall be remove,d, 
transported to an apptove-d! disposal location, and re mediated or disposed acc;ordmg to State, and 
foooral laws. 

GE04 All hazardous maternal:s, drums, lra,:sh, and debris :shall be removred and drsposed of in accordani:;e 
wrth regulatory gu1,delioos. 

GE05 A health and sarety plan sha,11 be dei,•eloped for persons with potential exposure to the co•nstitu.;:mts 
of concern identified in the limited Phase If ESA.. 

GE06 Historical arid present sate usage along the many ariea-s. of the proposed afignme-nt includ&d 
bu.~ines:ses that stored hazardous mate-rials and.1or wasta and used USTs, from at least the 1920s 
to the present. tt rs possib,l,e that cJrea:s wrth :sot! and/or grounc:lwal.er impacts may be present that 
were nol klenlified tn this report, or 'lier1t:t c;onsidered a low potential to adversely impact the subject 
property. In g-eneral, observations shoukl be made during any future development acthr'ities for 
features of concern or areas or possible contamination such as, but not lilmiled to. the pre,:sence of 
underground facilities, burt-ed debns. waste drums, tanks. soil staimng or odorous soils. Furth.er 
rnvestiga,tion and analysis may be necessary, :should such materiats be encountered. 
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2.10_ 10 Pandands and Othor Community FacltliGs 

Impact& 

Construction of the mid-block pedestrian uridercrossmg v.-ould not re:sult m a change in reduced acces-s or 
l..f'Sei to parklandis and recreational facilities than what wa:s oo~ribed in the en-..rironmental record. No 
adverse effects related to perlidands ;met recreati10naR !ac:ihlies -.vould occur from the proposed project 
modi'fu::.ations. 

Construction of the oorial guide way Ytould not result. tn a, change in reduced access a r use to park.lands and 
recreational fa.cilrues lhan what was de:scnbed in the en"Jironmental record. No a.dverse effacts refalbed to 
partdands and recreational facilme:s would occur from the proposed proji'8ct modifications. 

Mftiglation Meaf.l.\Ares 
r·fo ad<l1tJonal mrugaUon is required. 

2.10.11 Safety& Security 

Impacts 

Construction of the mid-block pedestrian underc.rossing 'NOuld not re:sutt in a change to safety and security 
from what wa:s de:scnbed in the envwonme-ntal record. Co~truction areas would b8 secured to eliminate the 
threat to safety and security of anyone not chrectty irnmlv&d in construction activrty. H IS assumed that all: 
additional related acti•,,,ty would be tmplernented m accordance with all federal and State requirements and 
permits dunng· the construction process. N,io adverse effects related to safety and s,ecurlty wou1d occur rrom 
the proposed project modkations. 

Construction of the a&rial guideway would not result in a chan-ge to safety and security from what wa:s 
described 11'1 th& em•ironmental record. ConstructJOn areas wou~d be s,a,cuired to eliminate the threat to -safety 
and soc.urrty of anyone not d1T0ctfy involvoo in construction activity. It is assumed that all addit10nal relata-d 
ae'bv,ty woukl be implemented in accordance wtth all federal and State requirements and permits during the 
c:on:struction process. No ad ... e...-~ effects related to safety and wcunty would occur from the construction of 
the aerial guid\eway. 

MttigatJon Meas.um 

No adk:hliional mrtigatiori 1:s required. 

2_ 11 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

The enwonmental record (Section 3 of the SEA, June 2012) addressad transportati.on impacts resulting from 
an at-grade mid-block pBdestrian crossing. The environmental record astal::flshed 1hat the largest 
proportions or too population in the Crenshaw.1LA.X Trans.it Corridor Propa,ct are minority populations. Also 
the corridor represents a :significant population that is also Jow mcome. Executive Order 12898 along with 
subsequent FTA guidance requires con5,1oorati□n of impacts on eooronmental justice qualiried poputations 
and careful oon-s.ideration as whether there are high and' substantial adYerse effects on these populabons. 
and whether 1hes,e effects are dtsproportionate compared to population that are not envuonmental justice 
qualified. As de:sc..-iood rn the preceding sections of the memo, oone of the impacts resulting from the 
proposed mid-~ock pedestrian underc:ross.ing are c.ons.i~rad adverse. Moreo•.'er. non,e of the tmpact:s are 
considered high and substantial. In thrs rontext. there are no overriding environmental justice considerations 
raised by the project modification~. The effects on environmental Justice qualified IXJ'pulation:s are ite,mi.zed 
and discu-ssed be4o·w. 
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The mid-block unckircrossing is being pmpos,ed by LACMTA to improve peda,s.tria n access to FCBC from the 
church's parking iots. and lo reduce lhe concentration of pedialstn.an.-s. at the Eucalyptus AYenue Crosstng. 
The chur,c:h congregation is a Pf&dominanUy minority population. Thia- underc:ro~sing is inwnded lo privatize 
and :shield an additional pedestrian connecbon belwee-n the Sanctuary and rts parking facilities. The 
imPfove ment is a considered beneficial for this minomy institution and would not have environmenta,l justioe 
imphcations. Operation of the proposed mid-block p&destrian un..d,a,r,c:rossing would not result in impacts to 
environmental jl.lStice communroo:s that ·would exceed tho:se that would exceed tho:s.e already analyzed under 
the mid-bl0<;k p&dE1:strian crossing. identrfied in the environment.al rerord. Therefore, no adve~ effec.ts 
relate-d e-rwironmen1al justtce woukt occur e·rom the propos.ed mid-block pedestrian under-crossing. 

