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Chapter 4 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS,
CONSEQUENCES, AND MITIGATION

4.1 Land Use and Development

This section summarizes the existing land uses and developments in the project area, and the
potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on these resources. The information in this
section is based on the Land Use Impacts Technical Memorandum, which is incorporated into
this Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) as
Appendix M.

4.1.1 Existing Land Uses

The current land uses adjacent to the proposed project alignments are presented in detail in
Appendix M. Overall, the project area is characterized by a dense downtown urban
environment.

Tall skyscrapers with offices and hotels dominate the western end of the project area, including
the City National Towers, Bonaventure Hotel, CitiGroup Tower, US Bank Tower, and the
Standard Hotel.

Civic institutions dominate the central portion of the project area, including City Hall, City Hall
East, the California Department of Transportation District 7 Headquarters, Parker Center, and
the new Los Angeles Police Department Building.

Little Tokyo, which is located on the eastern portion of the project area, contains a mix of
commercial, residential, civic, and light industrial mid- to low-scale development. Little Tokyo
includes the Japanese Village Plaza, the Go For Broke Monument, and the Japanese-American
National Museum, all of which have particular significance to the City of Los Angeles.

4.1.2 Regulatory Framework

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), and the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds provide criteria for evaluating potential effects
on land use and development. These criteria define an adverse impact as one that would:

@ Conlflict with regional land use policies

# Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect

@ Conflict with the compatibility of surrounding land uses or adversely affect the development
of surrounding land uses within the project area

The Regional Connector Transit Corridor project would be located entirely within the City of Los
Angeles; therefore, consistency with the following plans, policies, and regulations would be
needed to avoid land use impacts:
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@ City of Los Angeles General Plan:

» Central City Community Plan

» Central City North Community Plan

> Transportation Element

» City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code

»  Civic Center Shared Facilities and Enhancement Plan
@ Downtown Adaptive Reuse Incentive Ordinance
@ Greater Downtown Housing Incentive Ordinance

@ Redevelopment plans established by the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of
Los Angeles (CRA/LA):

> Bunker Hill Urban Renewal Project
» Central Business District Redevelopment Project
» City Center Redevelopment Project
>  Little Tokyo Redevelopment Project

Additionally, the other impact analyses, such as the Noise and Vibration Technical
Memorandum (Appendix S), were reviewed to determine whether any of the alternatives would
have impacts that would diminish the quality of an adjacent land use. In general, zoning and
land use policies in the area are supportive of increased density and transit use, as well as reuse
of existing buildings. More details on these regulations and plans are available in Appendix M.

4.1.3 Affected Environment

The project area is heavily urbanized and is one of Los Angeles County’s major employment
centers that includes retail, entertainment, and residential districts. Income levels of residents
vary greatly, and residential units range in cost from new luxury condominium developments in
the western half of the project area to single-room occupancy hotels and homeless shelters in
the eastern portion. Land use patterns in the project area consist mostly of commercial office
buildings in the southwestern portion, public office buildings in the central and northern
portion, and commercial manufacturing buildings in the southeast. Pockets of residential uses,
which include adaptive reuse of older non-residential buildings, are scattered throughout the
project area.

Figure 4.1-1 shows the zoning designations and neighborhoods in the project area.
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Figure 4.1-1. Neighborhoods and Zoning
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The proposed build alternatives would introduce new light rail service in the following
neighborhoods:

Financial District: Existing land uses include office towers, public open space, hotels, and
other commercial and retail establishments. The area is densely developed— many of the
buildings in the area have 12 or more stories.

Bunker Hill: Existing land uses include office towers, large auditoriums, residential
developments, education buildings, and parking lots. The area contains the tallest buildings
in the city. Most of the parcels currently used as parking lots are part of the proposed Grand
Avenue redevelopment project.

Historic Core: Existing land uses include public buildings, offices, retail, and parking lots.
This highly urbanized area contains many buildings from the 1920s and earlier (most with
ground floor retail). Most originated as office buildings, though some have been converted
to manufacturing space or residential units.

Civic Center: Existing land uses include public offices and services, and public open space.
Hotels, restaurants, and other commercial uses are also present. Many of the businesses in
the area directly serve public agency needs. Most of the public buildings are large and
occupy entire blocks.

Little Tokyo: Existing land uses include office buildings, restaurants, hotels, cultural
institutions, parking lots, and retail establishments. The neighborhood is a center of
Japanese-American culture. In general, building heights are lower in Little Tokyo than in the
rest of the project area. Also, many of the parking lots are planned for redevelopment.

Arts District: Existing land uses include warehouse retail, public offices and maintenance
facilities, new residential buildings, artist lofts, and pockets of restaurant and retail
establishments. Like Little Tokyo, building heights are typically lower in this neighborhood
than in the rest of the project area.

4.1.4 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential land use and development
impacts for each alternative. Table 4.1-1 summarizes the results of the analysis.

4.1.4.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative does not include any new transportation infrastructure beyond what is
identified in the 2009 Metro Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The No Build Alternative
would not provide the land use benefits typical of high-capacity transit projects, which the City of
Los Angeles General Plan and the CRA/LA redevelopment plans seek to achieve (e.g.,
encouragement of livable spaces, sustainable travel patterns, and job growth).
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Table 4.1-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Land Use and Development

Incompatibility with

Regional Land Conflict with

Alternative Use and Applicable Land Suryoundmg of M|t|ga_t|on
Adjacent Land Required
Development Use Plans
Uses
. Potential None
No Build None adverse effect None Available
Potential None
TSM None adverse effect None Available
At-Grade Emphasis None None None None
LRT
Underground
Emphasis LRT None None None None
E;l_ll}' Underground None None None None

Since the LRTP predicts that traffic will worsen in the absence of additional transportation
capacity, the No Build Alternative would contribute to deteriorating access and mobility within
the Los Angeles region by failing to increase the efficiency and carrying capacity of the transit
network.

This alternative would conflict with Federal Transportation Administration (FTA) guidance
supporting transit investments that encourage and support land uses that are environmentally
sustainable, foster livable communities, and increase economic vitality (FTA 2010).

The No Build Alternative would also be inconsistent with the Central City Community Plan goal
for a light rail connector between 7" Street/Metro Center Station and Union Station.

4.1.4.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative would conflict with the Central City Community Plan, part of the City of
Los Angeles General Plan Land Use Element, and would cause an adverse, unavoidable land use
impact.

4.1.4.1.2 CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would conflict with the Central City Community Plan, part of the City of
Los Angeles General Plan Land Use Element, and would cause a significant, unavoidable land
use impact.

4.1.4.2 TSM Alternative

Like the No Build Alternative, the TSM Alternative does not include any new transportation
infrastructure beyond what is identified in the LRTP. However, it does include two new shuttle
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bus lines connecting 7" Street/Metro Center Station and Union Station, but the quality of this
service would be contingent on traffic congestion, which is anticipated to worsen in the coming
years in the absence of additional capacity.

As such, the TSM Alternative would not provide the lasting benefits typical of high-capacity
transit projects, which the City of Los Angeles General Plan and the CRA/LA redevelopment
plans seek to achieve (e.g., encouragement of livable spaces, sustainable travel patterns, and job
growth).

Since the LRTP states that traffic will worsen without additional transportation capacity, the TSM
Alternative would contribute to deteriorating access and mobility within the Los Angeles region
by failing to increase the efficiency and carrying capacity of the transit network.

This alternative would conflict with FTA guidance supporting transit investments that encourage
and support land uses that are environmentally sustainable, foster livable communities, and
increase economic vitality (FTA 2010). The TSM Alternative would also be inconsistent with the
Central City Community Plan goal for a light rail connector between 7" Street/Metro Center
Station and Union Station.

4.1.4.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would conflict with the Central City Community Plan, part of the City of Los
Angeles General Plan Land Use Element, and would cause an adverse, unavoidable land use
impact.

4.1.4.2.2 CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would conflict with the Central City Community Plan, part of the City of Los
Angeles General Plan Land Use Element, and would cause a significant, unavoidable land use
impact.

4.1.4.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative alignment is surrounded primarily by land zoned for
public facilities, commercial, and multi-family residential.

During construction, the at-grade portions of the alignment would be constructed mostly in
existing roadways, and the underground portions would be constructed using the cut-and-cover
method. More information about these construction methods is available in the Description of
Construction, Appendix K. These methods can involve temporary, intermittent street and
sidewalk closures in the immediate vicinity of the alignment. This could temporarily inhibit, but
not eliminate, access to the adjacent parcels. The alternative would also require permanent
removal of traffic lanes on Flower, 2", Los Angeles, Main, and Temple Streets. Traffic flow
would be affected; however, access would be retained to adjacent land uses.

The LRT facilities would encroach upon parcels in the Historic Core and Little Tokyo areas. A
traction power substation would be placed in a portion of the parking lot immediately south of
the Los Angeles Times building, and the light rail tracks would encroach upon the parking lot
surrounding the Go for Broke monument in Little Tokyo.
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However, this permanent conversion of land use to LRT facilities would be compatible with the
other surrounding land uses. The acquisitions needed for this alternative are discussed in the
Displacement and Relocation Section (Section 4.2). Once the mitigation measures specified in
the Noise and Vibration Section (Section 4.7) have been implemented, significant incompatible
noise impacts would not affect surrounding land uses.

By improving transit service to major activity centers, the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
would be consistent with the stated General Plan goal of focusing growth toward existing high-
density areas countywide. It would also be consistent with the Transportation Element’s
support of high-capacity transit service between Union Station and the Metro Blue Line. By
adding new stations to the downtown area, the alternative would also make more parcels eligible
for density and parking bonuses created by the City of Los Angeles to encourage growth in areas
served by transit.

It is anticipated that the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative and other transit projects currently
underway or planned for the future would support increases in transit ridership, which would be
a cumulatively beneficial effect. Many new commercial and residential developments are
planned in the project area on sites that are currently occupied by surface parking lots, and the
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would help offset the effects of these land use changes by
providing a better alternative to driving.

4.1.4.3.1 NEPA Finding

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse
effects on land use.

4.1.4.3.2 CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse effects on land use.

4.1.4.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

During construction, the majority of the alignment and LRT facilities would be constructed using
the cut-and-cover and TBM methods. More information about these construction methods is
available in Appendix K. These methods can involve temporary, intermittent closures of streets
and sidewalks in the immediate vicinity of the alignment and stations. This could temporarily
inhibit, but not eliminate, access to the adjacent parcels. The alternative would also require
permanent removal of a traffic lane on Flower Street. Traffic flow would be affected, but access
would be retained to adjacent land uses. Overall, construction would be less noticeable in the
Historic Core area than under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, due to the use of TBMs
instead of at-grade construction methods.

The LRT facilities would encroach upon parcels in the Historic Core and Little Tokyo areas.
Some businesses on the commercial parcel bounded by 1% Street, Alameda Street, 2™ Street, and
Central Avenue would be removed for portal construction. Businesses on the southeast corner
of 2™ and Spring Streets would also be acquired. Business owners would be compensated and
relocation assistance would be provided as required by Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act. This conversion of land use to LRT facilities would not be
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incompatible with the other surrounding land uses. After construction, it would be possible for
new developments to be located on some of the land used for construction staging. So land use
conversions, including conversions on the parcel bounded by 1* Street, Alameda Street, 2™
Street, and Central Avenue, may not all be permanent. The acquisitions needed for this
alternative are described in the Displacement and Relocation Section (Section 4.2). Significant
noise impacts would not occur as a result of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative and
land use incompatibility would not be expected.

By improving transit service to major activity centers, the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative would be consistent with the stated General Plan goal of focusing growth toward
existing high density areas countywide. It would also be consistent with the Transportation
Element’s support of high-capacity transit service between Union Station and the Metro Blue
Line. By adding new stations to the downtown area, the alternative would also make more
parcels eligible for density and parking bonuses created by the City of Los Angeles to encourage
growth in areas served by transit.

It is anticipated that the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative and other transit projects
currently underway or planned for the future would support increases in transit ridership, which
would be a cumulatively beneficial effect. Many new commercial and residential developments
are planned in the project area on sites that are currently occupied by surface parking lots, and
the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would help offset the effects of these land use
changes by providing a better alternative to driving.

4.1.4.4.1 NEPA Finding

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse effects on land use.

4.1.4.4.2 CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative adverse effects on land use.

4.1.4.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

The land use impacts, construction methods, policy compatibility, and benefits of the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would be similar to those of the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative alignment is identical to the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative — Broadway Station Option, west of Central Avenue.

East of Central Avenue, more businesses on the parcel bounded by 1" Street, Alameda Street, 2"
Street, and Central Avenue would need to be removed for station construction. However, only a
portion of this land use conversion would be permanent, and the introduction of LRT facilities in
this location would not be incompatible with the surrounding retail and dense residential land
uses. The acquisitions needed for this alternative are discussed in the Displacement and
Relocation Section (Section 4.2). This alternative would also make possible an integrated
transit-oriented development at the future Nikkei Center parcel on the northeast corner of 1" and
Alameda Streets. This type of development would be supportive of the City’s land use goals of
encouraging density near transit stops.
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4.1.4.5.1 NEPA Finding

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse
effects on land use.

4.1.4.5.2 CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
adverse effects on land use.

4.1.5 Mitigation Measures

The No Build and TSM Alternatives would conflict with applicable land use plans and policies,
but no mitigation is planned. Significant adverse land use impacts would not occur as a result
of any of the Regional Connector build alternatives. Hence mitigation measures would not be
required for any alternative.

4.2 Displacement and Relocation

This section describes the potential displacements and relocations that could be needed to
construct the proposed Regional Connector Transit Corridor alternatives. The information in
this section is based on the Displacement and Relocation Technical Memorandum, which is
incorporated into this DEIS/DEIR as Appendix N.

4.2.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA requires that the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act
(Uniform Act) of 1970 be implemented if displacements would be a direct cause of a project.
The law ensures that relocation services and payments be made available to eligible residents,
businesses, and nonprofit organizations displaced as a direct result of federal projects. The act
provides for uniform and equitable treatment of persons displaced from their homes and
businesses by establishing uniform and equitable land acquisition policies. No other NEPA
requirements or thresholds for displacement impacts exist.

