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The Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (Expo Authority) has determined that the bike
path and Second Street Santa Monica Terminus are no longer under consideration as part of
the Expo Phase 2 Light-Rail Transit project. This Technical Background Report was drafted
prior to the final definition of the LRT Alternatives that was presented in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). Accordingly, discussion of the bike path and Second Street Santa
Monica Terminus still remain in this report but no longer apply and should be disregarded.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

The purpose of this Socioeconomic Technical Background Report is to provide Metro, the
Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (Expo Authority), the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), and the public with information regarding the socioeconomic effects of the
construction and operation of The Expo Phase 2 project, which is described in Section 1.2
(Project Summary) below.

This Technical Background Report discusses demographic conditions within the study area;
examines the potential displacement and relocation of housing, residents, and businesses, and
identifies impacts to persons and businesses who lease Metro-owned property along the transit
corridor that may result from implementation of the proposed project. The loss of parking as a
result of acquisitions and displacement is addressed separately in the Transportation/Traffic
Technical Background Report.

1.2 Project Summary

The proposed Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase 2 (referred to as either the Expo
Phase 2 project or proposed project) would involve the implementation of new or upgraded
corridor transit solutions within a western portion of Los Angeles County in the cities of Los
Angeles, Culver City, and Santa Monica. Six alternatives are analyzed. The alternatives include
the No-Build Alternative, Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, and four
Light-Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives. A brief description of these alternatives is provided below.

1.2.1 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative includes only Metro service features that currently exist or have been
explicitly committed for project buildout in the year 2030. As such, the No-Build Alternative
includes existing fixed guideway Metro Rail and Metro Liner bus rapid transit (BRT) systems
currently under operation, the full implementation of the Metro Rapid Bus program, represented
as twenty-eight routes across Los Angeles County, and planned peak-only rapid bus lanes
along Wilshire Boulevard between Western Avenue and Bundy Drive. The rest of the bus
network is based on June 2007 service patterns for Metro, Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), Culver City, and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus, as well as committed
enhancements to those services anticipated by 2030. Based on direction from Metro, their bus
fleet will be assumed to include a mix of articulated and higher-capacity 45-foot buses in 2030.

1.2.2 Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative seeks to address the corridor transit needs without major capital
investments and includes the improvements outlined in the No-Build Alternative plus three
additional components. These three components include (1) addition of a rapid bus route
connecting downtown Culver City with downtown Santa Monica; (2) associated service
improvements on selected north/south routes to feed stations along the new rapid bus route;
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and (3) service improvements on selected routes, connecting Westside communities to the
Phase 1 Terminus.

1.2.3 Light-Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives

LRT is defined as a metropolitan electric railway system characterized by its ability to operate
single cars or short trains along exclusive rights-of-way at ground level, on aerial structures, in
subways, or, occasionally, in streets, and to board and discharge passengers at track or car-
floor level. Light-rail vehicles are driven electrically with power drawn from an overhead electric
line. LRT provides a cleaner, more energy-efficient form of transportation than automobiles and
is quieter than conventional rail systems.

The LRT alignment would extend rail from the current Phase 1 terminus station at
Venice/Robertson to a terminus station in Santa Monica at 4" Street and Colorado Avenue. The
LRT Alternatives are as follows:

e LRT 1 (Expo ROW-Olympic Alternative) would utilize approximately 5 miles of the
existing Expo ROW from the Expo Phase 1 terminus until reaching the intersection with
Olympic Boulevard in Santa Monica. From that point, the alignment would follow
Olympic Boulevard to the proposed terminus station.

e LRT 2 (Expo ROW-Colorado Alternative) would also utilize the existing Expo ROW from
the Expo Phase 1 terminus until reaching the intersection with Olympic Boulevard in
Santa Monica. From that point, the alignment would continue within the Expo ROW to
west of 19" Street, then diverge from the Expo ROW and enter onto Colorado Avenue
east of 17" Street and follow the center of Colorado Avenue to the proposed terminus.

e LRT 3 (Venice/Sepulveda—Olympic Alternative) would divert from the Expo ROW at the
Expo Phase 1 terminus and follow Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard until
reaching the intersection with the Expo ROW. The alignment would then continue
westward along the Expo ROW and Olympic Boulevard identical to the LRT 1 Expo
ROW-Olympic Alternative.

e LRT 4 (Venice/Sepulveda—Colorado Alternative) would divert from the Expo ROW at the
Expo Phase 1 terminus and follow Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard until
reaching the intersection with the Expo ROW. The alignment would then continue
westward along the Expo ROW and Colorado Avenue identical to the LRT 2 Expo
ROW-Colorado Alternative.

Geographic Segments

The proposed project traverses several jurisdictions, including the cities of Los Angeles, Culver
City, and Santa Monica, and spans distinct communities within each jurisdiction. In order to
account for these differences, the proposed project is described and examined at two different
scales, from broad to specific—Westside of Los Angeles County and geographic segments with
special consideration of proposed station areas—to identify potential impacts.

For purposes of this discussion, the LRT Alternatives have been divided into geographic
segments for ease of analysis (Figure 1-1 [Project Location]). For the area between the Phase 1
terminus and the Exposition/Sepulveda intersection, there are two alternative alignments:
Segment 1 (Expo ROW) and Segment 1a (Venice/Sepulveda). Segment 2 (Sepulveda to
Cloverfield) is common to all LRT Alternatives. For the area between the Cloverfield/Olympic

AECOM Page 2 December 2009



E/

Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase 2
FINAL Socioeconomic

Expo
Legend
[0 Proposed Stations "
3 \-\'\(E—
89, o Segment 1 aunsel Bne W
~ Segment 1a
’%‘ Segment 2 by
Biv
Ry Segment 3 San \igeh® =
e,
Ry Segment 3a = ‘%;}L %‘6
3 2
o’ % 2 %
R ] R fa}
e % o <,
o 3 %
G < ) Q 0
& e e % s %
LoRRC ) 2,
& 3 Q‘5‘/ OO’ s
@ %, % % & R4 5
% Yo X o o 5 5
o~ 5§ o
& KSR SN ....[rﬁﬁo?\ﬁe‘s;;vood - A 2
Y e Station . g &
'-‘I"‘ Exp/Sepulveda ... i, i'? 3
ags® % Statiopn (3 & S
eion B‘Nd‘.-IDExpolBundy 3 @. A e
F_‘XP.“.“ Station g KEN
@
F
S lympici26th g 3 A
: 5, .
Street Station % & \,‘,;45 L eP‘i‘;‘r’IEdafNat"’"a' ¢, Station Venice/Robertson
5 kA Phase | Terminus
3 @ & 8
3
5
3
= Venice/Motor
% Station
% %
2
L.
@
Coloradoidth ks Venice/Sepulveda
Street Station D s Station
o %,
N Q & &
o %, % &
% ) ¢
s £ O§‘
Pacific Coean - 7,3’
ew S5,
o® B
o5
ey
4
©
Qo &
R 5
& £
S o £
RaoH 2
s NORTH
) —_ Iniles
o 0.25 0s 1

Source: PBS&J, ESRI 2009

Figure 1-1

Project Location

Page 3 December 2009

AECOM



E/

Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase 2

Expo FINAL Socioeconomic

intersection and a terminus in Santa Monica, there are also two alternative alignments:
Segment 3 (Olympic) and Segment 3a (Colorado). Thus, the segments are as follows:

Segment 1: Follows the Expo ROW from the Expo Phase 1 terminus station in Culver
City to the Expo ROW/Sepulveda Boulevard intersection, approximately 2.8 miles in
length

Segment l1a: Follows westerly in the median of Venice Boulevard from the Expo Phase 1
terminus station in Culver City to the Venice Boulevard/Sepulveda Boulevard
intersection, then follows northerly in the center of Sepulveda Boulevard to the Expo
ROW/Sepulveda Boulevard intersection, approximately 3.7 miles in length

Segment 2: Follows the Expo ROW from the Expo ROW/Sepulveda Boulevard
intersection to the Expo ROW/Olympic Boulevard intersection, approximately 2.3 miles
in length

Segment 3: Follows the median of Olympic Boulevard from the Expo ROW/Olympic
Boulevard intersection to the Phase 2 terminus option at 4" Street and Colorado Avenue
in Santa Monica, approximately 1.5 miles in length

Segment 3a: Follows the Expo ROW from the Expo ROW/Olympic Boulevard
intersection to west of 19™ Street in Santa Monica. The alignment then diverges onto
Colorado Avenue east of 17" Street and continues along the center of Colorado Avenue
terminating between 4™ Street and 5" Street, approximately 1.5 miles in length.