The environment.al rec:ord (S.ectiorn:;. 4.18 of the FElS/FEIR, DEIS/DEIR) addressed environmental justice 
impacts resulting from the project. None or the impacts resulting from the proposed aerial guideway are 
considef'Eld ad\terw. Moreover. nooo of the impacts are cons:idered hitgh and subistanhal. ln this context. 
there are no overriding environmen:tal ju:stice co11Gkierati:ons ra~d by the project modifications. Operation of 
the propose,d aerial guideway woufd not resuft irl impac.ts to envfronmental JU:stic.e communities. that woukl 
exceed those, that \Vtlul.d exCEted th0-'50 already analyzed under the aerial alignment, identified in the 
envir'onmental record. Therefore, no adverse affects related to• eooronrnen'lal j1..r:s:bce would occur from the 
propo:S-ed aerial guideway. 

Mitigation Moaau"" 
The proposed mid-bloc►; pedestrian underc:rO<S.Stng and the aerial gUKl,e,!l','cJY would not result rn any new or 
more substantially. severe impacts to environmental justioe that would exceed those already k:lentifi&d in the 
enYironmental record. Therefore. no additional mitigaoon rs requued. 

2.12 SECONDARY ANOCUMUlAllVE 

The environmental record (Section :3 of the SEA. June 2012) addressed :secondary and c:umutative impacts 
resul'hing from an at-grade mid-block pedestrian cros.5.ing. Secondary effects area c:aused by an action and 
are later in time or farther removed in ctis-1ance but are still! roosonably fores.eeabJe" (40 CFR § 1508.8). The 
proposed mid-block ped-estrian: u:ndeteross.ing would not indude any 8fements that ·would result in .addi.oonal 
g;to,w1h or nE!'w :se-c;ondary development, given its limited scope, scale. and location. It vrould not ,ncreas-e or 
attract n,e,w traffllC or development in the area. Any new OO'w'elopment tha1: occurs :subsequent to th,e proposed 
mid-block p,a,d-e:stnan undercro:ssing rs unlikely to be related to the proposed d-esign Change. Rather. il wouki 
be the result or ongoing infill development irl the surrounding communrty. 

Cumulative effects are caused by the aggre-gate effecis of past present and reasonably foreseeable 
acilons. Toose mclude the erfec:ts (pa:st. present, and ruture) of the propo-s.ed mid-block ped,estrian 
undercrossi:ng on a give-n resource and the effects (p.:1st. pres.ent. and future). 11' any, caused by all related 
acbon,-s that affect the same resource. 

The proposed mid-block pedestrian unde,rcrossing wouk:I not change secondary and c.umulati ... e impacts. 
Operation of tr,e, mid-block pedestrian un..dercro:ssing wouJd not result in se,c:ondary and c:umulatrve impacts 
that 11voulo exceed those already analyzed under mid-block pedestrtan crossing, identified in the 
em•ironmental record. Therefore, the proposed dE!sign cllange wou(id not rEtS-ul't. in adverse secondary or 
cumullabve impacts. 

2.12.2 Aena! Gt;,i,Jew',i'.V Ov-er L,i Brea ,"1 vem .. e 

The environmental rec:ord (Sections 4.17 of the- FEIS.lFE1R. DEIS/DEIR) uddres~d ';;£1Condary and 
cumulati\'e tmpa,c:ts resulting fro•m the project The proposed aerial guid,eway ·would not c:hange socondary 
und cumulative impa~. Operation of the proposed aerial guiooway would not result in 5'Bcondary an.-d 
cumull.al.ivia, impacts that would exc:eed those alr~.:1dy analyzed. and identtFied in the en'w'ironmental record. 
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Los Angeles C,c,unty Metrospoliun Tr~nspc,~1:ic-n Autnori-::y 

Mitigation Measure,s 

The proposed mid-block pedestrian unckm:;ro~ng and the aerral gukleway wouild not rasult in any new or 
more substantiatly, wYere impacts to secondary and cu:mutalive impacts that wou~ exceed those already 
identified in the em·ironmental record. Therefore. no additional mmgabon rs required. 

2.U SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ANO MITJGATlON MEASURES 

As de:scnbed abo'o·e, no ad\fer-.:,10 effects v.·oculd occur as a re-suit of the propos,e.d mid-block pedestrian 
underc:rossing and aerial guioowa~. Alf fea:::.ible. prud1:1nt. and reasonab~ actions have- been taken to aYoi.d 
or minimi!Ze adverse impacts. 
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