CEQA provisions apply to projects in the absence of federal funding. CEQA requires
conformance to the California Relocation Act (California Act), which is similar to the Uniform
Act. It ensures consistent and fair treatment of owners, expedited acquisition of property by
agreement to avoid litigation, and promotion of confidence in the public land acquisitions
process. According to CEQA guidelines, a project would have a significant impact if it would
result in any of the following:

@ Displace a substantial number of existing housing units, particularly affordable housing
units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere

# Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere

CEQA does not include thresholds for employment displacement impacts. Thresholds similar
to population and housing displacements are used in this analysis, since most of the potential
displacements for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project would be businesses.
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4.2.2 Affected Environment

For purposes of this evaluation of potential land acquisition impacts, the affected environment
is limited to the areas within and directly adjacent to the proposed alternative alignments.
Depending on project funding and schedule, property acquisition may be phased over time.

4.2.2.1 Typical Causes of Displacement

Table 4.2-1 shows typical causes of land acquisition and displacement that could potentially
occur with a project. When a land acquisition occurs, it typically results in either a full or partial

take of a parcel.

A partial take would occur if only a portion of the entire parcel was required to accommodate the
project (e.g., a portion of a commercial parking lot fronting the alignment is required, but not
the adjacent commercial building located away from the alignment). Partial property takes may
result from widening a street or intersection due to inadequate right-of-way widths, limited
cross-sections, and vertical circulation needs adjacent to subway stations. Street widening may
be necessary when the existing horizontal alignment contains insufficient right-of-way. Vertical
circulation is necessary near subway stations to bring passengers to the surface and additional

land may be needed for station entrances.

Table 4.2-1. Causes of Displacement

Not enough right-of-way for construction and operation of

Horizontal alignment Full/Partial alignment and stations

Vertical circulation above Partial Additional area needed adjacent to subway station to

subway station bring passengers to surface

Street widening Partial At-grade trackway and stations

lllegal encroachment Full Unauthorized use of private property

Access to a businesses . .

(driveway or road) Full Damages resulting from reduced or restricted access

Storage vards Full Additional area required to perform maintenance, for
gey ancillary facilities, and TPSS sites

Widening of intersections Partial Additional area to maintain traffic volumes, turn lanes, or

platforms
Tunneling easement Easement Subway travels off public right-of-way

Page 4-10
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A full take could occur when the majority of the property is required for the horizontal alignment
because of insufficient right-of-way or the need to construct storage or maintenance facilities.

An easement is the right to use another person’s land for a stated purpose. An easement can
involve a general or specific portion of the property and can be either at the surface level or
beneath the property. Easements can be temporary (e.g., during construction) or permanent.
Temporary construction easements are utilized when a portion of a property is acquired for
construction staging or equipment use. Permanent underground easements are utilized when a
subway is tunneled and during its operation.

Using these criteria for the types of acquisitions that could be required for the proposed project
a list of properties that could be affected was compiled for each alternative (listed in Section
4.2.3).

4.2.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

This section identifies all parcels where displacements could occur for the Regional Connector
Transit Corridor project and provides additional details about the ones where the displacements
could constitute a potentially significant adverse impact. More information on parcels not
adversely impacted is available in Appendix N. Table 4.2-2 provides a summary of each
alternative’s potential displacement and relocation impacts.

Table 4.2-2 Summary of Potential Displacement and Relocation Impacts

Alternative Total Displacements Significant Before Mitigation Slgmf |'can_t After
Mitigation
No Build None None None
TSM None None None
At-Grade 11 Partial Takes 4 Partial Takes None
Emphasis LRT 2 Temporary Easements 1 Temporary Easements
11 Partial Takes 2 Partial Takes
Underground 10 Full Takes 2 Full Takes None
Emphasis LRT 8 Temporary Easements 1 Temporary Easement
4 Permanent Easements 1 Permanent Easement
10 Partial Takes 1 Partial Take
Fully Underground | 16 Full Takes 3 Full Takes None
LRT 5 Temporary Easements 1 Temporary Easement
6 Permanent Easements 1 Permanent Easement

4.2.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not involve any new construction for the Regional Connector
Transit Corridor project. As such, displacement of properties would not occur for transit
infrastructure.
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4.2.3.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative would have no effects with respect to displacement or relocation, and
mitigation measures would not be required.

4.2.3.1.2 CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would have no significant adverse effects with respect to displacement
or relocation, and mitigation measures would not be required.

4.2.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes all provisions of the No Build Alternative, plus two new shuttle bus
lines linking 7" Street/Metro Center Station and Union Station. Up to 24 curb parking and
loading spaces would be removed along 2™ Street between Hill Street and Central Avenue to
accommodate new bus stops, but this would not constitute a significant impact. The removal of
surface parking lots for the addition of new developments to the downtown area, many of which
will qualify for reduced off-street parking quotas, could increase parking demand. The new
shuttle bus service would partially offset the parking demand in the area; however, this offset
would not be as great as would be provided by the build alternatives.

4.2.3.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse effects with respect to displacement or relocation,
and mitigation measures would not be required.

4.2.3.2.2 CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have significant adverse effects with respect to displacement or
relocation, and mitigation measures would not be required.

4.2.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

To construct the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, partial takings of 11 parcels and temporary
easements across two parcels would be needed for the construction of LRT facilities. These
parcels are shown in Table 4.2-3 and Figure 4.2-1.

Permanent displacement of approximately 170 parking spaces (about 51 of which are on-street
parking spaces) would occur as a result of the acquisitions required for this alternative.
Approximately 23 of these displaced spaces would occur in the Little Tokyo community, where
businesses and residents have expressed concern over the potential loss of parking. Surface
parking lots are an important resource in downtown Los Angeles due to the presence of many
historic buildings that do not provide the amount of off-street parking required by current
planning code. Construction of this alternative would not directly disturb the Go For Broke
Monument although it would affect the surrounding parking lot.

The Regional Connector Transit Corridor would provide new non-auto access to the area upon
completion of construction, which would partially offset the potential effects associated with
parking loss. However, some cumulative impacts would still remain, though they would not be
significant.
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Table 4.2-3. Parcels Potentially Affected by Displacement
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

Address . Type of Current Use Intended Use
Displacement
Partial Take/
1 5151023400 525 S. Flower Street Temporary City National Construction
Construction Plaza Staging
Easement
Temporary Construction
2 5151018017 @ 444 S. Flower Street Construction Courtyard ;
Staging
Easement
3 5151014032 703 W. 3" Street Partial Take Central Plant Cons_tructlon
Staging
Parcel Bounded by Construction
4 5151014033 Srd/Hope/FIower Streets & Partial Take Vacant Stagin
General Kosciuszko Way ging
Parcel Bounded by Pool and Tennis
5 5151027256 Figueroa/3'd/FIower/ 2" Partial Take Station Entrance
Courts
Streets
6 5149008032 @ 201 S. Spring Street Partial Take Parking Lot TPSS Location
Parcel l:gounded by
Main/1%/Los Angeles . Government .
7 5161014902 Streets and Parcel Partial Take Building Station
5161014901
Parcel Bounded by
Main/Temple/Los Angeles . Government Alignment Tracks
8 5161014901 Streets and Parcel Partial Take Building & Station
5161014902
Parcel bounctied by Judge
John Aiso/1%/Los Angeles . Government .
9 5161013905 Streets and Parcel Partial Take Building Station
5161013904
Parcel Bounded by Judge
John Aiso/Temple/Los . Government Alignment Tracks
10 5161013904 Angeles Streets and Parcel Partial Take Building & Station
5161013905
Parcel on SW corner of . . .
11 5161012901 Temple/Alameda Streets Partial Take Parking Lot Alignment Tracks
12 5161012905 = 152 N. Central Avenue Partial Take MOCA and Pedestrian Bridge

Public Parking

Footing

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 4.2-1. At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative Potential Displacements

4.2.3.3.1 Easements

Of the easements identified in Table 4.2-3 and Figure 4.2-1, potentially significant adverse
impacts may occur at the following parcels:

APN 5151023400 (525 S. Flower Street; Figure 4.2-1 #1) — This parcel contains the City National
Plaza and towers. Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative is expected to utilize a
portion of the City National Plaza for equipment and/or material staging and for construction of
a proposed below-grade station. Part of the City National Plaza serves as a bus stop for various
bus lines from several transit service providers. Access to this bus stop would be maintained or
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relocated during construction. In addition, part of the public sidewalk would be utilized as an
entrance to the proposed below-grade station, but this would not encroach onto private
property. This easement would be temporary; however, potential adverse impacts could result if
access is not maintained to the bus stop. Proposed mitigation measures in Section 4.3.4 have
been developed to reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.

4.2.3.3.2 Partial Takes

Of the partial takes identified in Table 4.2-2 and Figure 4.2-1, potentially significant adverse
impacts may occur at the following parcels:

@ APN 5151023400 (525 S. Flower Street; Figure 4.2-1 #1) — This parcel contains the City
National Plaza and towers. Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative is
expected to require a partial take for locating an entrance to a proposed underground
station. Part of the City National Plaza serves as a bus stop for bus lines from several transit
service providers. Access to this bus stop would be maintained or relocated during
construction. Potential adverse impacts could result if access is not maintained to the bus
stop. Proposed mitigation measures in Section 4.3.4 have been developed to reduce this
potential impact to a less than significant level.

e APN 5151014032 (703 W. 3" Street; Figure 4.2-1 #3) — This parcel contains the Central Plant,
which is a heating and ventilation plant for some buildings in Bunker Hill. This parcel is
located within the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Area as designated by the City of Los Angeles
CRA (Parcel H, Central Plant). Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative is
expected to result in a partial take of this site for construction staging and the proposed
station. The part of the parcel that would be utilized for construction staging is currently
used for parking and is the primary access point to the Central Plant. During construction,
this access point would remain available and replacement parking would be required.
Potential adverse impacts could result if replacement parking was not provided or if access
was restricted or eliminated to the Central Plant. Proposed mitigation measures described
in Section 4.3.4 have been developed to reduce this potential impact to a less than
significant level.

& APN 5161012901 (Parcel located on southwestern corner of the Temple Street/Alameda
Street intersection; Figure 4.2-1 #11) — This parcel is currently used as a publicly owned, pay-
to-park, surface parking lot. Part of this lot is anticipated to be developed by others (Bureau
of Engineering 2009). Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative is expected to
result in a partial take of a parking lot and loss of several parking spaces (approximately 26
standard spaces and 7 handicapped spaces) for part of its alignment to accommodate the
turning radius required to join the existing Metro Gold Line Extension tracks. Since driveway
access would be limited, coordination of design would need to occur between Metro and the
development. In addition, Metro would need to meet the safety requirements of the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the City, and other regulatory agencies. Loss
of the current parking lot may cause an inconvenience for users but it would not represent a
significant adverse impact. Additional privately operated parking lots and structures are
located in the vicinity.
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& APN 5161012905 (Parcel located on southwestern corner of the Temple Street/Alameda
Street intersection; Figure 4.2-1 #12) — This parcel, which is currently used as a publicly
owned, pay-to-park, surface parking lot, also contains the Geffen Contemporary at the
Museum of Contemporary Art (MOCA). Only part of the surface parking lot is anticipated to
be developed by others (Bureau of Engineering 2009). Construction of the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative is expected to result in a partial take of five parking spaces to
locate the footing of a proposed pedestrian bridge across Alameda Street. Loss of the
current parking lot may cause an inconvenience for users but it would not represent a
significant adverse impact.

All other partial takes would result in less than significant impacts because the takes consist
of small portions of each parcel including landscaping and adjacent hardscape, privately-
owned tennis courts, or private parking. Private parking is typically considered a transitional
land use that could be developed by the owners for higher and better uses. The partial takes
proposed by the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not impede the function of these
parcels or their potential for future development.

4.2.3.3.3 NEPA Finding

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have adverse direct and cumulative effects with
respect to displacement and relocation. However, these impacts could be mitigated.

4.2.3.3.4 CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have significant adverse direct and cumulative
effects with respect to displacement and relocation. However, these impacts could be mitigated
below the level of significance.

4.2.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

To construct the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, partial takings of 11 parcels, full
takings of 10 parcels, permanent easements across 4 parcels, and temporary easements across
8 parcels would be needed for the construction of LRT facilities. These parcels are shown in
Table 4.2-4 and Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-4.

Table 4.2-4. Parcels Potentially Affected by Displacement —
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

. Type of

Temporary . . .
4.2-2 1 | 5151023400 525 S. Flower Street Construction City National Cons_trucnon
Plaza Staging
Easement
Temporary )
4.2-2 2 | 5151018017 444 S. Flower Street Construction Citicorp Plaza Cons_truct|on
Staging
Easement
422 | 3 | 5151014032 | 703 W. 3" Street Partial Take Central Plant g&gsi::;c“on
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Table 4.2-4. Parcels Potentially Affected by Displacement —
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative (continued)

isplacement

Parcel Bounded by

Construction

4.2-2 4 | 5151014033 3"/Hope/Flower Streets & Partial Take Vacant Stagin
General Kosciuszko Way ging
Tennis Courts Station
4.2-2 5 | 5151027256 Pgrcel Bounded by Partial Take and _Pool_for Entrance and
3" /Hope/Flower Streets Residential .
Bridge
Bldg
nd
5151004911 gf‘r’:;' BH%“ngfr:gt ZGran 4 | Permanent
4.2-2 6 | thru Avenu’e agd Genl ’ Underground Parking Lot Tunneling
5151004913 i ) Easement
Kosciuszko Way
Parcel Bounded by Congiuton Stagng/
S n H
4.2-3 7 | 5149001903 értl)zada-lellll Streets, Easement & Empty Lot Station
Y Partial Take Entrance
423 | 8 | 5149008031 | 200 S. Broadway Full Take Parking Lot Zf;ﬁgga'
423 | 9 | 5149008030 | 208 S. Broadway Full Take Parking Lot Zf;ﬁgga'
423 | 10 | 5149008032 | 201 S. Spring Street Full Take Parking Lot Zf;ﬁgga'
Temporary .
423 | 11 | 5149001902 | 100 W. 1° Street Construction NewLAPD | Construction
HQ Staging
Easement
. Commercial Construction
4.2-3 | 12 | 5149007006 206 S. Spring Street Full Take Buildings Staging
. Commercial Construction
4.2-3 | 13 | 5149007005 212 S. Spring Street Full Take Buildings Staging
nd :
5149006010- 108 W. 2 Street,. Un|t§
028; 031-054; | 102-108;201-212;215; Higgins Bldg;
056.050: 0aq. | 301-315; 401-408; 410-415; | Permanent Moo Use
4.2-3 14 . i 501-515; 601-615; 701-704; | Underground - Tunneling
095; 097; . . . Commercial
. . | 706; 708-715; 801-802; Easement
099-108; 110; ’ ! ’ and Condos
112-149 151 804; 806-815; 901-915;
’ 1001-10015
Temporary
. Construction Station
4.2-3 | 15 | 5161015901 100 S. Main Street Easement & Caltrans HQ Entrance
Partial Take
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Table 4.2-4. Parcels Potentially Affected by Displacement —
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative (continued)