In response to comments received on the DEIR and after further analysis and coordination with
various stakeholders, five design options have been added in the FEIR for the LRT Alternatives:

o Sepulveda Grade Separation Design Option

o Expo/Westwood Station No Parking Design Option

o Maintenance Facility Buffer Design Option

e Colorado Parking Retention Design Option

o Colorado/4th Parallel Platform and South Side Parking Design Option

Stations

Table 1-1 (Station Locations) provides a description of each station within the various segments,
including the approximate location, the type of proposed station (i.e., at grade or aerial), and the
amount of parking to be provided.

Table 1-1 Station Locations
LRT: LRT: Venice/
EXPO ROW Sepulveda
Name Location Alignment Alignment | Parking

Segment 1: Expo ROW

National/Palms structure over National

Expo ROW just west of the aerial on

Embankment N/A 0

Boulevard/Palms Boulevard
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Expo
Table 1-1 Station Locations
LRT: LRT: Venice/
EXPO ROW Sepulveda
Name Location Alignment Alignment Parking
Within Expo ROW, Eeast of
Expo/Westwood Westwood Boulevard en-Expesition At grade N/A 170
e
Segment 1a: Venice/Sepulveda
Venice/Motor Venice Boulevard, east of Motor N/A At grade 0
Avenue
Venice/Sepulveda On Venice Boulevard, east of N/A Aerial 0
Sepulveda Boulevard
. South of National Boulevard above .
Sepulveda/National the center of Sepulveda Boulevard N/A Aerial 250
Segment 2: Sepulveda to Cloverfield
At grade At grade
Expo/Sepulveda gesgs?;fneggﬁﬁ (\jlz;rlzoulevard and (aerial design | (aerial design | 276260
P option) option)
Expo/Bundy Bundy Drive and Exposition Aerial Aerial 250
Boulevard
Olympic/26™ Street | East of 26" Street on Olympic At grade At grade 0
Segment 3: Olympic
East and west side of 17" Street
Olympic/17th Street | within the median of Olympic At grade At grade 0
Boulevard
4" Streeteastof Colorade
th AvenueOn the existing commercia : .
Colorado/4 block bounded by 4" Street, 5" bo:h_g——h—unded by 4" Street 5. Aerial Aerial 2560
Street, and Colorado Avenue
Segment 3a: Colorado
Colorado/17" Center of Colorado Avenue west of
Street 17" Street At grade At grade 70
ContoreTelerdefnpne Eobnon
2™ Street-and-4"-Street-or-o0n the
Colorado/4"™ eX|st|ng commerual block bounded At grade At grade 2250

by4 Street, 5" Street, and
Colorado Avenue

SOURCE: DMJM Harris, 2008, updated 2009.

Maintenance Facilities

A Maintenance Facility is proposed to be constructed as a part of the Expo Phase 2 project. The
Maintenance Facility site would be located on a parcel or parcels within the City of Santa
Monica immediately south of the Expo ROW, north of Exposition Boulevard, and east of Stewart
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Street. The site is currently occupied by a surface parking lot and light-industrial facility. The
maintenance facility is to be designed and built to meet the maintenance needs of the LRT
vehicles required to operate Phase 2 through the year 2030. It could operate 24 hours a day in
three shifts. The maintenance facility would consist of outdoor storage for 20-te-36approximately
43 to 45 LRT vehicles and associated storage track; trackway to connect to the main line and
allow the movement of LRT vehicles from the main line track to and within the maintenance
facility area; main yard shop building with office and vehicle repair areas; vehicle wash facility;
traction power substation; and parking for 65 te-76-employees. The main yard shop structure
would be approximately 366-350 feet long and 166-189 feet wide, two stories in height, and with
a total area of approximately 125,000 square feet. The structure would be built of concrete block
or corrugated metal or a combination thereof.

Since the release of the DEIR and in response to comments, the Expo Authority has worked
with the City of Santa Monica, Metro, and the community to identify alternative layouts for the
Maintenance Facility. As a result of these collaborative efforts, a Maintenance Facility Buffer
Design Option has been developed for evaluation in the FEIR. This design option would occupy
only a portion of the Verizon site, with an extension of the facility into the existing Santa Monica
College parking lot to the west. Utilization of the adjacent parking lot on the west side of the
Verizon site would create an approximate 100- to 110-foot buffer between the Maintenance
Facility and the residential area on the south side of Exposition Boulevard. The Maintenance
Facility Buffer Design Option would include much of the same facilities as the original
Maintenance Facility concept.

2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

2.1 Population and Employment

Population and employment data are presented at the county and city level, and for the census
blocks that comprise the study area. According to the 2006 American Community Survey
conducted by the United States Census Bureau, approximately 9,948,000 persons lived in Los
Angeles County in 2006, an approximate 1-percent increase from 2000." The Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) projects the population in Los Angeles County to
grow approximately 27 percent from 2000 to 2030.” In this same time period, population in the
city of Los Angeles is projected to increase by about 18 percent; in the city of Culver City by
about 8 percent; and in the city of Santa Monica by about 10 percent. The cities in the study
area are mostly built out, with growth rates far below the county as a whole. Approximately
290,800 persons resided in the study area in the year 2000. Population within the study area is
expected to grow by 14 percent, to about 40,300 residents by 2030 as shown in Table 2-1
(Population and Employment).

! U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, 2006 American Community Survey. Website:
http://factfinder.census.gov, accessed November 13, 2007.
> SCAG Website: http://www.scag.ca.gov, accessed October 22, 2008.
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] Expo
Table 2-1 Population and Employment

City 2000 2030 Percent Change
Population
Study Area 290,787 331,116 13.9%
Culver City 38,816 41,929 8.0%
Los Angeles 3,694,820 4,348,281 17.7%
Santa Monica 84,084 92,120 9.6%
Los Angeles County 9,884,300 12,513,500 26.6%
Employment
Study Area 222,633 275,405 23.7%
Culver City 23,568 48,040 103.8%
Los Angeles 1,690,316 1,960,393 16.0%
Santa Monica 53,998 107,713 99.5%
Los Angeles County 4,761,400 5,775,000 21.3%

SOURCES: 2000 data are from the U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, http://factfinder.census.gov (accessed
November 13, 2007); 2030 data are from SCAG: http://www.scag.ca.gov (accessed October 22, 2008)

Employment (i.e., jobs available) in Los Angeles County is projected to grow by 21 percent from
2000 to 2030 (SCAG 2007). Culver City and Santa Monica are expected to have substantial
increases in employment from 2000 to 2030 at 104 percent and 100 percent, respectively
(SCAG 2007). Table 2-1 (Population and Employment) presents population and employment
data for year 2000, projections for 2030, and percent change over the thirty--year period.
Approximately 222,600 people were employed in the study area in 2000. Employment in the
study area is projected to grow by 24 percent in the 2000 to 2030 period, or approximately
52,800 as shown in Table 2-1 (Population and Employment).

According to the California Employment Development Department (EDD), Los Angeles County’s
labor force averaged approximately 4,974,500 persons in September 2007, of which
approximately 4,717,200 were employed. As the largest metropolitan city within the County, the
City of Los Angeles reported a labor force of approximately 1,935,100 persons with
approximately 1,823,800 persons employed. Similarly, the City of Santa Monica reported a labor
force of approximately 58,800, with approximately 56,300 persons employed, and Culver City
reported a labor force of approximately 25,300 persons, approximately 24,400 of which were

employed.®

2.2

Communities and Neighborhoods

The neighborhood characteristics of the project study area vary, as the area spans portions of
the cities of Culver City, Los Angeles, and Santa Monica in the western portion of Los Angeles
County. For purposes of this analysis, the study area is defined as the centerline of the

% California Employment Development Department, Labor Force Data for Sub-County Areas, September 2007.
website: http://www.calmis.ca.gov/file/lfmonth/lasub.xls, accessed October 23, 2007.
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Alternative Alignments with a 0.5-mile buffer on either side (1-mile total corridor width). For a
detailed description of existing neighborhoods within the study area, refer to the Land Use
Technical Background Report. The study area is fully developed and urban in nature, with
existing land uses including residential, commercial, light-industrial and municipal uses.

2.3 Ethnicity and Income Characteristics

Ethnicity and income data were obtained from a private marketing information resources
company, Claritas,” for the year 2007. SCAG also provides similar data within the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). However, the RTP is based upon 2000 Census data and the
updated 2008 RTP is in draft form. Therefore, in order to present the most accurate information
in this analysis, it was determined that the 2007 Claritas data would provide the most accurate
source of data.

The Claritas data contains population, ethnicity, and poverty estimates for 2007 by block group
and city level. The ethnicity and income data was aggregated by City and block group level so
that comparisons could be made between the study area (block group data) and the associated
cities. All census tracts within a 0.5-mile radius of the Expo Phase 2 ROW were analyzed for
race and income composition using Geographic Information System (GIS) technology.

Table 2-2 (Demographics by City) identifies the overall percentage of minority populations, as
well as families living in poverty.