. Type of
Permanent
4.2-3 | 16 | 5161026023 200 S. Main Street Underground St. Vibiana Tunneling
Easement
Permanent
4.2-3 | 17 | 5161026024 114 E. 2™ Street Underground St. Vibiana Tunneling
Easement
423 | 18 | 5161026033 iﬁ;‘ﬁggltzﬁyvsfr‘;g‘tir OfLOS | partial Take Plaza Station Plaza
Little Tokyo Station
4.2-3 | 19 | 5161026901 203 S. Los Angeles Street Partial Take Branch Public E
; ntrance
Library
Temporary .
: Construction
Parcel at SE corner of Los Construction . ;
4.2-3 | 20 | 5161024014 Angeles/2"d Streets Easement & Parking Lot Staglng &
- Station Plaza
Partial Take
Temporary .
Parcel at SE corner of Los : . Construction
4.2-3 | 21 | 5161024018 Angeles/2"d Streets Construction Parking Lot Staging
Easement
4.2-4 | 22 | 5161018007 401 E. 2" Street Full Take Parking Lot Portal
4.2-4 | 23 | 5161018011 437 E. 2" Street Full Take Parking Lot Portal
Parcel Bounded by 1°/2" Portal
4.2-4 | 24 | 5161018020 /Alameda Streets and Partial Take Commercial
Central Avenue
Parcel Bounded by 1%72"
4.2-4 | 25 | 5161018010 /Alameda Streets and Full Take Parking Lot Portal
Central Avenue
Parcel Bounded by 1°/2™
4.2-4 | 26 | 5161018009 /Alameda Streets and Full Take Parking Lot Portal
Central Avenue
4.2-4 | 27 | 5161018008 105 S. Alameda Street Full Take Commercial Portal
4.2-4 28 | 5161018001 416 E. 1% Street Full Take Commercial Portal
Temporary .
: Footing for
Parcel at NE corner of Construction .
4.2-4 | 29 | 5173011900 1%Alameda Streets Easement & Vacant Lot Pe_destrlan
- Bridge
Partial Take
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Permanent displacement of approximately 148 to 281 parking spaces (about 26 of which are on-
street parking spaces) would occur as a result of the acquisitions required for this alternative.
Approximately 139 of these displacements would occur in the Little Tokyo community, where
businesses and residents have expressed concern over the potential loss of parking. Surface
parking lots are an important resource in downtown Los Angeles due to the presence of many
historic buildings that do not provide the amount of off-street parking required by current
planning code. The Regional Connector would provide new non-auto access to the area, and
partially offset the potential adverse effects associated with parking loss. However, some
cumulative impacts would still remain, though they would not be significant.

4.2.3.4.1 Easements

Of the easements identified in Table 4.2-4 and Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-4, potentially significant
adverse impacts may occur with the following temporary construction easements:

@ APN 5151023400 (525 S. Flower Street; Figure 4.2-2 #1) — See discussion of impacts to this
parcel in Section 4.2.3.3.1.

Potentially significant adverse impacts may occur with the following permanent underground
easement:

® APNs 5161026023 and 5161026024 (200 S. Main Street and 114 E. 2" Street; Figure 4.2-3 #s
16 and 17) — This parcel is currently occupied by St. Vibiana Church and accessory buildings.
The 2™ Street station - Los Angeles Street Option would have its footprint beneath part of
these parcels. Impacts to the church or its associated structures are not anticipated.
However, as the church is a historic resource, appropriate shoring practices would be used
to avoid subsidence and damage to the structure during construction and operation.
Adverse impacts with mitigation are not expected with this permanent underground
easement.

4.2.3.4.2 Partial Takes

Of the partial takes identified in Table 4.2-4 and Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-4, potentially
significant adverse impacts may occur at the following parcels:

& APN 5151014032 (703 W. 3" Street; Figure 4.2-2 #3) — See discussion of impacts to this
parcel in Section 4.2.3.3.2.

@ APNs 5161026033 and 5161026901 (203 S. Los Angeles Street; Figure 4.2-3 #s18 and 19) —
These parcels are currently occupied by the City of Los Angeles Public Library Little Tokyo
Branch. The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would use portions of these parcels as
a plaza and entrance to the potential underground 2™ Street station (Los Angeles Street
Option). These parcels contain a public resource. It is anticipated that during operations,
the plaza would be a shared resource, serving as the main entrance to the library and the
underground station. Potential adverse impacts may occur if access to the Little Tokyo
Library Branch were removed or restricted during construction.

All other partial takes would result in less than significant impacts because the takes consist of
small portions of each parcel including landscaping and adjacent hardscape, privately-owned
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tennis courts, or private parking. Private parking is typically considered a transitional land use
that could be developed by the owners for higher and better uses. The partial takes proposed by
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not impede the function of these parcels or their
potential for future development.

4.2.3.4.3 Full Takes

Of the full takes identified in Table 4.2-4 and Figures 4.2-2 through 4.2-4, potentially significant
adverse impacts may occur at the following parcels:

@ APNs 5161018010, 5161018009, and 5161018008 (portion) (105 S. Alameda Street; Figure
4.2-4 #25, 26, and 27, respectively) — These parcels are currently used as a privately operated
parking lot. All of these parcels are expected to be acquired to stage materials during
construction and serve as an LRT egress/ingress portal for the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative. These parcels have approximately 30 parking spaces (this is an estimate
because some of the spaces are unmarked). Typically, privately operated parking lots are
considered transitional land uses that could be developed by the owners for higher and
better uses. Several other privately operated parking lots and structures are located in the
vicinity. Loss of the current parking lot may cause an inconvenience for users but it would
not represent a significant adverse impact. Potential impacts to parking would be partially
offset by the increased public transit access provided by the proposed project. However,
Little Tokyo residents and business owners have indicated that parking spaces are important
community resources and that the loss of this parking could negatively impact the adjacent
small businesses and the Japanese-American National Museum located across the street.
The community is concerned that this could, in turn, affect the economic stability and
ultimately the character of the community. Therefore, prior to construction of the
alternative, Metro would conduct a parking capacity study of the Little Tokyo area to
determine if there is sufficient parking availability without these parcels. This change would
not be an adverse effect with respect to displacements, but it would be an adverse effect with
respect to environmental justice (see Section 4.17).

® APNs 5161018007 and 5161018011 (437 E. 2" Street; Figure 4.2-4 #s22 and 23) — These
parcels are currently used as parking lots. Construction and operation of the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative would displace 109 parking spaces on these parcels for the LRT
egress/ingress portal. The parking lot is associated with businesses in the adjacent parcels
and normally would not be separately considered from its complementary use. However,
this parking lot is also used in the evenings for public, paid parking after the Office Depot
has closed for the day. This potential impact to parking would be partially offset by the
increased public transit access provided by the proposed project. Little Tokyo residents and
business owners have indicated that parking spaces are important community resources
and that losing this parking could negatively impact the adjacent small businesses and the
Japanese-American National Museum, located across the street. The community is
concerned that this could, in turn, affect the economic stability and ultimately the character
of the community. Therefore, Metro would conduct a parking capacity study of the Little
Tokyo area to determine if there is sufficient parking availability without these parcels. This
change would not be an adverse effect with respect to displacements, but it would be an
adverse effect with respect to environmental justice (see Section 4.17).
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4.2.3.4.4 NEPA Finding

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would have adverse direct and cumulative effects
with respect to displacement and relocation. However, these impacts could be mitigated.

4.2.3.4.5 CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would have significant adverse direct and
cumulative effects with respect to displacement and relocation. However, these impacts could
be mitigated below the level of significance.

4.2.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

To construct the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, partial takings of ten parcels, full takings of
16 parcels, permanent underground easements across five parcels, and temporary construction
easements across six parcels would be needed for the construction of LRT facilities. The Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would have the same acquisitions as the Underground Emphasis
LRT Alternative, with the following exceptions:

@ Parcel #5149001902 (Figure 4.2-3 #10)
@ Parcel #5161024014 (Figure 4.2-3 #20)
@ Parcel #5161024018 (Figure 4.2-3 #21)

Additional parcels that would need to be acquired for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative are
shown in Table 4.2-5 and Figure 4.2-5.

Approximately 13 curb parking spaces, which are located in the Financial District, would be
removed for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative. Parking space losses from surface lots for
the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would be the same as the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative. Surface parking lots are an important resource in downtown Los Angeles due to the
presence of many historic buildings that do not provide the amount of off-street parking
required by current planning code. The Regional Connector Transit Corridor would provide new
non-auto access to the area, which would partially offset the potential adverse effects associated
with parking loss. However, some cumulative impacts would still remain, though they would
not be significant.

4.2.3.5.1 Easements

Of the easements identified for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, potentially significant
adverse impacts may occur with the following temporary construction easement:

@ Parcel #5151023400 (Figure 4.2-2 #1) — See discussion of impacts to this parcel in Section
4.2.3.3.1.

Potentially significant adverse impacts may occur with the following permanent underground
easement:
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® Parcels #5161026023 and 5161026024 (Figure 4.2-3 #16 and #17) — See discussion of

impacts to this parcel in Section 4.2.3.4.1.

4.2.3.5.2 Partial Takes

Of the partial takes identified for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, potentially significant
adverse impacts may occur at the following parcel:

® Parcel #5151014032 (Figure 4.2-2 #3) — See discussion of impacts to this parcel in Section

4.2.3.4.2.

Table 4.2-5. Additional Parcels Potentially Affected by Displacement —

Fully Underground LRT Alternative

. Type of

Parcel bounded by Alameda
Street, 1% Street, Temple

Metro Gold Line

4.2-5 | 30 | 5173011901 Street and Parcel Full Take Alignment/ Station Road Widening
5173011900
Parcel bounded by 1% Street, -(I;zr:;%i%n g& nsigucg?:uon
4.2-5 | 31 | 5173012900 | Temple Street, and Parcels Easement & Empty Lot Ent?an?:,e and
5173011900 and 5173012031 Partial Take Road Widening
Parcel bounded by 1* Street . A
4.2-5 | 32 | 5173012901 and Parcel 5173012900 Full Take Parking lot Road Widening
Permanent Warehouse and
4.2-5 | 33 | 5173008908 | 432 E. Temple Street Underground Alignment
grounds
Easement
Permanent
4.2-5 | 34 | 5173008901 | 432 E. Temple Street Underground Warehouse and | pjionment
grounds
Easement
LA Dept of Water
. and Power (DWP)
4.2-5 | 35 | 5173007901 | 433 E. Temple Street Partial Take Station Portal
425 | 36 | 5173006900 | 433 E. Temple Street Partial Take DWP Station Portal/Aerial
Structure
Parcel at Southeast corner of .
425 | 37 | 5173001901 | Alameda Street/Commercial | Partial Take Vacant gorta"Ae“a'
; X tructure
Street intersection
st : : Station
4.2-5 | 38 | 5163018002 | 402 E. 1™ Street Potential Full Take | Parking Lot E
ntrance
Parcel at Southwest corner of Parking Lot/ Station
4.2-5 | 39 | 5163018021 | Alameda Street/Commercial Potential Full Take Restal?rant Entrance
Street intersection
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All other partial takes would result in less than significant impacts because the takes consist of
small portions of each parcel including landscaping and adjacent hardscape, privately-owned
tennis courts, or private parking. Private parking is typically considered a transitional land use
that could be developed by the owners for higher and better uses. The partial takes proposed by
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not impede the function of these parcels or their
potential for future development.

4.2.3.5.3 Full Takes

Of the full takes identified for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, potentially significant
adverse impacts may occur at the following parcels:

@ Parcels #5161018007 and 5161018011 (Figures 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 #22 and #23) — See
discussion of impacts to this parcel in Section 4.2.3.4.3.

@ Parcels #5161018008, 5161018009, and 5161018010 (Figures 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 #25, #26, and
#27) — See discussion of impacts to this parcel in Section 4.2.3.4.3.

@ APN 5161018002 (402 E. 1" Street; Figure 4.2-5 #38) — This parcel is currently occupied by a
privately owned, pay-to-park lot used primarily by customers of the restaurants in the vicinity
of the lot and patrons of the Japanese-American National Museum (JANM). If engineering
analysis indicates that a full take is required on this parcel, construction and operation of the
Fully Underground LRT Alternative would displace all parking spaces (approximately 70;
however, this is an estimate because not all spaces are marked) for staging of construction
equipment and for construction of an underground station. Privately operated parking lots
are typically considered transitional land uses that could be developed by owners for higher
and better uses. Several other privately operated parking lots and structures are located in
the vicinity. Loss of the current parking lot may cause an inconvenience for users but it
would not represent a significant adverse impact. This potential impact to parking would be
partially offset by the increased public transit access provided by the proposed project.
However, Little Tokyo residents and business owners have indicated that parking spaces are
important community resources and that the loss of this parking could negatively impact the
adjacent small businesses and the JANM located across the street. The community is
concerned that this could, in turn, affect economic stability and ultimately the character of
the community. Therefore, Metro would conduct a parking capacity study of the Little Tokyo
area to determine if there is sufficient parking availability without these parcels. This change
would not be an adverse effect with respect to displacements, but it would be an adverse
effect with respect to environmental justice (see Section 4.17).

4.2.3.5.4 NEPA Finding

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would have adverse direct and cumulative effects with
respect to displacement and relocation. However, these impacts could be mitigated.

4.2.3.5.5 CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would have significant adverse direct and cumulative
effects with respect to displacement and relocation. However, these impacts could be mitigated
below the level of significance.
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4.2.4 Mitigation Measures

4.2.4.1 No Build and TSM Alternatives

Significant adverse displacement or relocation impacts would not occur and mitigation
measures would not be required for the No Build or TSM Alternatives.

4.2.4.2 Mitigation Measures Common to All Build Alternatives

The following mitigation measures would be common to all build alternatives. In combination
with the additional mitigation measures listed in Sections 4.2.4.3, 4.2.4.4, and 4.2.4.5, all
potential impacts would be reduced below the level of significance.

Regarding APN 5151014032 (Parcel 3, 703 W 3" St.), where a potential adverse impact is
expected due to the partial take of parking and primary access to the Central Plant,
replacement parking would be provided at the parcel or a nearby parcel. In addition, access
to the Central Plant would be maintained at all times during construction.

Access would be maintained and adequate signage indicating the location and accessibility
of a bus stop would be posted where access to bus stops is restricted (such as APN
5151023400, Parcel 1, 525 S Flower St.).

Adequate relocation of a bus stop to a nearby alternative location based on the re-routing of
bus service would be implemented where bus stops would be displaced due to street
closures (such as APN 5151016013, Parcel 14, 108 W 2™ St.). Adequate signage and notices
indicating the relocated bus stop would be placed at strategic locations (as determined by
Metro Operations).

Upon completion of construction, property needed for construction but not required to
maintain the physical infrastructure or necessary for access would be included in Metro Joint
Development Program for possible development. A development would be environmentally
and separately cleared from this project and would undergo its own community input
process. Until a development is approved, the remaining underutilized property may be
used for public parking spaces or at the very least be graded and fenced to a higher standard
that reflects the community’s identity and character more than typical gravel and chainlink.

During construction, Metro would work with the City to develop a parking mitigation
program to mitigate the loss of public parking spaces in the area of Little Tokyo. This could
include, but is not limited to:

> Restriping the existing street to allow for diagonal parking.

> Reducing the number of restricted parking areas.

> Increasing the number of hours of parking for on-street parking.
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4.2.4.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

In conjunction with the mitigation measures listed in Section 4.2.4.2, the following mitigation
measures would reduce the potential impacts of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative below
the level of significance.

Regarding APN 5161012901 (Parcel 32), where a potential adverse impact is expected due to
the loss of 33 publicly operated parking spaces, replacement parking would be considered at
a nearby parcel to ensure public parking continues to be available.

Metro would conduct a parking analysis of the Little Tokyo area to determine current parking
capacity and how temporary or permanent displacement of parking would affect this
capacity. Metro could possibly replace public parking spaces displaced on APNs #s
6161012905 and 5161012901. Access would be maintained to other public parking lots
during construction. Refer to Appendix L, Transportation Impacts Technical Memorandum
for detailed mitigation measures regarding parking.

4.2.4.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

In conjunction with the mitigation measures listed in Section 4.2.4.2, the following mitigation
measures would reduce the potential impacts of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
below the level of significance.

Access to the Little Tokyo Library Branch would be maintained at all times during
construction (APN 5161026033, Parcel 18). Notification of construction activities would be
defined in a Construction Mitigation Program developed by Metro upon approval of the
project. This program would include identification of communication protocol with the
community during final design and construction.

Regarding all displaced businesses (APNs 5149007006, 5161018001, 5161018020, and
5161018021, Parcels 12, 28, 24, and 39 respectively), Metro would provide relocation
assistance and compensation as required by both the Uniform Act and the California Act.
The details of these laws are described in Appendix N. Where acquisitions and relocations
are unavoidable, FTA and Metro would follow the provisions of both acts including any
amendments. All real property acquired by Metro would be appraised to determine its fair
market value. Just compensation, which would not be less than the approved appraisal,
would be made to each property owner. Each business displaced as a result of the project
would be given advance written notice and informed of its eligibility for relocation assistance
and payments. It is anticipated that where relocation would be required, most of the jobs
potentially displaced would be retained with the relocation. This would not result in
significant adverse impacts related to job loss.

Regarding APN 5161018001 (Parcel 28, 416 E 1% St.), refer to Appendix X, Cultural Resources
— Built Environment, for detailed mitigation measures regarding historical properties.
Regarding the privately operated parking lot spaces in Little Tokyo (parcels bounded by
Central Avenue, Alameda Street, 1* Street, and 2™ Street), Metro would conduct a parking
capacity study in Little Tokyo to evaluate the need to replace these parking spaces.
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® Prior to construction, Metro would conduct a parking analysis of the Little Tokyo area to
determine parking capacity and if temporary or permanent displacement of parking would
affect this capacity. During construction and operation of this alternative, Metro would
consider replacing displaced parking on the block bounded by Central Avenue, 1% Street, 2"
Street, and Central Avenue. During construction, access to other public parking lots would
be maintained. Refer to Appendix L, Transportation Impacts, for detailed mitigation
measures regarding parking.

4.2.4.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

The displacement and relocation impacts associated with the Fully Underground LRT Alternative
are expected to be similar to those of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. Therefore,
the mitigation measures listed in Sections 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.4.4 in conjunction with the following
would reduce the potential impacts of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative below the level of
significance.

@ For APNs 5173007901 and 5173006900 (Parcels 37 and 36 respectively), the LADWP would
be consulted during the design phase to accommodate its operational needs during
construction and operation of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative.

4.3 Community and Neighborhood Impacts

This section summarizes the existing communities and neighborhoods in the project area, and
the potential impacts that the proposed alternatives could have on these areas. The information
in this section is based on the Community and Neighborhood Impacts Technical Memorandum,
which is incorporated into this DEIS/DEIR as Appendix O.

Community and neighborhood impacts encompass physical division of a community, adverse
alterations of its social or physical character, or degradation of quality of life, which can include:

# Deterioration of public health and safety

@ Increase in crime, and adverse effects on community resources and events
@ Adverse effects on senior citizens and disabled persons

@ Reduction of local business viability

@ Deterioration of community public services

@ Large changes in population or employment

Some impacts contained in other overlapping sections are also discussed in this section,
including:

@& The Displacement and Relocation Section (Section 4.2)

@ The Parklands and Other Community Facilities Section (Section 4.13)
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@ The Transportation Impacts Chapter (Chapter 3.0)
@& The Environmental Justice Section (Section 4.17)

@ The Safety and Security Section (Section 4.15)

4.3.1 Regulatory Framework

The community and neighborhood impact analysis and proposed mitigation measures for the
Regional Connector Transit Corridor project was performed in accordance with all applicable
NEPA, CEQA, and local guidelines.

At the federal level, the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) provides specific
NEPA guidance to assist with determinations of community and neighborhood impact
significance. Other federal regulatory requirements include:

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

® Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990

At the state level, the CEQA guidelines require analysis of potential project impacts that could
physically divide an established neighborhood or community. Additional local regulations and
plans that pertain to communities and neighborhoods that would potentially be affected by the
Regional Connector Transit Corridor project are:

e Central City Community Plan (City of Los Angeles General Plan Land Use Element)

@ Central City North Community Plan (City of Los Angeles General Plan Land Use Element)
@ City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code

Potential effects on communities and neighborhoods were evaluated by the potential for each
alternative to affect the following criteria:

@ Community mobility
@ Emergency service response times
@ Community resources and events

@ Business viability

4.3.2 Affected Environment

The project area encompasses several downtown Los Angeles communities, including the
Financial District, Bunker Hill, Civic Center, Historic Core, Little Tokyo, and the Arts District.
Depending on which alternative is selected, these communities could have new light rail
infrastructure added as part of the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project. Other areas that
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would be indirectly affected through improved transit service would include communities along
the Metro Gold Line, Metro Blue Line, and the Metro Expo Line.

4.3.2.1 Demographic Overview

In 2000, the central downtown area’s' population was approximately 23,175, representing less
than 0.6 percent of the entire City of Los Angeles’ population (Census Bureau 2000). In 2005,
SCAG estimated that the central downtown area’s population was approximately 24,794, which
was about 0.6 percent of the City’s population (City of Los Angeles Planning Department
/Demographic Research Unit 2009). Table 4.3-1 shows the 2000 and 2005 population by census
tract for central downtown. Figure 4.3-1 shows the locations of these tracts.

Figure 4.3-2 shows the ethnic makeup of the central downtown area.

The average age of the population in the central downtown area varies considerably throughout
the different communities. In 2000, three main areas recorded relatively higher populations of
seniors (over the age of 65):

@ The Bunker Hill area
@ The Little Tokyo area
@ The northern portion of central downtown

Table 4.3-2 shows the median age of the downtown population by census tract for the year 2000
(Census Bureau 2000).

The most common language spoken at home throughout the central downtown area in 2000
was English, followed by Asian/Pacific Isle languages, Spanish, Indo-European languages, and
other languages (Census Bureau 2000). Each community within the downtown area varies
considerably regarding the language spoken at home. Figure 4.3-2 shows the percentage
breakdown of the languages spoken at home by census tract for the year 2000.

4.3.2.1.1 Housing

There were an estimated 10,500 housing units in the central downtown area in 2008. Of the
10,500 housing units, 10,200 were multi-family units and only 200 were single-family units. The
vacancy rate for all housing units was about 11 percent (City of Los Angeles Planning
Department /Demographic Research Unit 2009).

Land designated for residential use is found in the east and south portions of central downtown
and makes up only about five percent of the total land use (City of Los Angeles Planning
Department 2003a). The residentially zoned properties in the central downtown area are found
in Bunker Hill and Little Tokyo. To meet an increased demand for housing, some commercial
buildings in the central downtown area have been redeveloped into residential units (City of Los
Angeles Planning Department 2003a).

! Note: The total population of the analysis area for community and neighborhood impacts is shown. The area and population
defined in the Central City Community Plan and the Central City North Community Plan will vary. Also, some of the census tracts
included in the demographic data extend beyond the boundaries of the communities to be analyzed.

Page 4-32 Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Environmental Analysis,

Consequences, and Mitigation
I

Table 4.3-1. Population for the Central Downtown Area

Chapter 4

Census Tract Approximate Neighborhoods 2000 Population Zogggjg?:;ed
2060.30 Little Tokyo, Arts District, Boyle Heights* 955 1,029
2060.40 Little Tokyo, Arts District, Boyle Heights* 3,445 3,753

2062 Little Tokyo, Central City East* 3,477 3,638

2063 Central City East*, Central Industrial 4,995 5,320

District*

2073 Historic Core 3,739 4,068

2074 Civic Center 1,237 1,344

2075 Bunker Hill 4,098 4,326

2077.10 Financial District, South Park 1,229 1,316

Total 23,175 24,794

Source: Census Bureau, Summary File 1, 2000; 2SCAG 2009.
* Neighborhood included in census tract data but is too far from proposed alternatives to be impacted. More specific data is not

available.

4.3.2.1.2 Employment
The central downtown area employs a substantial number of people: over 170,000 in 2005. As
shown in Table 4.3-3, most of the people working in the downtown area do not live there and

must commute to work each day.

The areas within the central downtown that provide the largest number of jobs include:

The Financial District

The Civic Center

The Historic Core/)ewelry District

The Fashion District
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Figure 4.3-1. Census Tract Location
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Source: Census Bureau, Summary File 1, 2000.

Figure 4.3-2. Ethnicity for Central Downtown

Table 4.3-2. Median Age of Central Downtown Population

Approximate Neighborhoods Both Sexes

2060.30 Little Tokyo, Arts District, Boyle Heights*

2060.40 Little Tokyo, Arts District, Boyle Heights* 32.3 315 331
2062 Little Tokyo, Central City East* 45.1 43.6 50.4
2063 Central City East*, Central Industrial District* 42.1 43.3 38.4
2073 Historic Core 49.2 49.2 49.4
2074 Civic Center 35 34.5 38
2075 Bunker Hill 48.5 431 534

2077.10 Financial District, South Park 45.4 43.6 48

Source: Census Bureau, Summary File 1, 2000
* Neighborhood included in census tract data but is too far from proposed alternatives to be impacted. More specific
data is not available.
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Figure 4.3-3. Languages Spoken at Home by Census Tract in Central Downtown

Table 4.3-3. Population, Households, and Employment
for the Central Downtown Area

2005 Population 2005 Households 2005 Employment

2060.30 1,029 2,444

2060.40 3,753 1,125 2,855
2062 3,638 1,179 6,631
2063 5,320 1,591 4,670
2073 4,068 3,101 35,488
2074 1,344 8 38,760
2075 4,326 3,024 27,319

2077.10 1,316 635 53,760
Total 24,794 10,930 171,927

Source: SCAG 2009.
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4.3.2.1.3 Community Mobility

The central downtown area experiences heavy pedestrian traffic on weekdays, particularly during
the commute and lunch hours (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 2003a). Much of the
pedestrian traffic occurs in areas with daytime employment such as Bunker Hill, the Financial
District, and the Historic Core. Some pedestrian movement occurs between the Civic Center
and Little Tokyo along Temple, 1%, and 2™ Streets (City of Los Angeles Planning Department
2003a).

The Fashion District attracts many pedestrians during both weekdays and weekends, as does
Broadway between 2™ and 7" Streets. Due to the location of Wilshire Grand and Sheraton
Hotels, 7" Street often experiences large volumes of pedestrians. Pedestrian activity decreases
at night in the central downtown area because much of the daytime population leaves after
business hours. The exceptions are Little Tokyo and the Arts District that have experienced a
resurgence of evening activity due to increases in new housing in the area and a solid
commercial base of restaurants.

The main pedestrian infrastructure in central downtown consists of sidewalks and crosswalks.
An elevated pedestrian walkway is located on Bunker Hill that connects many of the large hotels
and office buildings.

The central downtown area is served by over 100 bus lines, operated by ten different transit
agencies, and a network of commuter rail, light rail, and heavy rail lines. Metrolink operates
commuter rail trains from Union Station to multiple points in Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange,
San Bernardino, San Diego, and Riverside Counties. Metro operates the Metro Red Line heavy
rail subway to North Hollywood, the Metro Purple Line heavy rail subway to Wilshire/Western
Station, the Metro Blue Line light rail service to Long Beach, and the Metro Gold Line light rail
service to Pasadena and East Los Angeles. The Metro Expo Line light rail service to Culver City
is expected to open in 2011.

Transit mobility within downtown, to and from the communities of downtown, and within the
region as a whole is impaired by the lack of a train connection between the Metro Gold Line and
Metro Blue Line. Passengers traveling between these two LRT lines must currently transfer via
the Metro Red and Metro Purple Lines. This lack of a direct connection adversely affects travel
times and the ability of transit to attract automobile commuters. For information on travel
times within the project area, see the Alternatives Considered Chapter (Chapter 2.0).

The Regional Connector Transit Corridor project would eliminate transfers by enabling through
service between the Metro Gold Line, Metro Blue Line, and Metro Expo Line. The Regional
Connector Transit Corridor would add additional reliable transit service that, unlike buses, would
not be subject to future deteriorating traffic conditions if surface street congestion increases.

For information on existing traffic patterns within the project area, see Appendix L,
Transportation Impacts.
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4.3.2.2 Community Events

Many community and cultural events occur in the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project
area each year, including music festivals, parades, arts and theater performances, and

exhibitions. These events often attract hundreds of people to the area. Large events scheduled
in the project area during 2009 included:

World City

First Thursday San Pedro Art Walk
Downtown Art Walk (monthly)

St. Patrick’s Day Parade

Cherry Blossom Festival of Southern California
Azusa Street Festival

AT&T Fiesta Broadway

Annual Children’s Day

Mixed Roots Film and Literary Festival
Shakespeare Festival

Grand Performances (recurring)

Nisei Week Japanese Festival

Los Angeles County Holiday Celebration

4.3.2.3 Crime and Emergency Services

Crime in the central downtown area has fluctuated in recent years, with between 5,000 and 7,000
arrests made annually. Law enforcement is provided from the Central Area Community Police
Station and the new Los Angeles Police Department headquarters.