Table 2-2 Demographics by City
City Total Population Minority Population Families in Poverty
Culver City 40,200 54.6% 6.0%
Los Angeles 3,930,900 72.8% 18.6%
Santa Monica 89,700 27.5% 6.1%
Los Angeles County 9,948,000 51.0% 15.4%

SOURCE: Claritas, November 2007; U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Los Angeles County, 2006 American
Community Survey. Website: http://factfinder.census.gov, accessed November 13, 2007.

a. These numbers have been rounded up to the nearest hundreds.
b. Minority population is considered every ethnicity that is not white.

Approximately 51 percent of the Los Angeles County population is characterized as minority.
The largest minority population is Hispanic, making up approximately 47 percent of the total
population of Los Angeles County. In 2006, approximately 12.4 percent of all families within Los
Angeles County (1.2 million families) and 15.4 percent of all people within Los Angeles County
(1.5 million people) lived below the poverty level. Minority populations in the cities of Culver City
and Los Angeles make up more than 50 percent of the population.

* Claritas Inc, Annual Demographic Update, contains estimates (data prepared for current year) and projections
(data prepared for dates 5 years in the future), using the most recent decennial census. November 2007.
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2.3.1 Environmental Justice Communities

Similar data presented in Table 2-2 (Demographics by City) above was obtained for the study
area. The study area data were then compared to the aggregate City data to determine whether
EJ communities exist within the study area. As discussed below in Section 4.1.2 (Delineating
Environmental Justice Communities), EJ communities are defined as an area that contains
greater than 50 percent minority populations, or where poverty rates or the percent of the
minority population is 10 percent more than the reference community. Reference communities
are the cities of Culver City, Los Angeles, or Santa Monica, depending on the location.

Figure 2-1 (Environmental Justice Communities by Block Group in Study Area) illustrates the EJ
communities within the study area. EJ communities based on poverty are located in the City of
Santa Monica, east of Lincoln Boulevard and north of Olympic Boulevard and Colorado Avenue,
as well as east of 20" Street and north of Colorado Avenue.

Additionally, there are four EJ communities in the study area that are based on both minority
population and poverty. Two are located directly on the alignment alternatives, one of which is
located on the south side of Venice Boulevard, east of Overland Avenue, and the other is
located in Santa Monica, west of 20" Street. The remaining two EJ communities are located
within the 0.5-mile buffer area of the study area; one is east of the LRT Phase 1 Terminus
Station in Culver City and the other is south of Exposition Boulevard in Santa Monica, between
I-10 and Pico Boulevard, east of 26" Street.

Segment 1 contains a significant non-EJ community, which is located approximately between
Motor Avenue and Military Avenue, and Pico Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard. This non-EJ
community is the neighborhoods of Cheviot Hills, West of Westwood, and Westwood South of
Santa Monica. Other areas along the alignment, including the western portion of Segment 3a as
well as the eastern edge of Segment 2, are also located within non-EJ communities. Table 2-3
(Demographics by Environmental Justice Communities in Study Area) provides demographic
information for the EJ and non-EJ communities within the study area. These non-EJ segments
of the study area are described in detail in the Land Use Technical Background Report.

2.4 Households

A household is defined by the California Department of Finance (DOF) and the U.S. Census as
a group of people who occupy a housing unit. The number of households in a given area differs
from the number of dwelling units because the number of dwelling units counted includes both
occupied and vacant units. The variance between household number and dwelling unit number
also reflects population segments living in group quarters such as board and care facilities and
those who are homeless.

Table 2-4 (Dwelling Units in Affected Cities and Los Angles County) compares the number of
occupied dwelling units against the total number of dwelling units in the cities of Culver City, Los
Angeles, and Santa Monica, and the county of Los Angeles.
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Table 2-3 Demographics by Environmental Justice Communities in Study Area
Total Minority Families
Population Population | in Poverty
EJ/non-EJ in Study in Study in Study
City Community Area® Affected Block Groups Aread” Area
EJ . 11,797 702801.02, 702802.01, 70802.03, 269901.03, 702400.02, 702400.03, 62.4% 10.6%
Culver community 702400.04
City Non-EJ
. 6,457 702400.05, 702501.01, 702501.03, 702501.04, 702501.05, 702700.02 41.0% 7.5%
Community
267501.02, 267501.03, 267502.02, 267600.03, 267300.02, 267700.01,
267700.02, 267700.03, 267600.02, 271200.05, 271300.01, 271100.03,
271200.01, 271100.04, 271200.02, 270100.01, 269902.01, 269902.02,
EJ . 71,417 269901.01, 271802.01, 271701.02, 271702.01, 271702.02, 271701.03, 69.3% 12.7%
Community 269700.04, 269700.05, 269800.01, 269800.02, 270100.02, 269901.02,
269902.03, 271802.02, 271802.03, 271801.05, 271801.06, 271801.04,
Los 271900.02, 272301.01, 272301.02, 269700.01, 269700.02, 270200.01,
Ange|es 270200.02
270100.02, 267502.01, 267600.01, 267600.01, 267200.02, 271200.04,
271300.02, 271300.03, 267200.03, 267800.01, 267800.03, 271200.03,
Non-EJ 271600.01, 271600.03, 269300.01, 269300.02, 269000.03, 26900.06,
. 27,658 30.9% 4.3%
Community 26900.05, 269300.05, 269300.04, 267800.02, 269300.03, 271100.01,
271100.02, 271701.01, 271100.05, 271701.04, 267900.03, 269000.02,
269500.02, 269000.04, 269800.03, 271900.01
EJ 701801.05, 701801.01, 701801.02, 701801.03, 701801.04, 701802.02,
Communit 15,279 701802.01, 701802.03, 701802.04, 701802.05, 701702.03, 701702.01, 56.7% 11.5%
Santa y 701702.02, 701900.02
Monica 701701.01, 701602.02, 701701.02, 701602.03, 701502.01, 702201.01,
Non-EJ 23 769 702201.06, 701502.03, 701900.01, 701900.03, 701900.04, 702000.04, 27 30 5 8%
Community ’ 701502.02, 702201.07, 702000.01, 702000.03, 702000.02, 702300.04, w270 070
702300.01, 702300.05

SOURCE: Claritas, November 2007; U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, Los Angeles County, 2006 American Community Survey. Website: http://factfinder.census.gov,

accessed November 13, 2007.

a. These numbers have been rounded up to the nearest hundreds.
b. Minority for the purpose of this analysis includes all non-whites plus all white Hispanics.
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Table 2-4 Dwelling Units in Affected Cities and Los Angles County
Average Household Size
Area Occupied (du) Total (du) (persons per household)
Total Households
Culver City 16,629 17,148 2.42
Los Angeles 1,334,539 1,399,309 2.97
Santa Monica 46,242 49,740 1.92
Los Angles County 3,206,434 3,403,480 3.12

SOURCE: State of California, Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State,
2001-2008, with 2000 Benchmark. Sacramento, California, May 2008.

DU= dwelling unit

2.5 Residential and Commercial Vacancy Rates

The ease of relocating individuals and businesses depends in part on the availability of
residential and commercial/industrial properties within each city. Affected property owners would
be compensated in accordance with the California Relocation Assistance Act (discussed below)
regardless of the number of vacancies in the city. According to DOF in 2007, of the three cities,
Santa Monica has the highest residential vacancy rate at 7 percent with an estimated 3,498
vacant dwelling units. City of Los Angeles residential vacancy rates are about 5 percent with
approximately 64,770 vacant dwelling units, and Culver City residential vacancy rates are

3 percent with approximately 519 vacant dwelling units. The commercial (i.e., nonresidential)
vacancy rates for Culver City, Los Angeles, and Santa Monica are roughly equal at 7 percent.
Industrial vacancy rates are about 2 percent in Los Angeles. According to Grubb & Ellis in 2007,
Culver City has the highest commercial vacancy rate at about 11 percent with an estimated
641,583 square feet (sf) of vacant commercial space. The commercial vacancy rate in West Los
Angeles is at about 7 percent with an estimated 3,834,410 sf of vacant commercial space, and
Santa Monica is at about 6 percent with an estimated 485,054 sf of vacant commercial space.
Residential and commercial vacancy rates are provided in Table 2-5 (Existing Residential and
Commercial Vacancy Rates).

Table 2-5 Existing Residential and Commercial Vacancy Rates
City Residential (%) Commercial [Nonresidential] (%)
Culver City 3.0 7.2
Los Angeles 4.6 7.4
Santa Monica 7.0 6.6
SOURCES:

California Department of Finance, E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates 1/1/08. Website:
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5_2001-06/documents/E-5_2008%20Internet%20Version.xls,
accessed September 2008;

Grub& Ellis (2007) (retrieved from http://www.westside-la.org/pdf/W SOfficePres2007.pdf?2946f5d156af9794e8ab6f4d438ebd0c=
33e380e454e5a0e411c0cdf3d51elcc8 on Jan 17, 2007)
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2.6 Economic Setting

2.6.1 Tax Revenue

As discussed above, the study area is in the western portion of Los Angeles County and in three
different jurisdictions, including the cities of Los Angeles, Culver City, and Santa Monica.
Properties are subject to taxation by a number of taxing agencies, such as the County, cities,
school districts, and various special districts. The Auditor-Controller groups properties into Tax
Rate Areas (TRAs). The Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles County sets the tax rates that are
calculated in accordance with Article 13(a) of the Constitution of the State of California.’

According to the 2007 annual report from the Assessor’s Office of Los Angeles County, the net
roll, which assessed the value of property in the County, excluding church, welfare, and the
state-reimbursed homeowners’ exemptions, increased approximately 9.2 percent from the
previous year (2006) to approximately $997.8 billion.® The total assessed valuation for the
individual cities in 2008 that encompass the study area is shown below in Table 2-6 (2008
Assessed Valuation for Cities). The assessed valuation for the cities provides a basis for
determining the loss of property tax revenue that could occur as a result of the proposed project

Table 2-6 2008 Assessed Valuation for Cities
City Assessed Valuation Total Parcel Counts
Culver City 6,898,423,376 13,327
Los Angeles 413,773,567,411 774,083
Santa Monica 23,488,110,764 22,965
Los Angeles County 1,075,763,158,830 2,344,071

SOURCE: Assessor’s Office of Los Angeles County, 2008 Annual Report.
http://assessor.lacounty.gov/extranet/news/rollrls2008.pdf, accessed September 2008.

Based on a property tax rate determined by the TRA of each property with the study area and
projected by RealQuest Database, these properties generated approximately $3,456,976 in
property tax revenue in 2006.”

® Auditor Controller for Los Angeles County, tax rate area viewer, http://cmsapp.co.la.ca.us/auditor/tra.asp

® Assessor’s Office of Los Angeles County, 2007 Annual Report. Website:
http://assessor.lacounty.gov/extranet/news/rollrls2007.pdf, accessed November 2007.

" Total 2006 Property Tax in Tables 4.2 through 4.6; RealQuest Property Detail Reports for identified APNs, accessed October,
November, and December 2007.
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3. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

3.1 Federal

3.1.1 Executive Order No. 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations)

Executive Order No. 12898 (“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations”) was enacted on February 11, 1994. The chief
purposes of this executive order are identified below.

e To the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law ... each Federal agency shall make
achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its
programs, policies and activities on minority populations and low-income populations. ...
(Subsection 1-101)

e Each Federal agency shall conduct its programs, policies, and activities that substantially
affect human health or the environment, in a manner that ensures that such programs,
policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding persons (including populations) from
participation in, denying persons (including populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons
(including populations) to discrimination under, such programs, policies, and activities,
because of their race, color, or national origin. (Subsection 2-2).

e Each Federal agency shall work to ensure that public documents, notices, and hearings
relating to human health or the environment are concise, understandable, and readily
accessible to the public. [Subsection 5-5 (c)].

A Presidential Memorandum that accompanied the executive order emphasized that the order
was “intended to promote nondiscrimination in Federal programs substantially affecting human
health and the environment, and to provide minority communities and low-income communities
access to public information on, and an opportunity for public participation in, matters relating to
human health or the environment.” It also underscored the application of certain provisions of
existing law, such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Specifically, the
memorandum notes that a NEPA analysis must include “effects on minority communities and
low-income communities” and that mitigation measures “should address significant and adverse
environmental effects of proposed Federal actions on minority communities and low-income
communities” (Subsection 5-5c¢). In addition, “[eJach Federal agency shall provide opportunities
for community input in the NEPA process, including identifying potential effects and mitigation
measures in consultation with affected communities and improving the accessibility of meetings,
crucial documents and notices” (Subsection 5-5c).

3.1.2 Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970

The federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 is
codified at Title 42, United States Code, Section 4600 et seq. This law requires that the federal
government provide relocation advice and payments when it acquires real property under its
power of eminent domain. Real property is defined as anything that is permanently affixed to the
ground, which can include parking lots and spaces, sidewalks, and landscaping. On July 1,
1972, the federal law became binding on the states. Federal laws pertaining specifically to
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relocation payments and services are codified at Title 42, United States Code, Section 6080 et
seq. Regulations regarding relocation payments and services are codified at Title 49 of the code
of federal regulations, Section 24 et seq.

3.2 State
3.2.1 California Relocation Assistance Act (Government Code, Sections 7260, et
seq.)

Following enactment of the federal relocation law in 1970, California’s legislature enacted the
Relocation Assistance Act of 1971, requiring public entities to provide procedural protections
and benefits when they displace businesses, homeowners, and tenants in the process of
implementing public projects for public benefit. State law allows a displaced person certain
compensation for a forced relocation, including relocation assistance and reimbursement of
moving costs.

3.2.2 Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil Procedure, Title 7, Sections
12301.010 through 1273.050)

Title 7 of the California Code of Civil Procedure outlines the steps required for public entities to
follow when the power of eminent domain is necessary to acquire property for a public use. The
power of eminent domain may be exercised to acquire property for a proposed project only if all
of the following are established: (a) the public interest and necessity require the project; (b) the
project is planned or located in the manner that will be most compatible with the greatest public
good and the least private injury; and (c) the property sought to be acquired is necessary for the
project.

The California Public Utilities Code Section 130051.11 gives the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) the right to administratively delegate to an
organizational unit or to its chief executive officer any powers and duties it deems appropriate
such as the power of eminent domain.

The Expo Authority was established by the passage of California Senate Bill 504 that was
signed by the Governor on October 10, 2003. As described in California Public Utilities Code
(Code) Section 132600, the Expo Authority shall have various powers and duties, including the
power of eminent domain related to the completion of a light-rail line between downtown Los
Angeles and downtown Santa Monica.

3.3 Local

3.3.1 General Plan Policies

There are no applicable socioeconomic General Plan policies that apply to the proposed project,
including Los Angeles, Culver City, and Santa Monica General Plans.
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 Analytic Method

41.1 Displacement and Disruption of Existing Uses

To assess the potential effects associated with the acquisition of property, as well as
displacement of existing leased/licensed property within the Metro-owned ROW, conceptual
engineering drawings identifying the location of the proposed LRT guideway, stations, TPSS,
parking, and other improvements were reviewed to identify properties that could be acquired for
the project. Existing residential and commercial vacancy rates within the cities in which the
identified parcel acquisitions would occur were reviewed to determine whether relocation could
be accommodated within existing building stock.

Existing residential vacancy rates within the cities in which the identified parcel acquisitions
would occur were reviewed to determine whether relocation could be accommodated within
existing building stock (Table 2-5 [Existing Residential and Commercial Vacancy Rates]).
Residential vacancy rates were obtained from the 2007 DOF Population and Housing Estimates
and encompass each city’s municipal boundaries.

The commercial vacancy rates from Grubb & Ellis are for Culver City, Santa Monica, and West
Los Angeles. West Los Angeles is defined as being generally bounded by Santa Monica to the
west and Culver City/Marina del Rey to the south and southwest. The areas of Brentwood,
Westwood, Century City, and Beverly Hills border West Los Angeles to the north. The eastern
boundary of West Los Angeles is roughly along Fairfax Avenue. The commercial vacancy rates
for Culver City include Marina Del Rey, and vacancy rates for Santa Monica include property
within the municipal boundaries.

41.2 Delineating Environmental Justice Communities

The methodology in this section incorporates the socioeconomic and environmental justice
analysis guidelines set by the United States Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) Order to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) “Final Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA's National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)
Compliance Analyses” (U.S. EPA 1998). As defined by these federal guidelines, environmental
justice refers to the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and
policies. Using GIS technology and Claritas data at the block group and city level, a
demographic profile was created for each city within the study area. All census tract block
groups within a 0.5-mile radius of the Expo Phase 2 corridor were analyzed for race and income
composition. Demographic and income data used to determine the presence of EJ communities
in the Expo Phase 2 ROW were obtained from Claritas, a company specializing in consumer
information about population and business data, and were also obtained from the U.S. Census
2000 Summary File 3 (SF3).

The U.S. DOT uses the following definition given in Title IV of the Civil Rights Act to define "low-
income"—a person whose household income (or in the case of a community or group, whose
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median household income) is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) poverty guidelines. A "high concentration" of minority or low-income residents was
defined as an area that contains greater than 50-percent minority populations or where poverty
rates or the percent of minority population was 10 percent more than the reference community.
The reference communities were the cities of Culver City, Los Angeles, and Santa Monica.

For purposes of this analysis, a minority was considered any ethnicity that was not white. U.S.
DOT uses the following definition given in Title IV of the Civil Rights Act to define "minority":

e Black—a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa

e Hispanic—a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race

e Asian—a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent

e American Indian—a person having origins in any of the original people of North America
and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community
recognition

o Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander—a person having origins in any of the original
peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands

The U.S. DOT uses the following definition given in Title IV of the Civil Rights Act to define "low-
income":

e Low-income—a person whose household income (or in the case of a community or
group, whose median household income) is at or below the U.S. HHS poverty
guidelines.