The following three fire stations are located in the central downtown area as well:

@ Near Temple and Alameda Streets
@ 1" Street and Fremont Avenue
e 7" and San Julian Streets
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4.3.2.4 Community Profiles

The following subsections present brief profiles for each of the communities and districts within
the central downtown area that have the potential to be directly affected by construction or
operation of the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project. Figure 4.3-3 provides a map of the
approximate locations of these communities. While distinctions have been made between the
different districts, many districts continue to develop and expand their area of influence, often
resulting in an overlap with other districts or communities. The boundaries of the districts
discussed below are for descriptive purposes only and are not meant to delineate distinct
borders. Not all of the communities shown on the map would experience negative impacts
from the project, however all of them would benefit from the improved transit service the
Regional Connector would provide. The communities that could potentially experience impacts
are profiled in the following subsections.

4.3.2.4.1 Financial District

The Financial District contains most of the City’s banks, large hotels, and skyscraper office
buildings. It is also home to the Central Library, Maguire Gardens, retail stores, and social
clubs. This area experiences a high volume of traffic during daytime hours because of its
location next to the SR 110 freeway. While not as pedestrian friendly as some of the other
districts, the Financial District lies within walking distance to the 7" Street retail area, Grand
Avenue corridor, and Pershing Square. This neighborhood is within walking distance to the
Metro Red Line, Metro Purple Line, Metro Blue Line, and future Metro Expo Line.

The Central Library, located at Hope Street, is one of the key features of the Financial District.
North of the library is downtown’s tallest building, and at 73 stories high, the Library Tower is
visible for miles (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 2003a). The Bunker Hill Steps
surround the building and connect the Financial District to Bunker Hill (City of Los Angeles
Planning Department 2003a).

4.3.2.4.2 Bunker Hill

Bunker Hill is within close walking and public transit distance to the Financial District, the
Historic District, and the Civic Center and includes a large portion of central downtown’s
population because of numerous apartments and condominiums.

Major downtown destinations located within Bunker Hill include the Walt Disney Concert Hall,
Museum of Contemporary Art (MOCA), high-rise office towers, senior and market rate housing,
hotels, and commercial/retail centers. Bunker Hill has over 3,200 residential units, mainly in
mid- and high-rise buildings. Large development projects planned for this area include Civic
Park and the Grand Avenue Development project that will develop this area into a regional arts,
entertainment, and residential destination. The proposed Grand Avenue Development would be
approximately 3.6 million square feet, including 449,000 square feet of retail space. Plans call for
2,600 new housing units—almost doubling the existing number of units in the area.
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4.3.2.4.3 Toy District

The Toy District is a wholesale and retail area with over 500 businesses offering silk flowers,
incense/oils, craft supplies, luggage, electronics, and traditional toys like dolls, die-cast cars,
action figures, and video games (Central City East Association 2009). This area experiences high
volumes of pedestrians. The Medallion project proposed for this district is expected to provide
192 residential lofts and over 200,000 square feet of retail space.

4.3.2.4.4 Civic Center

The Civic Center contains federal, state, and local government offices and has the second largest
concentration of civic buildings in the country (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 2003a).
Important community resources in this area include the Cathedral of Our Lady of the Angels on
Temple Street, Los Angeles City Hall, the County Hall of Administration, the California State
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Headquarters, and a U.S. Federal District Courthouse
planned for the block bounded by 2™ Hill, and 1% Streets, and Broadway. The area includes the
Civic Center Historic District centered around the City Hall building.

Most of the government facilities in this area are within a 10-minute walk of each other
designated as the “10 minute diamond.” Several cultural, arts, and music facilities are located in
the Civic Center such as the Ahmanson Theater, Mark Taper Forum, and the Dorothy Chandler
Pavilion (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 2003a).

4.3.2.4.5 Historic Core

The Historic Core approximates the area where Los Angeles originated in the early 1800s and
contains a variety of historic and architecturally significant buildings. In addition, the Historic
Core links many of the districts and communities of central downtown.

Two historic districts registered in the National Register of Historic Places (City of Los Angeles
Planning Department 2003a) are located in this area, including:

@ The Spring Street Financial District between 4" and 7" Streets, and
@ The Broadway Theater District between 3 and 9" Streets.

Broadway is the major corridor in the Historic Core, with clothes outlets, restaurants, Grand
Central Market, and other shops frequented by the Hispanic population (City of Los Angeles
Planning Department 2003a). To the east, a variety of offices, hotels, shops and government
buildings are located along Los Angeles, Spring, and Main Streets. Many buildings here have
been renovated and converted to residential uses with ground floor retail, restaurants, and art
galleries. Most of the historic financial buildings of the 1920s are found on Spring Street.
Several historic theatres are located in this area; however, some are currently vacant or are being
used for retail purposes.

The southern end of the Historic Core is adjacent to the Fashion District and contains historic

buildings now used to manufacture clothing. The Metro Red Line and Metro Purple Line travel
beneath this district with a station on Hill Street between 4" and 5" Streets (City of Los Angeles
Planning Department 2003a). The Skid Row community is located adjacent to the Historic
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Core/Center City area and contains a large homeless population and many single-occupant hotel
residential properties.

4.3.2.4.6 Little Tokyo

Little Tokyo is a unique cultural community in downtown Los Angeles because it has the largest
Japanese-American community in the continental United States (City of Los Angeles Planning
Department 2003). Little Tokyo is one of only three remaining Japantowns in the United States
(in addition to San Francisco and San Jose). Little Tokyo has a range of mixed uses including
retail, hotel, office, and commercial spaces.

The area also contains a substantial portion of the central downtown’s residential units and has
several new residential developments. The rehabilitation of existing spaces into residential uses
is also occurring in Little Tokyo. Important developments in the early planning stages include a
4.5-acre site adjacent to the Little Tokyo/Arts District Station on the Metro Gold Line. Due to the
proximity to Metro’s transit lines, this development could potentially contain a high-density
combination of offices and housing.

Little Tokyo contains a variety of important cultural venues and resources including the JANM,
the Jodo Shu Betsuin Temple, the Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Temple, and the Japanese-
American Cultural and Community Center. The Geffen Contemporary at the MOCA is located
behind JANM. The Go For Broke Monument, located North of The Geffen Contemporary at
MOCA at Temple and Alameda Streets is a monument dedicated to the Japanese-American
veterans of World War Il. Little Tokyo also houses the Little Tokyo Service Center that provides
affordable housing and community services to residents of the area.

The Little Tokyo Historic District was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1986.
The district spans from the north side of 1% Street from Judge John Aiso Street to Central Avenue
and the east side of Judge John Aiso Street from 1% Street to midblock between 1* and Temple
Streets. Buildings in the Historic District include commercial buildings on the north side of 1*
Street, the Union Church on San Pedro Street, and the former Nishi Hongwanji Temple (the first
Buddhist Temple built in Los Angeles) located at 1" and Central Streets.

4.3.2.4.7 Arts District

The Arts District is technically outside central downtown and considered a part of the Central
City North Community Plan area; however, it is discussed in this section because it is adjacent
to Little Tokyo and could be affected by the project. The Arts District consists mostly of old
warehouses that have been converted to artists’ lofts and studios (City of Los Angeles Planning
Department 2003b). The largest concentration of artists is within the area between 1%, Palmetto,
and Alameda Streets, and the Los Angeles River. This area is also sometimes referred to as the
Artist-in-Residence District (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 2003b).

4.3.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential community and neighborhood
impacts for each alternative. Table 4.3-4 summarizes the results of the analysis.
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Table 4.3-4. Summary of Potential Impacts to Community and Neighborhoods

. Phy3|_cally Community Emerg_ency Sty IS ESS Mitigation
Alternative Divide " Services Resources T :
. Mobility Viability Required
Community Response and Events
No Build None Decline None None None None
TSM None None None None None None
At-Grade None Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Mitigation
Emphasis LRT construction construction construction construction measures
effects not effects not effects not effects not proposed
significant significant significant significant
after after after after
mitigation mitigation mitigation mitigation
Underground None Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Mitigation
Emphasis LRT construction construction construction effects not measures
effects not effects not effects not significant proposed
significant significant significant after
after after after mitigation
mitigation mitigation mitigation
Fully None Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Mitigation
Underground LRT construction construction construction effects not measures
effects not effects not effects not significant proposed
significant significant significant after
after after after mitigation
mitigation mitigation mitigation

4.3.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not involve any new transportation infrastructure, construction,
or major service changes beyond what is identified in Metro’s 2009 LRTP. As such, significant
adverse impacts are not anticipated within the project area. However, community mobility
would deteriorate with the worsening regional traffic congestion that is expected to occur
between now and 2035. Also, the communities in the project area would not benefit from the
additional access, business, and job growth stimulation that the proposed build alternatives

could provide.

4.3.3.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative would not have adverse construction, operation, or cumulative effects
on communities or neighborhoods.

4.3.3.1.2 CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would have significant adverse construction, operation, or cumulative
effects on communities or neighborhoods.
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4.3.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes the same provisions as the No Build Alternative, plus two new
shuttle bus lines that would provide additional mobility benefits to Little Tokyo, the Civic Center,
Bunker Hill, the Historic Core, and the Financial District. However, the proposed bus lines
would not improve regional mobility as much as the proposed build alternatives. The increased
availability of transit service could also stimulate local businesses. However, these benefits may
not be permanent if worsening traffic congestion causes a reduction in operating speeds and
service reliability.

4.3.3.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse construction, operation, or cumulative effects on
communities or neighborhoods.

4.3.3.2.2 CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have significant adverse construction, operation, or cumulative
effects on communities or neighborhoods.

4.3.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would require the construction of a new light rail
alignment and three new stations in the following areas:

@ The Financial District along Flower Street
@ Bunker Hill
@ The Civic Center area composed of two one-way stations located on adjacent streets

Construction of these stations would require temporary sidewalk and street closures. During
construction, installation of the at-grade tracks and other necessary light rail infrastructure
would require street closures on Temple, Main, Los Angeles, and 2" Streets in the Civic Center
and Historic Core areas. The alignment would run underground from Flower Street and the
Financial District through the Bunker Hill area onto 2™ Street. Cut and cover excavation
activities for the underground portion of the alignment would result in road closures in the
Financial District, Bunker Hill, and the vicinity of the proposed underpass in Little Tokyo. These
combined activities could reduce pedestrian and vehicle mobility between communities
throughout the project area during construction, which would constitute a potentially significant
construction impact.

Road closures associated with construction activities could result in increased response times
for emergency services (e.g., police and fire). Any increase in response times for emergency
services would be a significant construction impact.

Road and sidewalk closures and the addition of construction vehicles and equipment to central
downtown streets could also adversely affect annual festivals and events in the downtown area.
Construction could also disrupt traffic patterns and make public access to certain community
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resources (e.g., the MOCA Geffen Contemporary building and the Go For Broke Monument)
more difficult. This potential construction impact could be significant.

Construction activities would likely result in a decrease in accessibility to many businesses and
could reduce on-street and off-street parking. This could negatively affect business activity levels
because the number of customers may temporarily decline, which would be a potentially
significant construction impact to business viability.

All attempts would be made to provide adequate detours and to minimize road closures,
however, some consumers might avoid the area altogether which could have an indirect affect
on businesses within the project area. Short-term adverse construction impacts would be offset
by the long-term benefits of new transit access to businesses and the enhancement of
downtown as a business destination.

4.3.3.3.1 NEPA Finding

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have adverse construction-related effects on
community mobility, emergency service response times, community resources and events, and
business viability. However, these impacts would be temporary and could be reduced to a less-
than-significant level by the mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.3.4.

4.3.3.3.2 CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant adverse construction,
operation, or cumulative effects on communities or neighborhoods after mitigation measures
are considered.

4.3.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

This alternative would require the construction of a new light rail alignment and the following
three new underground stations:

@ Near the Financial District
@ Bunker Hill
@ The Historic Core/Little Tokyo

Construction of these stations would require temporary sidewalk and street closures.
Installation of underground tracks would require tunnel construction along 2™ and Flower
Streets. The segment on Flower Street would require temporary cut and cover excavations and
concrete decking along the entire length of the roadway from 7" Street/Metro Center Station to
the new portal just south of 3 Street. Temporary street closures and construction activities
similar to cut and cover would be needed in the vicinity of the proposed underpass at 1" and
Alameda Streets. Streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of the temporary excavation areas would
likely be periodically closed during construction. Along 2™ Street, TBMs would be used for the
majority of the alignment. As such, construction impacts to surface traffic and mobility would
be less pronounced in the Historic Core than in the Financial District and Little Tokyo. In
summary, road and sidewalk closures and traffic detours could reduce mobility for pedestrian
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and vehicle traffic in all neighborhoods in the project area which could be a significant potential
impact.

Road closures associated with construction activities could result in increased response times
for emergency services (e.g., police and fire). Any increase in response times for emergency
services would be a significant construction impact.

Road and sidewalk closures and the introduction of construction vehicles and equipment would
have the potential to create temporary adverse affects on festivals and events in the downtown
area. It could also result in a significant impact to traffic patterns and make it more difficult for
the public to access certain community resources like the JANM and the MOCA Geffen Building.
Little Tokyo stakeholders have expressed concern about retaining the character of the existing
community and cultural events in the area. Measures to address these concerns would be
considered for implementation once the ongoing coordination process is complete within the
Little Tokyo community.

Businesses around each of the new stations and along the proposed alignment could be affected
by construction activities, construction-related traffic, and road and sidewalk closures.
Construction activities would likely result in a temporary decrease in accessibility to many
businesses and could reduce on-street and off-street parking which could negatively affect
business activity levels as the number of customers may temporarily decline. Metro would
provide adequate detours and minimize road closures; however, some indirect effects to
businesses may occur as people may avoid the project area altogether. This potential impact
could be significant and unavoidable during the construction phase. This effect could be
partially offset by the introduction of construction employees into the area who could potentially
be new customers of neighborhood restaurants and retail establishments.

Some existing commercial properties would need to be acquired under this alternative in Little
Tokyo and the Historic Core. Displaced businesses could include Office Depot, Sefior Fish, and
Starbucks Coffee in Little Tokyo, and the businesses on the southeast corner of 2™ and Spring
Streets in the Historic Core. The businesses that would be removed in Little Tokyo do not
contribute to the community identity as a Japanese-American cultural and community center.
Properties would be acquired according to the Uniform Relocation Act, and owners would be
compensated. However, loss of these businesses could indirectly affect the viability of
surrounding businesses because less people could be drawn to the general area which could be
a significant and unavoidable potential impact.

4.3.3.4.1 NEPA Finding

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would have temporary adverse construction-related
effects on:

e Community mobility
@ Emergency service response times

@ Community resources and events
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@& Business viability

The alternative would also have a short-term adverse operation impact on business viability due
to acquisitions, (though not permanent). These impacts could be reduced to a less-than-
significant level by the mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.3.4.

4.3.3.4.2 CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant adverse construction,
operation, or cumulative effects on communities or neighborhoods after consideration of
proposed mitigation measures.

4.3.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

This alternative was developed in response to community concerns voiced during the
DEIS/DEIR analysis process. It is a modified version of the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative that allows the alignment and junction to run underground at 1% and Alameda
Streets. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative is identical to the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative (Broadway Station Option) west of Central Avenue. However, impacts would vary in
the Little Tokyo area, as described below.

This alternative would require the construction of new light rail alignment and the following four
new underground stations:

& Financial District
@ Bunker Hill area
@ Historic Core

e Little Tokyo

Construction of these stations and underground tracks would require the same sidewalk and
street closures and have the same effects on communities and neighborhoods as described for
the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. In addition, the Fully Underground LRT Alternative
would involve cut and cover or open-cut construction 1% Street between Alameda and Garey
Streets and at Temple and Alameda Streets for the new underground junction and portals.

Compared to the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, this alternative would involve a larger
construction area, and potentially greater impacts to surface traffic, since two portals would
need to be constructed instead of one. Renderings of the portals are provided in the Visual
Impacts section, Section 4.4. Streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of the temporary excavation
areas would likely be periodically closed during construction. Along 2™ Street, TBMs would be
used for the majority of the alignment. As such, construction impacts to surface traffic and
mobility would be less pronounced in the Historic Core than in the Financial District and Little
Tokyo. In summary, road and sidewalk closures and traffic detours could reduce mobility for
pedestrian and vehicle traffic in all neighborhoods in the project area which could cause a
significant potential impact.
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Road closures associated with construction activities could result in increased response times
for emergency services (e.g., police and fire). Any increase in response times for emergency
services would be a significant construction impact.

Road and sidewalk closures and the introduction of construction vehicles and equipment would
have the potential to create temporary adverse affects on festivals and events in the downtown
area. It could also result in a potential significant impact to traffic patterns and make it more
difficult for the public to access certain community resources like the JANM and the MOCA
Geffen Building. Little Tokyo stakeholders have expressed concern about retaining the character
of the existing community and cultural events in the area. Measures to address these concerns
would be considered for implementation once the ongoing coordination process is complete
within the Little Tokyo community.

Businesses around each of the new stations and along the proposed alignment could be affected
by construction activities, construction-related traffic, and road and sidewalk closures.
Construction activities would likely result in a greater temporary decrease in accessibility to
many businesses and a greater impact on-street and off-street parking than the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative due to the additional construction needed on 1% Street.

Some existing commercial properties would need to be acquired under this alternative in Little
Tokyo and the Historic Core. Displaced businesses could include Office Depot, Sefior Fish,
Weilands Brewery, Café Cuba, and Starbucks Coffee in Little Tokyo, and the businesses on the
southeast corner of 2™ and Spring Streets in the Historic Core. This would be a greater number
of businesses than would be displaced by the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The
businesses that would be removed in Little Tokyo do not contribute to the community identity as
a Japanese-American cultural and community center. Properties would be acquired and owners
would be compensated according to the Uniform Relocation Act. However, loss of these
businesses could indirectly affect the viability of surrounding businesses because less people
could be drawn to the general area which could be a significant and unavoidable potential
impact.

4.3.3.5.1 NEPA Finding

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would have temporary adverse construction impacts on
community mobility, emergency service response times, community resources and events, and
business viability. These impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the
mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.3.4.

4.3.3.5.2 CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have significant adverse construction,
operation, or cumulative effects on communities or neighborhoods after mitigation measures
are considered.

4.3.4 Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures could be implemented to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
potentially significant impacts identified in Section 4.3.3. The mitigation measures address
potential construction-related impacts on the viability of existing businesses and community
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mobility for all of the build alternatives, as well as the operation-related impact on community
mobility for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Additional measures may be considered
once the ongoing coordination process is completed within the communities in the project area.

Whenever possible, develop detours for any road or sidewalks to be closed during
construction. Post signs (in appropriate languages) alerting pedestrians and vehicles of
road and sidewalk closures and detours. Ensure that pedestrian detours are accessible to
seniors and disabled persons. Develop Worksite Traffic Control Plans in conjunction with
the LADOT to accommodate automobile and pedestrian traffic.

Maintain access to community facilities affected by construction activities.
Provide early notification to emergency service providers of any road closures or detours.

Develop a community outreach plan to notify local communities of construction schedules,
road and sidewalk closures, and detours. Coordinate with local communities during
preparation of traffic management plans to minimize potential construction impacts to
community resources and special events. Consider limiting construction activities during
special events.

Develop a construction mitigation plan with community input to address construction
impacts unique to the Little Tokyo community. Determine truck hauling routes and
schedules that would minimize impacts on sensitive uses in all parts of the project area.

During construction, provide temporary replacement parking to offset the loss of parking
due to acquisitions on the block bounded by 1%, 2" and Alameda Streets, and Central
Avenue. Temporary parking could be added by constructing surface lots on nearby vacant
parcel or restriping nearby streets to allow diagonal curb parking.

Provide crossing guards in the vicinity of construction sites, haul routes, and other relevant
sites as proposed in the California DOT Traffic Manual, Section 10-07.3, Warrants for Adult
Crossing Guards.

Erect barriers and provide security personnel during construction to minimize trespassing
and vandalism. Barriers could be enhanced with artwork and attractive design features
where possible.

4.4 Visual and Aesthetic Impacts

This section summarizes the existing visual and aesthetic environment within the project area
and evaluates the potential for visual and aesthetic impacts resulting from construction and
operation of the proposed Regional Connector Transit Corridor alternatives. Potential visual
impacts to historic resources are summarized in Section 4.12.1 Cultural Resources - Built
Environment. Information in this section is based on the Visual and Aesthetic Impacts
Technical Memorandum prepared for the project and contained in Appendix P, Visual and
Aesthetic Impacts of this DEIS/DEIR.
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4.4.1 Regulatory Framework

Guidance for assessing potential visual impacts of the Regional Connector Transit Corridor
project was found in the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and CEQA, and was used to
evaluate potential visual and aesthetic impacts under NEPA.

Multiple federal agencies have developed analytical frameworks for visual resource
management, including:

@ United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest Service (USFS 1974, 1995)
@ United States Department of Interior (USDOI), Bureau of Land Management (BLM 1978)

@ United States Department of Transportation (USDOT), Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA 1981)

The methodology and assumptions used to assess visual and aesthetic impacts of the Regional
Connector Transit Corridor Project alternatives build on the guidance developed by these federal
agencies and the extensive work of Lawrence Headley of LH&A for the Port of Los Angeles and
other Los Angeles projects (Headley 2008, 2006, and 2005). Analyzing potential visual impacts
includes evaluating the following effects:

@ Conflicts with or compliments the existing visual character

@ Changes in visual quality

@ Intrudes on or blocks sensitive views (emphasizes views protected by local jurisdictions)
@ Creates shadows

@ Creates new light or glare sources

More information regarding the regulatory and analytical framework is available in Appendix P.

4.4.2 Affected Environment

The area of potential effects (APE) for the visual impact analysis consists of the area one city
block adjacent to each side of the proposed alignments.

4.4.2.1 Visual Resources

The build alternatives’ existing visual and aesthetic environment is characterized by an
established urban landscape. Research was completed to locate previously identified visual and
aesthetic resources. These resources include, but are not limited to, structures of architectural
or historic significance or visual prominence; public plazas, art, and gardens; heritage oaks or
other trees or plants protected by the City of Los Angeles; consistent design elements (such as
setbacks, massing, height, and signage) along a street or district; pedestrian amenities; and
landscaped medians or park areas. Based on site reviews, the predominant visual resources
within the APE are recognized historic buildings. Figures 4.4-6 through 4.4-8 show the visual
resources identified within the APE.
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4.4.2.2 Scenic Vistas

The City of Los Angeles General Plan and the Scenic Highways Plan within the General Plan’s
Circulation Element were reviewed to determine whether the project would affect scenic vistas.

Based on this review, it was determined that there are no scenic highways in downtown Los
Angeles. Although Objective 11 of the Ceneral Plan’s Circulation Element is to “preserve and
enhance access to scenic resources and regional open space,” there are no such features
adjacent to the TSM or build alternatives.

4.4.2.3 Scenic Resources

The following buildings, which are recognized as historic resources in Section 4.12.1, Cultural
Resources — Built Environment, and open spaces have been identified as scenic resources along
the proposed alignment corridors for the TSM and build alternatives. Figures 4.4-1 through 4.4-
5 illustrate some of the existing visual conditions in the project area.

Financial District:
@ Fine Arts Building

@ 818 Building

@ Roosevelt Lofts

@ Pegasus

@& 811 Wilshire Boulevard

@ Engine Company No. 28

@ The Standard Hotel

e California Club

@ Los Angeles Central Library and Maguire Gardens
& City National Plaza

e Citigroup Center Plaza
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Figure 4.4-1. Financial District/Flower Street Corridor

Bunker Hill:
@ Walt Disney Concert Hall

2™ Street Tunnel

Grassy Open Space at General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way

Historic Core:

Los Angeles Law Center
Times Annex

Times Building

Higgins Building

St. Vibiana Cathedral

Redwing Shoes
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Figure 4.4-3. 2" Street Corridor and the Los Angeles Times Building
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Civic Center:

City Hall South

Los Angeles City Hall
U.S. Courthouse
Fletcher Bowron Square
Parker Center

Tinker Toy Parking Structure

Figure 4.4-4. Los Angeles City Hall

Little Tokyo:

@ Little Tokyo Historic District

@ Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Temple

More information regarding the existing visual and aesthetic environment within the project area
is available in Appendix P.
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Figure 4.4-5. Japanese Village Plaza with “Friendship Knot” at San Pedro & 2™ Street

4.4.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Potential impacts to historic resources are evaluated in Section 4.12.1 Cultural Resources - Built
Environment. Scenic byways, scenic vistas, and protected public view corridors are not located
within the project area. Therefore, the project would neither impede views from any nationally
recognized scenic highways, designated scenic routes, corridors, or parkways nor would it affect
any otherwise recognized or valued public viewing locations.

Table 4.4-2 summarizes visual and aesthetic impacts associated with each of the five
alternatives. Further information regarding visual and aesthetic impacts is provided in
Appendix P.

4.4.3.1 No Build Alternative

New transit projects would not be constructed or begin operation in the project area under this
alternative. Therefore, direct or indirect visual impacts would not occur to scenic vistas, scenic
resources, nighttime lighting, and shading and shadowing. The No Build Alternative would not
result in visual impacts to these resources.

4.4.3.1.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination
The No Build Alternative would have no effects with respect to visual and aesthetic conditions.
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Figure 4.4-6. Visual Resources Associated with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

* Light blue areas are plazas, open space, and courtyards indentified as visual resources.
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4.4.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative would result in minor visual modifications to the existing environment due
to construction of enhanced bus stops. Examples of how these improvements might appear are
shown in Figures 4.4-9a and 4.4-9b. Direct or indirect construction or operation impacts would
not occur to scenic vistas, scenic resources, nighttime lighting, and shading and shadowing
under the TSM Alternative because there would not be any new major construction or new light
rail operation.

4.4.3.2.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse effects on the visual and aesthetic conditions in the
project area.

The TSM Alternative would not have significant effects on the visual and aesthetic conditions of
the project area. The visual character of the corridor would not change with either construction
or operation of the TSM Alternative.

Figure 4.4-9a and Figure 4.4-9b. Enhanced Bus Stop

4.4.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
4.4.3.3.1 Construction

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would involve both at-grade and
underground construction activities. At-grade construction would include installing tracks and
guideway structures and constructing station platforms and ancillary facilities along roadways in
the Historic Core, Civic Center, and Little Tokyo areas of downtown Los Angeles. At-grade
construction activities would also include streetscape improvements along the entire alignment.
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For above-ground construction, activities, equipment, and staging locations would be visible to
nearby land uses and passersby. Proposed construction staging locations for the at-grade
portion of this alternative include the Main/1* Street station, the Los Angeles/1" Street station,
and the Temple and Alameda junction. At each of these three staging locations, construction
equipment, worker vehicles, and construction trailers would be visible to nearby land uses and
passersby for a period of two to three years.

For underground construction activities, cut-and-cover construction would be conducted
primarily below ground along approximately 1,600 feet of Flower Street north of the existing 7"
Street/Metro Center Station and extend to the proposed 2"/Hope Street station. At any given
time, two to three blocks would be closed during cut-and-cover construction activities. Above-
ground activities associated with cut-and-cover construction would be visible to nearby land
uses and passersby; however, the bulk of construction would occur below ground and, therefore,
would not obstruct views or substantially alter the visual character of the Flower Street corridor
in the Financial District.

Also associated with underground construction would be construction staging areas proposed
at the Flower/6"/5" Street station site and the 2'“/Hope Street station site. Construction staging
locations would be visible to nearby land uses and passersby; however, the construction sites
themselves would be sheltered from direct public view by temporary construction walls.

Table 4.4-1 summarizes construction impacts on scenic resources associated with construction
of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

Both above and below ground construction activities—including installation of tracks and poles,
station construction, and pedestrian and train portal construction—would temporarily disrupt
the visual character and views along the corridors. However as shown in Figures 4.4-1 to 4.4-5,
the project would be constructed in a heavily urbanized environment consisting of high- and
mid-rise buildings where construction activities are not uncommon. Construction of the project
would not noticeably reduce visual quality or alter viewing context. Therefore, temporary
construction impacts would be less than significant.