The 2007 HHS poverty guidelines are identified below in Table 4-1 (2007 Health and Human
Services Poverty Guidelines).

Table 4-1 2007 Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines

Persons in Family or Household 48 Contiguous States and the District of Columbia (D.C.)
$10,210
$13,690
$17,170
$20,650
$24,130
$27,610
$31,090
8 $34,570

For each additional person, add $3,480

SOURCE: Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 15, January 24, 2007, pp. 3147-3148.
http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/07poverty.shtml, accessed October 18, 2007.

N ol W|IN]|EF
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Ethnicity and Income Data Sources

Typically, U.S. Census data is used to determine whether the identified communities are
considered EJ communities. However, since the last Census data was collected in 2000, it was
determined that the 2007 Claritas data would provide the most accurate demographic profile of
the communities. Accordingly, ethnicity and income data, such as population, ethnicity,
household, and poverty data by census block group, city, and county, were obtained from
Claritas for 2007.

4.2 Environmental Criteria

4.2.1 CEQA Environmental Criteria

The FTA and the Expo Authority have identified the following CEQA criteria and additional
criteria based on the Council on Environmental Quality’'s NEPA regulations, U.S. DOT, or other
applicable guidance. CEQA criteria was taken or adapted from Appendix G of the 2008 CEQA
Guidelines, as appropriate for this project. The FTA does not have specific criteria for evaluating
effects under NEPA, therefore, the FTA and the Expo Authority have determined that an
assessment based on CEQA criteria provides a reasonable means for determining
environmental effects. The project would have significant effects on socioeconomics, for the
purposes of CEQA, if the project would result in any of the following:

o Real property is acquired and business, residential owners or tenants are required to
relocate

o Displace substantial numbers of people and/or existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere or create a demand for additional
housing that cannot be accommodated by existing housing stock

e Resultin the termination of long-term leases/licenses prior to their original expiration
date for the purpose of constructing a transit service improvement and supporting
infrastructure (the expiration of month-to-month leases/licenses or leases/licenses where
relocation waivers have been executed would not be considered significant)

4.3 Analysis

Criterion  Would the project necessitate the acquisition of real property, and result in
businesses, residential owners or tenants being required to relocate?

Impact SOC-1 Implementation of the proposed project could necessitate the
acquisition of real property, and result in business and residential relocation.
With compliance with the California Relocation Assistance Act, no adverse
effect would occur.

No-Build Alternative

There would be roadway and transit service improvements associated with the No-Build
Alternative. Within the Expo Phase 2 ROW, the No-Build Alternative would not require land
acquisitions and relocations, and no effect would occur.
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Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative would include all of the improvements under the No-Build Alternative and
new on-street bus services to directly serve the Expo Phase 2 community transit needs. Those
additional improvements would include minor physical modifications such as upgraded bus
stops and additional buses. Within the study area, the TSM Alternative would not result in any
land acquisitions or relocation, and no effect would occur.

LRT Alternatives

This analysis accounts for the potential acquisition and relocation of existing businesses and
residential units along the LRT Alternatives as a result of real property acquisitions or lease
terminations to create the right of way for the light-rail system. The scope of the acquisitions
identified for each segment include ROW for the guide way and associated structures and
facilities, as well as roadway improvements, and replacement parking sites. Full acquisitions
refer to obtaining complete parcels (and any structures on the site) compared to patrtial
acquisitions, which refer to obtaining only portions of parcels. Partial acquisitions can include
vacant properties, as well as areas currently used for landscaping, sidewalks, or parking, or
acquisitions where buildings could be retrofitted so that the existing use of the property can
continue.

Partial acquisitions associated with curb cuts (identified as partial cc) are related to bringing the
street corner radii up to current standards including the required ADA ramps when the LRT
Alternatives involve street improvements. This modernization allows larger vehicles to more
easily negotiate turns from one street to another. In some instances, jurisdictional cities have
allowed variances from the city standards, which still comply with ADA, in order to avoid
impacting adjacent properties. The Expo Authority would work with the appropriate cities to
determine the optimum design for the selected segments. Thus, the number of curb cuts within
each segment indicates a conservative approach and will likely be reduced during Preliminary
Engineering (PE).

Table 4-2 (Comparison of Estimated Property Acquisitions by Segments) summarizes by
segment the total number of property acquisitions broken down by land use and extent of the
acquisition.

California Relocation Assistance Act Requirements

Owners of private property have federal and state constitutional guarantees that their property
will not be taken or damaged for public use unless they first receive just compensation. Just
compensation is measured by the “fair market value” of the property taken, where “fair market
value” is considered to be the highest price on the date of valuation that would be agreed to by
a seller, being willing to sell, but under no particular or urgent necessity for so doing, nor obliged
to sell; and a buyer, being ready, willing and able to buy but under no particular necessity for so
doing, each dealing with the other with the full knowledge of all the uses and purposes for which
the property is reasonably adaptable and available. (Code of Civil Procedure

Section 1263.320a)
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Table 4-2 Comparison of Estimated Property Acquisitions by Segments
. . a H b H
Residential Commercial Public Total
Partial Partial Property
Segments Full | Partial CC Full | Partial CC Full | Partial | Acquisitions
Segment 1:
Expo ROW 1 8z 27 | W0 21l o1 4 1 2932
Segment la:
Venice/ 2628 | 4745 22 612 | 1512 32 50 1 1454152
Sepulveda
Segment 2:
Sepulveda to 0 1 0 12 2 #4 0 23 1312
Cloverfield
Segment 3: 1 0 0 5 0 15 | 0o | 3 2724
Olympic = =
Segment 3a:
Colorado
w/Colorado/ 0 0 0 65 36 3334 ol 62 48
4" Street
Station

Seven partial residential acquisitions associated with the bikeway were included within Segment 1.
CC= Curb Cut

a. Four potential TPSS locations were identified in Segment 1. For purposes of this analysis 1 residential property and 3
commercial properties were consolidated into 1 residential full acquisition.

b. Two potential TPSS locations were identified in Segment 3 that require potential acquisition. One location could require
acquisition of up to 5 properties (4 commercial properties and 1 residential property have been identified). The other location
would require acquisition of a public parcel. For the purpose of this analysis, the effect from acquiring the 1 residential and 4
commercial properties is evaluated.

All real property acquired by the Expo Authority would be appraised to determine its fair market
value. Just compensation, which shall not be less than the approved appraisal made to each
property owner, would be offered by the Expo Authority. Each homeowner, renter, business, or
nonprofit organization displaced as a result of the project would be given advanced written
notice and would be informed of the eligibility requirements for relocation assistance and
payments. All of the property acquisitions would be first considered partial acquisitions when
feasible, rather than full acquisitions, and an effort would be made to limit displacement. For all
of the property acquisitions, relocation assistance and compensation would be provided by the
Expo Authority as required by the California Relocation Assistance Act.

Segment 1: Expo ROW

Segment 1 does not contain structural development within the Expo ROW,; however,
acquisitions would be required for the connection with the Phase 1 terminus, for a TPSS site, for
the widening of Overland Avenue, for station parking, and to connect the bike path between
Motor Avenue and Northvale Avenue. The structure from the Phase 1 terminus (i.e.,
Venice/Robertson Station) to the northeast side of Venice Boulevard would transition to grade
within the Exposition ROW on a retained fill embankment approximately 900 feet west of Venice
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Boulevard. Venice Boulevard would be reconstructed in this area to provide columns to support
the aerial structure in the median of Venice Boulevard.

Segment 1 would result in 29-32 property acquisitions, which would include 21-15 residential
acquisitions (1 full, 8-7_partial and 12-7 partial cc) and 3-12 commercial acquisitions (3-ful-and
2-11 partial.and 1 partial cc). Refer to Table 4-2 (Comparison of Estimated Property Acquisitions
by Segments) above for a breakdown of property acquisitions by segment, land use, and extent
of acquisition. Public property acquired would not be subject to the California Relocation
Assistance Act. Twenty-twe-seven partial property acquisitions were identified within

Segment 1.Partial property acquisitions would not demolish the physical buildings of the
property, but, instead, would acquire only particular portions of the property such as
landscaping, sidewalks, or parking, or require limited physical changes to the existing building.

For the purposes of this analysis, the impact determination assesses the comparative scale of
overall property acquisitions for each segment, and ultimately for each alternative. Similar to full
acquisitions, appropriate compensation would be provided by Expo as required by federal law
for those parcels that result in partial acquisitions. The details of applicable laws regarding
relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisition are described above in
Section 3 (Regulatory Framework). These existing laws and regulations represent the only
available mitigation for these actions. Therefore, because Expo would comply with these laws,
and would result in no adverse effect.

Segment la: Venice/Sepulveda

Unlike the Segment 1, Venice Boulevard of Segment 1a is a heavily traveled street, lined with
commercial and residential uses. The primary uses along Venice Boulevard are commercial and
retail, with some multi-family residential structures. Venice Boulevard provides six lanes of
traffic, separated by a median that is landscaped in some locations. Portions of Venice
Boulevard along this alignment are up to 180 feet in width; however, the median is not of an
adequate size to accommodate an LRT extension. In order to accommodate the LRT system,
some residential and commercial structures, left-turn pockets, and parking (on both sides of
Venice Boulevard) would be removed. In addition, acquisitions would be required for the
connection with the Phase 1 terminus, for columns associated with aerial structures, for TPSS
sites, and for replacement parking. Similar to Venice Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard is also a
heavily traveled street lined with multi-family residential structures, with commercial uses
located at major intersections. Sepulveda Boulevard does not have a median, and has a
maximum width of 100 feet for this portion of the alignment.

Segment 1a would result in a total of 154-152 acquisitions which would include 71-95 residential
acquisitions (26-28 full, 47-45 partial and 22 partial cc) and 53-56 commercial acquisitions (6-12
full, 35-12 partial and 32 partial cc). Refer to Table 4-2 (Comparison of Estimated Property
Acquisitions by Segments) above for a breakdown of property acquisitions by segment, land
use, and extent of acquisition. Property acquisitions would be distributed through the Venice
Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard portions of Segment 1a. Public property acquired would
not be subject to the California Relocation Assistance Act.

The 1£16-112 partial property acquisitions along this segment include residential and commercial
properties. Partial property acquisitions would not demolish the physical buildings of the
property, but, instead, would only acquire particular portions of the property, such as
landscaping, sidewalks, parking, or require limited physical changes to the existing building. The
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partial residential property acquisitions that would occur along Venice Boulevard and Sepulveda
Boulevard are set along busy thoroughfares and are not part of cohesive residential
neighborhoods. The Land Use Technical Background Report provides a discussion of the
potential effects related to disruption of established communities within this segment.

For the purposes of this analysis, the impact determination assesses the comparative scale of
overall property acquisitions for each segment, and ultimately for each alternative. Similar to full
acquisitions, appropriate compensation would be provided by Expo as required by federal law
for those parcels that result in partial acquisitions. The details of applicable laws regarding
relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisition are described above in
Section 3 (Regulatory Framework). These existing laws and regulations represent the only
available mitigation for these actions. Therefore, because Expo would comply with these laws,
and would result in no adverse effect.

Segment 2: Sepulveda to Cloverfield

A majority of Segment 2 in the Expo ROW does not contain structural development. However,
several temporary structures (e.g., garages, storage facilities, etc.) were constructed within
some of the month-to-month lease/license areas in this segment. Some property acquisitions
would occur within Segment 2 to allow for station parking, Sepulveda Boulevard street widening
and curb cuts, Pico/Sawtelle improvements, Stewart restriping, Centinela Avenue widening, the
maintenance facility, and a TPSS site. In particular, one partial acquisition would be required in
the area of Exposition Boulevard and Sepulveda Boulevard to allow for additional parking
requirements for the Expo/Sepulveda Station; and three partial acquisitions would be required
for Sepulveda Boulevard curb cuts and widening.

Segment 2 would result in £3-12 property acquisitions, including 1 residential acquisition (1
partial) and 8-8 commercial acquisitions (-2 full, 2 partial and 74 partial cc). Refer to

Table 4-2 (Comparison of Estimated Property Acquisitions by Segments) above for a
breakdown of property acquisitions by segment, land use, and extent of acquisition. Public
property acquired would not be subject to the California Relocation Assistance Act. As
discussed previously, the Land Use Technical Background Report provides a discussion of the
potential effects related to disruption of established communities within this segment. For the
purposes of this analysis, the impact determination assesses the comparative scale of overall
property acquisitions for each segment, and ultimately for each alternative. Similar to full
acquisitions, appropriate compensation would be provided by Expo as required by federal law
for those parcels that result in partial acquisitions. The details of applicable laws regarding
relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisition are described above in
Section 3 (Regulatory Framework). These existing laws and regulations represent the only
available mitigation for these actions. Therefore, because Expo would comply with these laws,
and would result in no adverse effect.

Segment 3: Olympic

The segment between Cloverfield Boulevard and the proposed terminus at 4th Street and
Colorado Avenue in Santa Monica would proceed along the existing landscaped median of
Olympic Boulevard. Although the median is sufficient in width to accommodate a LRT system, a
widening of Olympic Boulevard would be necessary.

A total of 27-24 property acquisitions would be required, associated with curb cuts on Olympic
Boulevard, parking, TPSS, and Olympic widening near 17™ Street. Segment 3 would result in
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1 residential acquisition (1 full) and 20 commercial acquisitions (5 full and 15 partial). Refer to
Table 4-2 (Comparison of Estimated Property Acquisitions by Segments) above for a
breakdown of property acquisitions by segment, land use, and extent of acquisition Public
property acquired would not be subject to the California Relocation Assistance Act. The existing
uses along the south side of Olympic Blvd, where the acquisitions would occur, consist of
commercial and light-industrial uses, as well as associated street parking. The full acquisitions
include businesses that would need to be relocated and one single-family residence.
Additionally, nearly the entire commercial block at the terminus near the I-10 Westbound off-
ramp between 4™ Street and 5" Street would be acquired.

As discussed previously, the Land Use Technical Background Report provides a discussion of
the potential effects related to disruption of established communities within this segment. For
the purposes of this analysis, the impact determination assesses the comparative scale of
overall property acquisitions for each segment, and ultimately for each alternative. Similar to full
acquisitions, appropriate compensation would be provided by Expo as required by federal law
for those parcels that result in partial acquisitions. The details of applicable laws regarding
relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisition are described above in
Section 3 (Regulatory Framework). These existing laws and regulations represent the only
available mitigation for these actions. Therefore, because Expo would comply with these laws,
and would result in no adverse effect.

Segment 3a: Colorado

Segment 3a would travel along the length of Colorado Avenue in Santa Monica from just west of
19th Street until the terminus at Colorado/4™ Street or Colorado/2™ Street requiring property
acquisitions as a result of street and lane widening to accommodate the LRT. The Colorado/4™
Street Station would require an identical number of property acquisitions when compared to the
Colorado/2"'Street Station.

A total of 48 properties would be acquired within Segment 3. These acquisitions would include
no residential acquisitions and 42-45 commercial acquisitions (6-5 full, 3-6 partial and

33-34 partial cc). Refer to Table 4-2 (Comparison of Estimated Property Acquisitions by
Segments) above for a breakdown of property acquisitions by segment, land use, and extent of
acquisition. Public property acquired would not be subject to the California Relocation
Assistance Act. As discussed above, light-industrial uses in Santa Monica are generally
concentrated in the area between Olympic Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, as well as
roughly Lincoln Boulevard and 19™ Street, which includes Segment 3a. More properties would
be acquired along Colorado Avenue under this segment as compared to Olympic Boulevard
under Segment 3; therefore, it could be difficult for these light-industrial uses to relocate in the
general vicinity as it is unknown how many light-industrial vacancies exist within the area.

The 36-42 partial property acquisitions along this segment consist of a variety of business
parcels. These partial property acquisitions would not demolish physical buildings, but, instead,
would only acquire particular portions of the property, such as landscaping, sidewalks, or
parking, or require limited physical changes to the existing building. The overall character of the
business environment would remain the same.

As discussed previously, the Land Use Technical Background Report provides a discussion of
the potential effects related to disruption of established communities within this segment. For
the purposes of this analysis, the impact determination assesses the comparative scale of
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overall property acquisitions for each segment, and ultimately for each alternative. Similar to full
acquisitions, appropriate compensation would be provided by Expo as required by federal law
for those parcels that result in partial acquisitions. The details of applicable laws regarding
relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisition are described above in
Section 3 (Regulatory Framework). These existing laws and regulations represent the only
available mitigation for these actions. Therefore, because Expo would comply with these laws,
this is not considered an adverse effect. No adverse effect would result.

FEIR Design Options

As detailed in Table 4-3 (Estimated Changes in Property Acquisitions by FEIR Design Option

implementation of the Sepulveda Grade Separation, Colorado Parking Retention, Colorado/4™
Parallel Platform and South Side Parking, Maintenance Facility Buffer, or Expo/Westwood
Station No Parking design options would alter the number of full and partial commercial
acquisitions associated with the LRT Alternatives. In general, the design options would either
reduce the total number of property acquisitions or result in no net change. As such, no

adverse effect would result.