During construction, nighttime lighting would predominantly consist of security lighting, and
light would be directed on-site. As such, nighttime lighting impacts would be less than
significant during construction. Heights of construction-related facilities and equipment located
above ground would be limited; as such, the potential for construction activities to result in
shading and shadows beyond those currently created by the high- and mid-rise buildings along
the alignment’s corridors would be minimal. Therefore, no shade or shadow impacts would
result.
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Table 4.4-1. Scenic Resources Potentially Affected by Construction
of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

Resources

Cut and Cover
for Guideway

Construction
Staging

Stations and
Portals

Tunnel Boring

Fine Arts Building NO NO NO NO
818 Building NO NO NO NO
Roosevelt Lofts NO NO NO NO
Pegasus LTS NO NO NO
811 Wilshire Blvd LTS NO NO NO
Engine Co. No. 28 LTS NO NO NO
Standard Hotel LTS NO NO NO
California Club LTS NO NO NO
LA Central Library & Maguire Gardens LTS LTS LTS NO
City National Plaza LTS LTS LTS NO
Citigroup Center Plaza LTS LTS LTS NO
mmew
Walt Disney Concert Hall NO LTS LTS NO
2" Street Tunnel LTS LTS LTS NO
Grassy Open Space at General LTS LTS LTS NO
Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way

LA Law Center NO NO NO NO
Times Annex NO NO NO NO
Times Building NO NO NO NO
Higgins Building NO NO NO NO
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Table 4.4-1. Scenic Resources Potentially Affected by Construction
of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative (continued)

Resources Torcudonay | Sugng | Ponale | TemelBoring

St. Vibiana Cathedral NO
Redwing Shoes NO NO NO NO
Civic Center

Civic Center Historic District NO LTS LTS NO
City Hall South NO LTS LTS NO
Los Angeles City Hall NO LTS LTS NO
U.S. Courthouse NO LTS LTS NO
Fletcher Bowron Square NO LTS LTS NO
Parker Center NO LTS LTS NO
Tinker Toy Parking Structure NO LTS LTS NO
Little Tokyo

Little Tokyo Historic District NO LTS NO NO
Union Center Arts NO LTS NO NO

NO = No impact
LTS = Less than significant impact

4.4.3.3.2 Operations
Scenic Resources:

Views of scenic resources could be minimally disrupted during project operations due to the
presence of overhead contact wire and catenary poles, at-grade stations, pedestrian portals and
train portals. However, buildings within these districts that are scenic resources are much
greater in scale than the components of the LRT system that the LRT system would not degrade
any views. Open space and plazas would experience low visual impacts. In addition, the LRT
facilities would be consistent with the historical context of many of the structures and
reminiscent of the historic system of trolleys and street cars. Therefore, visual resource impacts
would not be adverse or significant. Other buildings within the Area of Potential Visual Impact
do not have a direct line of sight of the project or are located too far from the at-grade portions
of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative alignment to be visually affected. These include the
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Times Building, St. Vibiana Cathedral, Union Arts Center, and San Pedro Farm Building.
Therefore, no visual impacts to these buildings would occur.

Visual Character:

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would be located in a heavily urbanized environment (as
shown in Figures 4.4-1 to 4.4-5) and adding a fixed guideway, whether at grade or underground,
would not noticeably reduce visual quality or alter the viewing context in the Financial District,
Bunker Hill, Historic Core, Civic Center, or Little Tokyo areas of downtown Los Angeles. The
introduction and operation of these improvements would contribute to the existing urban
character and high-density, pedestrian friendly environment that already exists in downtown Los
Angeles. There would not be a significant effect on the visual character of the historic districts
because potential impacts to historic buildings that contribute to the historic districts would be
less than significant. Therefore, visual character impacts associated with the At-Grade Emphasis
LRT Alternative would be less than significant.

Nighttime Lighting/Shade and Shadow:

Nighttime lighting associated with the alternative would primarily consist of security lighting,
which would be similar to the existing lighting located throughout downtown Los Angeles.
Above-ground structures, including station platforms and catenary structures (which include
poles and wires), would be limited to approximately two stories in height; therefore, the potential
for the project to result in increased shading and shadows beyond those currently created by the
high- and mid-rise buildings along the alignment corridors would be minimal and no shade or
shadow impacts would result.

4.4.3.3.3 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would result in minor changes in visual character,
however, they would not be considered adverse when potential mitigation measures are
considered.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant adverse effects with respect
to visual and aesthetic conditions with implementation of proposed mitigation measures.

4.4.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
4.4.3.4.1 Construction
Scenic Resources:

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would involve primarily underground construction
due to the proposed configuration of the alignment, except for cut-and-cover construction at
station locations, construction staging areas, and potential TBM launch sites. However, most
construction would occur below ground, and temporary construction walls would prevent direct
public view of construction staging and TBM launch sites. TBM operation would be entirely
below ground and not visible to nearby land uses or passersby in the Historic Core and Little
Tokyo areas of downtown Los Angeles. Therefore, potential impacts on scenic resources
associated with construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not be
adverse or significant.
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Visual Character:

Construction activities, including cut-and-cover construction, installation of the tracks and poles
in the at-grade segment of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, and station and
pedestrian portal construction, would temporarily alter the existing visual character and views
along the corridors. However as shown in Figures 4.4-1 to 4.4-5, the project would be
constructed in a heavily urbanized environment consisting of high- and mid-rise buildings where
construction activities are not uncommon. Construction of the project would not noticeably
reduce visual quality or alter viewing context. Therefore, temporary construction impacts would
be less than significant.

Nighttime Lighting/Shade and Shadow:

During construction, nighttime lighting would predominantly consist of security lighting, and
light would be directed on-site. As such, nighttime lighting impacts would not be adverse or
significant during construction. As with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, shade and
shadow impacts associated with construction-related facilities and equipment located above
ground would be minimal compared to those currently created by the high- and mid-rise
buildings along the alignment’s corridors. Therefore, no shade or shadow impacts would result.

4.4.3.4.2 Operations
Scenic Resources:

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would operate primarily underground, with a short
at-grade segment in Little Tokyo near the existing Little Tokyo/Arts District Station and,
therefore, would result in only minimal potential visual impacts to scenic resources. At-grade
overhead contact systems, catenary poles, and trackway (standard features required for a light
rail system to operate) would be located only at the easternmost end of the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative alignment. The block bordered by Alameda Street, 2" Street, 1"
Street, and Central Avenue is the only block that would have exposed overhead contact wires,
catenary poles, and track.

Older buildings on this block include the Sefior Fish and John A. Roebling structures. The
Cultural Resources — Built Environment Technical Memorandum describes these buildings and
potential project impacts. The portal area structures and surrounding streetscape and
landscaping would incorporate historical and visual references to the surrounding Little Tokyo
and Arts District neighborhoods, complementing these important communities. Given that
most features associated with the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would be located
below ground, and that only one city block would experience potential visual changes associated
with the above-ground operations of this alternative, no adverse visual impacts to scenic
resources would occur. Therefore, any potential impacts to visual resources would be less than
significant.

Visual Character:

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative is located in a heavily urbanized environment (as
shown in Figures 4.4-1 to 4.4-5), and adding primarily underground structures and a limited
fixed guideway would not noticeably reduce visual quality or alter the viewing context in the
Financial District, Bunker Hill, Historic Core, and Little Tokyo areas of downtown Los Angeles.
Construction and operation of these features would contribute to the existing urban character
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and high-density, pedestrian friendly environment that already exists in downtown Los Angeles.
Therefore, potential visual character impacts associated with the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative would not be adverse or significant.\

Nighttime Lighting/Shade and Shadow:

Nighttime lighting associated with the alternative would predominantly consist of security
lighting at pedestrian portal locations, and would be directed on-site. Therefore, no nighttime
lighting impacts would occur during operation. Above-ground structures, including pedestrian
portals and one block with at-grade light rail system, would be limited to no more than two
stories in height; therefore, the potential for the project to result in increased shading and
shadows beyond those currently created by the high- and mid-rise buildings along the alignment
corridors would be minimal and no shade or shadow impacts would result.

4.4.3.4.3 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have adverse impacts on the visual and
aesthetic conditions of the project area.

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant effects on the visual and
aesthetic character of the project area.

4.4.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative
4.4.3.5.1 Construction

As with the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, construction of Fully Underground LRT
Alternative would require mostly underground construction due to the proposed configuration of
the alignment. Cut-and-cover construction, construction staging locations, and potential TBM
launch sites would also be similar to the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative.

However the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would include a center platform station
constructed under the block bounded by 1 2™ and Alameda Streets, and Central Avenue, with
tracks to the north and east proceeding at the same grade. The tracks leaving this block would
split into two different directions. One set of tracks would head east within 1" Street, where it
would rise up to an at-grade elevation and join the Metro Gold Line to 1-605 about one and a half
blocks east of Alameda. The other set of tracks would head northerly east of and parallel to
Alameda Street, joining the Metro Gold Line to Azusa and heading north to Union Station.

Construction staging areas and associated temporary construction walls would be located on the
block bounded by 1%, 2" and Alameda Streets, and Central Avenue. These areas would not be
visible to anyone but those in the vicinity of this block. There would be no impact to scenic
resources in this vicinity because there are no nearby resources.

In the vicinity of the at-grade segment of this alignment, the Los Angeles Hompa Hongwaniji
Temple, an important community/cultural resource, is located at approximately 800 East 1
Street. Construction of the portal within 1% Street would involve cut-and-cover methods and
occur in the vicinity of the temple, which could have moderate potential visual impacts.
Nonetheless, potential impacts on scenic resources associated with construction of the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would not be adverse or significant.
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Table 4.4-2 Summary of Potential Visual and Aesthetic Impacts

TSM At-Grade Emphasis LRT Underground Emphasis LRT Fully Underground LRT
Impacts

Scenic Vistas N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Scenic Resources NO LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Visual Character NO LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS
Nighttime

llumination NO NO NO LTS NO LTS NO LTS NO
Shade and

Shadows NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO
Indirect Impacts NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO
Direct Impacts NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO
Cumulative Impacts NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO

" Scenic vistas were not located in the project area; therefore, an analysis of impacts was not included.
NO = No impact.
LTS = Less than significant impact.
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During construction, nighttime lighting would be the same as previously described for the other
build alternatives and would not have adverse impacts. Shade and shadow impacts would also
be the same as previously described and would not be adverse.

4.4.3.5.2 Operations

As shown in Table 4.4-2, potential permanent visual impacts of the Fully Underground LRT
Alternative would be the same as for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. Both
alternatives follow the same alignment and configuration for most of the corridor. As illustrated
in Figures 4.4-10 and 4.4-11, portions of the proposed alignment in the vicinity of Little Tokyo,
along Alameda and east of Alameda would have prominent, visible street-level features,
including pedestrian entrances to an underground station, and tunnel portals on 1% Street and
northeast of Temple and Alameda Streets. As shown in Figures 4.4-10 and 4.4-11,
implementation and operation of the alternative would contribute to the existing urban character
and high-density, pedestrian friendly environment that already exists in downtown Los Angeles.
Typical underground station entrance and underground alignment renderings are shown in
Chapter 2 as Figures 2-5 through 2-7.

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would add primarily underground structures and a
limited fixed guideway which would not impact scenic resources, noticeably reduce visual
quality, or alter the viewing context in the heavily urbanized areas of Little Tokyo or the Arts
District areas. Therefore, potential visual character impacts associated with the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative —would not be adverse or significant .

The visual character of the corridor would slightly change with the Fully Underground LRT
Alternative. The principal features visible aboveground would be station entrances, visual
alterations in the vicinity of the proposed 2™ Street/Central Avenue station, and the train portals
in 1% Street and just east of Alameda Street between Temple and Commercial Streets.

4.4.3.5.3 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have adverse effects on the visual and
aesthetic character of the project area.

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have significant effects on the visual and
aesthetic character of the project area.

4.4.4 Mitigation Measures

4.4.4.1 Potential Construction-Related Mitigation Measures

Significant construction-related visual impacts were not identified for the No Build and TSM
Alternatives. Therefore, mitigation measures would not be required.

4.4.4.2 Potential Operation-Related Mitigation Measures

Significant operation-related visual impacts were not identified for the No Build or TSM
Alternatives. Therefore, mitigation measures would not be required.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Page 4-67



Chapter 4 Environmental Analysis,

Consequences, and Mitigation
I

While no significant impacts to the Historic Core, Civic Center, or Little Tokyo communities
would result from operation of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, Underground Emphasis
LRT Alternative, or the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, the following mitigation measures
would further reduce less than significant impacts.

@ Metro would coordinate with the Little Tokyo community to obtain input on the urban
design of the project within the community.

@ Urban design measures would be developed to integrate the LRT facilities into each
community as appropriate. Designs might address elements such as catenary poles,
materials, or station colors.

4.5 Air Quality

This section describes the air quality conditions for the project area and analyzes both short-
term impacts of emissions during construction and long-term impacts associated with
operations of each Regional Connector alternative. It also summarizes potential impacts to air
quality and inhalation health risks. The analysis includes the preparation of emissions
inventories for construction and operations, health risk assessments for construction activities,
and a carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots analysis. Information in this section is based on the Air
Quality Impacts and Health Risk Assessment Technical Memorandum prepared for the project
and contained in Appendix Q of this DEIS/DEIR.

4.5.1 Regulatory Framework and Standards of Significance

Federal, state, and local governments all share responsibility for air quality management. The
Clean Air Act (CAA) and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) are the primary statutes that
establish ambient air quality standards. They establish regulatory authorities to design and
enforce air quality regulations.

4.5.1.1 Regulatory Framework

Under authority of the CAA, EPA established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
for the following criteria pollutants that are considered harmful to public health and welfare:
carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), ozone (O,)* (commonly known as
“smog”), particulate matter (PM,, and PM,,), and sulfur dioxide (SO,,). Ozone is a secondary
pollutant, meaning that it is formed in the atmosphere from reactions of precursor compounds
under certain conditions. Primary precursor compounds that lead to formation of O, include
volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). Fine particulate matter (PM, )
can be emitted directly from sources (engines) or can form in the atmosphere from precursor
compounds. PM,, precursor compounds include SO, NO, VOC, and ammonia.

? Ozone is a secondary pollutant, formed from “precursor compounds” - volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) -
in the presence of sunlight. Because the formation of ozone is complex and difficult to assess on a project level, air quality impact analyses
address ozone by analyzing emissions of NOx and VOC precursors instead.
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Figure 4.4-10. Fully Underground LRT Alternative — Aerial View Facing North without Existing Tracks
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Figure 4.4-11. Fully Underground LRT Alternative — Aerial View Facing East without Existing Tracks
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The CAA specifies dates for achieving compliance with NAAQS and identifies specific emission
reduction goals for noncompliant areas. The Southern California Air Basin (SoCAB) is
designated as a federal non-attainment area for O,, PM,, and PM,, and is in attainment for all
other pollutants, including CO, NO,, SO,, and Pb.

Approval, funding, and implementation of Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal
Transit Authority (FTA) projects are subject to transportation conformity regulations under the
CAA (40 CFR 93, Subpart A). If a potential project is included in a conforming Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), the
project is already included in emission budgets developed for the region. Thus, a unique,
regional analysis of project emissions would not be required. However, analysis regarding
possible localized impacts is still required.