Table 4-3 Estimated Changes in Property Acquisitions by FEIR Design

Option
Changes in Commercial
Acquisitions Changes in
Partial Property
FEIR Design Option Eull | Partial | (curb cuts) | Acquisitions
Sepulveda Grade Separation -1 -6 2 9
Colorado Parking Retention -1 0 +1 0
Colorado/4™ Parallel Platform and South Side Parking -1 0 0 -1
Maintenance Facility Buffer +1 -1 -1 1
Expo/Westwood Station No Parking 0 0 0 0

SOURCE: DMJM Harris, 2009.

CEQA Determination

No Impact. There would be roadway and transit service improvements associated with the No-
Build Alternative. Within the Expo Phase 2 ROW, the No-Build Alternative would not require
land acquisitions and relocations, and no impact would occur.

No Impact. The TSM Alternative would include all of the improvements under the No-Build
Alternative and new on-street bus services to directly serve the Expo Phase 2 community transit
needs. Those additional improvements would include minor physical modifications such as
upgraded bus stops and additional buses. Within the study area, the TSM Alternative would not
result in any land acquisitions or relocation, and no impact would occur.

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The LRT Alternatives would necessitate the acquisition of real
property, and result in business relocation. Although the magnitude of acquisitions associated
with each segment ranges from a low of £3-12 to a high of 154152, adherence to existing laws
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and regulations regarding relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisitions
would be required and would ensure that this impact remains less than significant.

Criterion Would the project displace substantial numbers of people and/or existing
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere
or create a demand for additional housing that cannot be accommodated by
existing housing stock?

Impact SOC-2 Implementation of the proposed project could displace substantial
numbers of people and/or existing housing but would not necessitate the
construction of replacement housing or create a demand that cannot be
accommodated by existing housing stock. No adverse effect would occur.

No-Build Alternative

There would be roadway and transit service improvements associated with the No-Build
Alternative. Within the Expo Phase 2 ROW, the No-Build Alternative would not require land
acquisitions and relocations, and no effect would occur.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative would include all of the improvements under the No-Build Alternative and
new on-street bus services to directly serve the Expo Phase 2 community transit needs. Those
additional improvements would include minor physical modifications such as upgraded bus
stops and additional buses. Within the study area, the TSM Alternative would not result in
displacement of people and/or existing housing, and no effect would occur.

LRT Alternatives

This analysis accounts for the potential displacement of existing housing units along the LRT
Alternatives as a result of real property acquisitions needed to create the right of way for the
light-rail system. Each homeowner and renter displaced as a result of the project would be given
advanced written notice and would be informed of the eligibility requirements for relocation
assistance and payments. An effort would be made to limit displacement. For all of the property
displacement, relocation assistance and compensation would be provided by the Expo Authority
as required by the California Relocation Assistance Act. Any potential displacement of existing
housing units would require the Expo Authority to abide by existing laws and regulations to
ensure relocation assistance and compensation.

Table 4-43 (Potential Displacement of Residents by Segments) identifies the number of housing
units which would be displaced as a result of full residential acquisitions within each segment.

Segment 1: Expo ROW

The displacement of one housing unit would occur in Segment 1. In 2007 the City of Los
Angeles had an inventory of 64,770 vacant housing units; which is sufficient housing stock to
absorb the displaced occupants. For each of the property displacements, relocation assistance
and compensation would be provided by the Expo Authority as required by the California
Relocation Assistance Act. Any potential displacement of existing housing units would require
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the Expo Authority to abide by existing laws and regulations to ensure relocation assistance and
compensation, no adverse effect would occur.

Table 4-43 Potential Displacement of Residents by Segments
Los Angeles Culver City | Santa Monica
Total

Full Full Full Estimated
Segment DU Res DU Res DU Res Residents
Segment 1: Expo ROW 1 3 0 0 0 0 3
Segment la: Venice/Sepulveda 73 217178 31 75 0 0 292253
Segment 2: Sepulveda to
Cloverfield 0 0 0 10 0 0 0
Segment 3: Olympic 0 0 0 0 1 2 2
Segment 3a: Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SOURCE: Department of Finance. 2008. http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5_2001-
06/documents/E-5_2008%20Internet%20Version.xls accessed January 20, 2009
Residential displacement was determined by multiplying the number of displaced residential households by 2.44 persons per
household (pph); the average for the three cities:
Culver City: 2.42 pph
Los Angeles: 2.97 pph
Santa Monica: 1.92

Segment la: Venice/Sepulveda

The displacement of 73 housing units in Los Angeles and 31 housing units in Culver City would
occur. For Segment 1a, existing vacancies in the cities of Culver City and Los Angeles would
easily absorb displaced residential tenants within existing building stock and would not require
new construction for replacement buildings. Culver City has an estimated 519 vacant housing
units and Los Angeles has an estimated 64,770 vacant units. In any event, full mitigation would
be provided through compliance with the California Relocation Assistance Act, and no adverse
effect would occur.

Segment 2: Sepulveda to Cloverfield

No housing units would be displaced within Segment 2 and would not create an additional
demand for housing. In any event, full mitigation would be provided through compliance with the
California Relocation Assistance Act, and no adverse effect would occur.

Segment 3: Olympic

The displacement of one housing unit in Santa Monica would occur within Segment 3. Existing
vacancies in the city of Santa Monica would easily absorb displaced residential tenants within
existing building stock and would not require new construction for replacement buildings. Santa
Monica has an estimated 3,498 vacant housing units. In any event, full mitigation would be
provided through compliance with the California Relocation Assistance Act, and no adverse
effect would occur.

AECOM Page 26 December 2009


http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5_2001-

@ Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase 2
Expo FINAL Socioeconomic

Segment 3a: Colorado

No housing units would be displaced within Segment 3a and would not create an additional
demand for housing. In any event, full mitigation would be provided through compliance with the
California Relocation Assistance Act, and no adverse effect would occur.

FEIR Design Options

Implementation of the Sepulveda Grade Separation, Colorado Parking Retention, Colorado/4™
Parallel Platform and South Side Parking, Maintenance Facility Buffer, or Expo/Westwood
Station No Parking design options would not displace people and/or existing housing. As such

no change in the impact of the project would occur with implementation of the design options
and no adverse effect would result.

CEQA Determination

No Impact. There would be roadway and transit service improvements associated with the No-
Build Alternative. Within the Expo Phase 2 ROW, the No-Build Alternative would not require
land acquisitions and relocations, and no impact would occur.

No Impact. The TSM Alternative would include all of the improvements under the No-Build
Alternative and new on-street bus services to directly serve the Expo Phase 2 community transit
needs. Those additional improvements would include minor physical modifications such as
upgraded bus stops and additional buses. Within the study area, the TSM Alternative would not
result in displacement of people and/or existing housing, and no impact would occur.

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the LRT Alternatives could displace people and/or
existing housing, the displaced properties (and therefore, people) would be accommodated
within existing residential building stock in the project vicinity. Therefore, the acquisitions would
not necessitate replacement housing. Full mitigation would be provided through compliance with
the California Relocation Assistance Act. Adherence to existing laws and regulations regarding
relocation assistance and compensation for property acquisitions would be required and would
ensure that this impact remains less than significant.

Criterion  Would the project result in the termination of Metro’s long-term
leases/licenses prior to their original expiration date for the purpose of
constructing a transit service improvement and supporting infrastructure?

Impact SOC-3 Implementation of the proposed project would not terminate Metro’s
long term leases/licenses prior to their expiration date and therefore, no
adverse effect would occur.

No-Build Alternative

There would be roadway and transit service improvements associated with the No-Build
Alternative. Within the Expo Phase 2 ROW, the No-Build Alternative would not require lease
terminations, and no effect would occur.

AECOM Page 27 December 2009



@ Exposition Corridor Transit Project Phase 2
Expo FINAL Socioeconomic

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative would include all of the improvements under the No-Build Alternative and
new on-street bus services to directly serve the Expo Phase 2 community transit needs. Those
additional improvements would include minor physical modifications such as upgraded bus
stops and additional buses. Within the study area, the TSM Alternative would not result in
termination of any leases/licenses, and no effect would occur.

LRT Alternatives

This analysis assesses the need to terminate long-term and temporary lease/license
arrangements between Metro and businesses located within the ROW. Two types of
lease/license agreements currently exist: agreements originally made with the Santa
FeSouthern Pacific Railroad prior to Metro’s purchase of the Exposition ROW; and lease/license
agreements entered into by Metro with businesses after the acquisition of the ROW.
Leases/licenses entered into directly by Metro generally include the right to terminate the
lease/license for any transportation project and includes a relocation waiver as a condition to
entering to the lease/license or are month-to-month leases/licenses which are temporary in
nature. The termination of these leases/licenses would not constitute an adverse effect and
would not require compensation. However, there is the potential to require early termination of
leases/licenses that do not have relocation waivers, such as those previously entered into by
the Santa Fe Railroad. In these cases, business owners may be compensated pursuant to the
California Relocation Assistance Act requirements.

Segment 1: Expo ROW

Although Segment 1 does not have structural development within the ROW, Metro has granted
certain leases and licenses along the ROW. A majority of these leases and licenses are granted
on a month-to-month lease/license, and within this segment, the uses are primarily for
temporary surface parking for construction and local businesses. These temporary parking uses
primarily occur between the Phase 1 terminus and the National/Palms Station. Businesses that
currently use this parking would continue to use existing street parking in the area.
Implementation of the project would result in the termination of leases/licenses, which would
restrict any future parking within the ROW. As month-to-month leases/licenses are temporary in
nature and because the loss of ROW surface parking would not affect physical business
locations, the termination of such leases/licenses would not constitute an adverse effect.
Although pre-acquisition leases/licenses have been identified in Segment 1, no early
lease/license terminations would be required. If early lease/license terminations are
subsequently determined to be required, the business owner would be compensated pursuant
to the California Relocation Assistance Act requirements Therefore, no adverse effect would
occur.

Segment la: Venice/Sepulveda

Segment 1a does not fall within the Exposition ROW. Since there are no Metro leases or
licenses currently in effect that would be disrupted by implementation of this segment, no effect
would occur.
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Segment 2: Sepulveda to Cloverfield

Although Segment 2 does not have structural development within the ROW, this segment
consists of temporary lease/license holders, primarily auto-impound lots or “back-of-business”
uses, such as loading or refuse areas. The majority of existing structures are built on temporary
foundations, which is typical of all businesses with leases/licenses within the Exposition ROW
and do not constitute real property. Implementation of the project would result in the termination
of leases/licenses. The termination of month-to-month leases/licenses or those that include
relocation clauses for the purpose of constructing a transit service improvement and supporting
infrastructure (e.g., the proposed project) are not considered to result in an adverse effect and
do not require compensation . Although pre-acquisition leases/licenses have been identified in
Segment 2, no early lease/license terminations would be required. If early lease/license
terminations are subsequently determined to be required, the business owners would be
compensated pursuant to the California Relocation Assistance Act requirements Therefore, no
adverse effect would occur.

Segment 3: Olympic

Segment 3 does not fall within the Exposition ROW. Since there are no Metro leases/licenses
currently in effect that would be disrupted by implementation of this segment, no effect would
occur.

Segment 3a: Colorado

Segment 3a does not fall within the Exposition ROW. Since there are no Metro leases/licenses
currently in effect that would be disrupted by implementation of this segment, no effect would
occur.

FEIR Design Options

Implementation of the Sepulveda Grade Separation, Colorado Parking Retention, Colorado/4™
Parallel Platform and South Side Parking, Maintenance Facility Buffer, or Expo/Westwood
Station No Parking design options would not result in the termination of additional Metro long-
term leases other than those associated with the LRT Alternatives. As such, no change in the

impact of the project would occur with implementation of the design options and no adverse
effect would result.

CEQA Determination

No Impact. There would be roadway and transit service improvements associated with the No-
Build Alternative. Within the Expo Phase 2 ROW, the No-Build Alternative would not require
lease terminations, and no impact would occur.

No Impact. The TSM Alternative would include all of the improvements under the No-Build
Alternative and new on-street bus services to directly serve the Expo Phase 2 community transit
needs. Those additional improvements would include minor physical modifications such as
upgraded bus stops and additional buses. Within the study area, the TSM Alternative would not
result in termination of any leases/licenses, and no impact would occur.

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the Segment 1 and Segment 2 would result
in the termination of leases/licenses. The termination of temporary leases/licenses is not
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considered significant. In the event early lease/license terminations are required, holders of pre-
acquisition leases/licenses would be compensated pursuant to the California Relocation
Assistance Act, and a less-than-significant impact would result.

Criterion  Would the project Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Generally, growth-inducing projects are those that would foster or remove obstacles to
population growth or the construction of additional housing. Transportation projects that are
located in isolated, undeveloped, or underdeveloped areas, or that provide new accessibility to
such areas, may be considered growth inducing. The Expo Phase 2 project would be built within
a well-developed urban area, where only in-fill development opportunities remain. The project
would be located in an area that is already well served by an existing network of electricity,
water, sewer, storm drain, and other infrastructure that accommodates existing and planned
growth.

The project would not provide new accessibility but would enhance accessibility by transit,
thereby reducing private automobile use. The need for a high-capacity, major transit investment
in the Expo Phase 2 community is driven by significant population and employment
concentrations, along with continued growth trends in the greater area. The project would
accommodate and serve residents and visitors to the project cities and would provide an
increased level of public transit service that is consistent with local and regional growth
projections and land use/transportation policies. The project also is consistent with local and
regional planning to accommodate anticipated corridor growth by reducing VMT and other
impacts attendant on private automobile use.

The proposed project would not be growth inducing in terms of increased employment to
support construction, maintenance, and/or operational functions of the proposed LRT.
Development of any LRT Alternative would generate relatively short-term, construction-related
employment opportunities. However, the construction phases of any project would require a
limited labor force due to the relatively short-term nature of construction employment. Given the
ample supply of construction workers in the regional work force, which is the area from which
construction workers would be drawn, the proposed project would not be considered growth-
inducing from a short-term employment perspective. With respect to non-construction-related
employment growth, the proposed project does not anticipate long-term growth associated with
an increase in employees to support maintenance and/or operational functions of the proposed
LRT. Rather, new positions that could be created with implementation of the project would likely
be filled by the local labor force. Management positions, if any, may involve recruitment
procedures with a target area that is larger than the local region. This could induce a limited
number of newcomers to the area. However, this number is expected to be low, and would not
result in any notable growth-inducing impacts.

The proposed project would be growth accommodating, rather than growth inducing and no
effect would occur.
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5. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A cumulative analysis addresses the impacts of the proposed project in combination with other
planned and approved projects. The cumulative development scenario is the Expo Phase 2
project in combination with any other local development projects that might result in land
acquisition or adversely affect existing EJ communities in the local area, which is defined as
Culver City, Los Angeles, and Santa Monica.

Since no impacts have been identified for the No-Build and TSM Alternative, no cumulative
effect could occur, and no further discussion is provided of these alternatives. Similarly, since no
substantial adverse impacts have been identified for the alignment alternatives relative to
economic and fiscal impacts, no cumulative effect could occur, and no further discussion is
provided of the alternatives for that criteria.

Criterion  Would the project (1) displace substantial numbers of people and/or
existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere or create a demand for additional housing that cannot be
accommodated by existing housing stock; (2) necessitate the acquisition of
real property; and result in businesses, residential owners or tenants being
required to relocate; and/or (3) result in the termination of long-term leases
prior to their original expiration date for the purpose of constructing a
transit service improvement and supporting infrastructure?

It is possible that cumulative development, including both public agency and private
development projects, could result in property acquisitions, which could result in the
displacement of people or housing, depending on the nature of specific projects. Similar to the
proposed project, all cumulative public agency projects, including any other transportation-
related projects, would be required to provide relocation assistance and compensation as
mandated by federal, state, and/or local law. The details of applicable laws regarding relocation
assistance and compensation for property acquisition are described in Section 3 (Regulatory
Framework).

In the case of cumulative private development, projects are not required to provide relocation
assistance and compensation. Instead, private development is dependent upon sales
agreements between interested and willing parties (buyers and sellers). Therefore, the potential
relocation of business or residential tenants would be agreed upon at the time of sale, and no
further mitigation would be required.

Implementation of the proposed project could result in the partial and full acquisition of between
13-12 and 454-152 business and residential properties, depending on the ultimate segments |
that are approved for the project. Therefore, the cumulative context is the Cities of Los Angeles,
Culver City, and Santa Monica, but within those cities, there are no existing, proposed, or
reasonably foreseeable projects that would result in significant property acquisitions. Therefore,
the project itself represents the greatest contribution to the cumulative context. There are four
possible LRT alignment options that could occur for implementation of the proposed project:

e LRT 1: Segment 1, Segment 2, and Segment 3 (69-68 total property acquisitions)
e LRT 2: Segment 1, Segment 2, and Segment 3a (96-92 total property acquisitions)
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e LRT 3: Segment 1a, Segment 2, and Segment 3 (394-188 total property acquisitions)
e LRT 4: Segment 1a, Segment 2, and Segment 3a (215-212 total property acquisitions)

Regardless of which LRT Alternative is selected for implementation, each would represent a
considerable contribution to the cumulative impact because each option would result in partial
and full property acquisitions. However, all displaced housing and people could be
accommodated within existing building stock in each City and would not require the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere. Additionally, appropriate compensation and relocation
assistance would be provided by Expo as required by the California Relocation Assistance Act
for those properties that result in full acquisitions. Therefore, although each option would have a
cumulative contribution, the overall cumulative impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through the payment of required fees. Refer to Table 4-2 (Comparison of
Estimated Property Acquisitions by Segments) for a breakdown by segment, land use, and
extent of acquisitions. The least severe of all the options would include LRT 1, which would
result in a total of 69-68 property acquisitions.
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