The State of California also has air quality regulations outlined in the CAAQS, which are at least
as stringent as, and often more stringent than NAAQS. Further information on NAAQS,
CAAQS, and CAA standards are provided in Appendix Q. Other applicable local plans and
regulations include:

@ SCAG Regional Transportation Plan
@ SCAG Regional Transportation Improvement Program
@ SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plans

Under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, which direct the EPA to implement
environmental measures to ensure acceptable levels of air quality, a project cannot:

@ Cause or contribute to any new violation of any NAAQS in any area;
@ |Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS in any area; or

@ Delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or other
milestones in any area.

4.5.1.2 Standards of Significance

NAAQS are used to determine air quality impacts under NEPA. The most recent thresholds of
significance published by the SCAQMD were released in 2009. These thresholds supersede the
City of Los Angeles thresholds; therefore, this analysis uses the most recent significance
thresholds from the SCAQMD to determine air quality impacts under CEQA.

Significance thresholds developed by the SCAQMD for local air quality impacts from
construction activities (SCAQMD 2003 and SCAQMD 2006) and for both carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic toxic air contaminants (TACs) were used in this analysis.

In accordance with Transportation Conformity (40 CFR 93, Subpart A), localized concentrations
of CO were analyzed for this project. The analysis looks at surface traffic intersections, with the
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highest potential CO concentrations, that would be altered by the project, either during
construction or after project completion.

4.5.2 Affected Environment

The air quality area of analysis includes the four-county region covered by the SoCAB (all of
Orange County and the urban, non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Bernardino Counties). The SoCAB area has high levels of air pollution, particularly from June
through September. Pollutant concentrations in the SoCAB vary by location, season, and time of
day. Concentrations of O,, for example, tend to be lower along the coast and in far inland areas
of the basin and adjacent desert and higher in and near inland valleys.

Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air pollution levels in
Southern California. Previously, the EPA designated SoCAB as a non-attainment area for all

NAAQS except SO,. The EPA now designates SoCAB as in attainment for NO,, lead, SO,, and
CO. PM,, PM,,, and O, levels, while reduced substantially from their peak, remain above

relevant NAAQS and CAAQS.

In completing the health risk assessment required under CEQA, this study identified sensitive
receptors within the project area. Sensitive receptors are typically locations where the elderly,
children, or other groups with a greater susceptibility to adverse health effects could be located.
These locations include schools, hospitals, convalescent homes, parks, and daycares. More
information on the sensitive receptors in the project area is available in Appendix Q.

4.5.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequence

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential air quality impacts for each
alternative. Table 4.5-1 summarizes the results of the analysis.

4.5.3.1 Transportation Conformity

A transportation conformity determination is required for approval, funding, or implementation
of FWHA/FTA projects. The Regional Connector Transit Corridor project would decrease the
overall number of vehicles in the region, and it would not cause an increase in diesel vehicles.
As a result, the proposed project would neither cause new PM, or PM,, hot spots nor increase
the frequency or severity of existing PM, or PM,, violations. No localized adverse impacts from
CO are expected under this project. The proposed project would implement the various PM,
and PM,, control measures contained in the RTP and RTIP and meet the requirements of
§93.117. No further action is required for transportation conformity.

4.5.3.2 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

The FHWA published an /nterim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analyses in NEPA
Documents on September 30, 2009. This guidance document establishes a tiered approach for
analyzing mobile source air toxics (MSAT) in NEPA, with the first tier being no analysis for
projects with no potential for meaningful MSAT effects. The Regional Connector Transit
Corridor project would have no MSAT effects because VMT for each of the build alternatives
would decrease compared to the No Build Alternative. The proposed project falls within the first
tier of MSAT analysis, so no further action is required.
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Table 4.5-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Air Quality

Alternative Construction Effects Operational Effects Mitigation Measures

No Build

None

None

None

TSM

None

Adverse

None

At-Grade LRT

Temporary regional adverse
effects

Beneficial effects

Adverse construction-
related regional impacts
remain with mitigation

Underground LRT

Temporary regional adverse
effects

Beneficial effects

Adverse construction-
related regional impacts
remain with mitigation

Fully Underground LRT

Temporary regional adverse
effects

4.5.3.3 Construction Emissions Results

Beneficial effects

Adverse construction-
related regional impacts
remain with mitigation

Potential construction emissions were estimated and compared to thresholds of significance
published by the SCAQMD. The SCAQMD also recommends that localized impacts be
evaluated for significance. Thus, this section summarizes construction air quality impacts
locally and regionally.

The build alternatives would result in temporary emissions associated with construction.
Construction would occur between and including the years 2014 and 2017. Construction
emissions were analyzed with the methodology developed by the SCAQMD in its CEQA Air
Quality Handbook (1993). Fugitive dust and engine exhaust emissions were characterized into
the following main categories:

@ Grading and excavation

@ Heavy-duty equipment on unpaved areas

@ Paved road dust (haul/delivery trucks)

Loading/unloading of trucks

Vehicle trips (including construction worker commuting and haul/delivery trucks)

Although the analysis used the CEQA Air Quality Handbook to estimate emissions, several
emission factors and calculation methods in the Handbook are outdated. Thus, the analysis
used current versions of the EMFAC and OFFROAD models, to generate on- and off-road
emission factors, respectively, instead of the mobile source emission factors established in the
CEQA Air Quality Handbook. The analysis used the Midwest Research Institute (MRI)
Improvement of Specific Emission Factors report as necessary to update the fugitive dust
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emission factors identified in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook. (MRI 1996). The analysis used
EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) to estimate emissions from fugitive
dust (EPA 1995).

Dust emissions and dirt track-out will be minimized through compliance with SCAQMD Rule
403. Although projects are required to follow all of the Best Available Control Measures
described in the rule, several of the key measures applicable to this project are as follows:

@ For cut and fill at large sites, pre-water with sprinklers or water trucks and allow time for
penetration.

@ Apply water or stabilizing agent in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible
dust plumes.

@ Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more in cumulative length from the point of origin from
an active operation. All track-out from an active operation shall be removed at the
conclusion of each workday or evening shift.

@ Ifthe disturbed surface area is five acres or more, or if the daily import or export of bulk
material is 100 cubic yards or more, then at least one of the following precautions must also
be taken.

@ Install a pad consisting of washed gravel (minimume-size: one inch) maintained in a clean
condition to a depth of at least size inches and extending at least 30 feet wide and at least 50
feet long.

@ Pave the surface extending at least 100 feet and at least 20 feet wide.

@ Use a wheel shaker/wheel spreading device consisting of raise divides at least 24 feet long
and 10 feet wide to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle undercarriages before
vehicles exit the site.

@ Install and use a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle
undercarriages before vehicles exit the site.

4.5.3.3.1 Regional Construction Emissions

Emissions from construction of the project are analyzed under CEQA. Thresholds of
significance developed for CEQA were also used for the NEPA analysis, since CEQA
requirements are at least as stringent as NEPA requirements. Construction emissions would
not occur if not for the project, so baseline emissions are assumed to be zero. Short-term, peak,
daily emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, and PM, , would exceed thresholds of significance for CEQA
under all build alternatives. In addition, emissions of PM,  would exceed thresholds of
significance for CEQA for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Emissions are summarized in
Table 4.5-2.
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4.5.3.3.2 SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds (LST)

Chapter 4

In June 2003 (revised July 2008), the SCAQMD developed a methodology to evaluate localized
construction impacts on air quality that would account for air dispersion. Maximum daily
emissions for each project construction activity, considering their locations, were compared to
relevant LSTs. The comparison assumes a one-acre site for each construction activity and a
distance of 25 meters to the nearest sensitive receptor. This approach provides conservative
results for the LST analysis. After mitigation measures, emissions of all pollutants would be less
than LST thresholds. Thus, construction-related pollutant concentrations would not be

significant.

Table 4.5-2. Summary of Unmitigated Peak Daily Construction Emissions

Unmitigated Peak Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)

Alternative
I

At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative 289 2,175 1,150

nd . .
2 /Hope Station SEM Broadway Station 308 2336 1,249 4 111 89
Option
2"/Hope Station Cut and Cover
Broadway Station Option 13 2,375 1,272 4 113 90

nd :
2 /I_—|ope St_atlon SEM Los Angeles 308 2332 1,247 4 110 89
Station Option

nd :
2" /Hope Sta_tlon Cuf[ and Cover Los 313 2371 1,270 4 113 90
Angeles Station Option
2"%/Hope Station SEM 376 2,699 1,542 5 129 102
2"/Hope Station Cut and Cover 386 2,777 1,593 5 133 105
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55

Note: Emissions greater than threshold of significance are shown in bold.

4.5.3.4 Operational Emissions Results

4.5.3.4.1 NEPA Finding

NEPA analysis requires comparing emissions for the future project year (2035) to those for the
No Build Alternative (2035). Incremental annual operational emissions associated with each of
the proposed alternatives above the No Build Alternative are summarized in Table 4.5-3 for
NEPA. Each of the alternatives reduced highway VMT when compared to the No Build
Alternative. The TSM Alternative, however, would result in additional compressed natural gas
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(CNG) bus emissions. NOx emissions would increase beyond the NEPA significance threshold
under the TSM Alternative.

4.5.3.4.2 CEQA Determination

The CEQA analysis completed for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project includes
incremental daily operational emissions associated with each of the proposed alternatives above
the No Build Alternative (2035), which are summarized in Table 4.5-4. The determination of
significant impacts within the CEQA analysis of daily, traffic-related operational emissions is
based on a comparison to the No Build Alternative, which accounts for regional growth and
increases in background traffic that would occur independent of the project.

Table 4.5-3. Incremental Annual Operational Emissions
Compared to No Build Alternative

Incremental Emissions (tons per year)™.2

----

Alternative

TSM (85) (43)

At-Grade Emphasis ) (105) ©) 2) (51) (11)
Underground Emphasis @) (109) 7 1) (53) (12)
Fully Underground® @) (112) 7 (1) (55) (12)
NEPA Threshold 10 100 10 100 70 100

Notes:
" Incremental emissions are determined by subtracting the given alternative emissions from the No Build Alternative emissions.
2 Emission reductions (beneficial impacts) are shown in parentheses.

Table 4.5-4. Incremental Daily Operational Emissions
Compared to the No Build Alternative (2035)

Incremental Emissions!2 (Ibs/day)

Alternative
----

TSM (400) (100) (200)
At-Grade Emphasis 0 (500) (100) (100) (300) 0
Underground 0 (600) (100) (100) (300) 0
Emphasis
Fully Underground 0 (600) (100) (100) (300) 0
CEQA Threshold 55 550 55 150 150 55
Notes:

! Incremental emissions are determined by subtracting the given alternative emissions from the No Build Alternative emissions.

2 Emission reductions (beneficial impacts) are shown in parentheses.
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4.5.3.4.3 CO Hot Spot Analysis

Five intersections with the most potential for adverse impacts were analyzed using the
CAL3QHC model. This is the EPA preferred model for CO hot spots modeling. The results of
the analysis are provided in Table 4.5-5. Concentrations of CO at the intersections would not
exceed the CAAQS or NAAQS for any of the alternatives. Thus, the CO hot spots would not be
significant.

Table 4.5-5. Summary of CO Hot Spots Analysis (Localized Concentrations of CO)

Max. CO Conc. (ppm)! Significance

Intersection

5 | 1% Street and Main Street 4.20 3.17 no no
12 | 2" Street and Hill Street 3.90 2.96 no no
57 | Temple Street and Main Street 4.20 3.17 no no
58 | Temple Street and Los Angeles Street 4.20 3.17 no no
60 | Temple Street and Alameda Street 4.20 3.17 no no
5 1 Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
12 | 2" Street and Hill Street 1.30 0.97 no no
57 | Temple Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
58 | Temple Street and Los Angeles Street 1.30 0.97 no no
60 | Temple Street and Alameda Street 1.40 1.04 no no
5 1* Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
12 | 2" Street and Hill Street 1.30 0.97 no no
57 | Temple Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
58 | Temple Street and Los Angeles Street 1.30 0.97 no no
60 | Temple Street and Alameda Street 1.40 1.04 no no
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Table 4.5-5. Summary of CO Hot Spots Analysis
(Localized Concentrations of CO) (continued)

Max. CO Conc. (ppm)! Significance

Intersection

At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative (2035)

5 1* Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
12 | 2" Street and Hill Street 1.30 0.97 no no
57 | Temple Street and Main Street 1.50 1.11 no no
58 | Temple Street and Los Angeles Street 1.30 0.97 no no
60 | Temple Street and Alameda Street 1.40 1.04 no no
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative (2035)
5 | 1% Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
12 | 2™ Street and Hill Street 1.30 0.97 no no
57 | Temple Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
58 | Temple Street and Los Angeles Street 1.40 1.04 no no
60 | Temple Street and Alameda Street 1.40 1.04 no no
Fully Underground LRT Alternative (2035)
5 | 1% Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
12 | 2" Street and Hill Street 1.30 0.97 no no
57 | Temple Street and Main Street 1.40 1.04 no no
58 | Temple Street and Los Angeles Street 1.40 1.04 no no
60 | Temple Street and Alameda Street 1.40 1.04 no no

Notes:

"Maximum concentrations for a given year include the ambient background CO concentrations (1-hour and 8-hour) for that year.

1-Hour CAAQS = 9.0 ppm; 1-Hour NAAQS =9 ppm
% 8-Hour CAAQS = 20 ppm; 8-Hour NAAQS = 35 ppm

4.5.3.5 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not result in any construction emissions. The No Build
Alternative would not create new emissions or have negative operational air quality impacts.
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However, the No Build Alternative would not reduce regional VMT-related emissions like other
alternatives.

The No Build Alternative would involve neither construction nor new transit operations.
Therefore, there would not be cumulative impacts under the No Build Alternative.

4.5.3.5.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination
The No Build Alternative would not result in adverse or significant air quality impacts.

4.5.3.6 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative would not involve any construction beyond installation of bus stops, so no
construction emissions would occur. Emissions from operation of buses associated with the
TSM Alternative are considered together with highway emissions. The resulting emissions were
compared to thresholds of significance for CEQA and NEPA. Emissions of criteria pollutants
under this alternative would not exceed CEQA thresholds; thus, they would not be significant, as
shown in Table 4.5-3. However, as shown in Table 4.5-4, the projected NO, emissions increase
of 16 tons per year would exceed the NEPA significance threshold of 10 tons per year.

This alternative would result in substantial reductions in peak daily emissions of CO, SO,, and
PM,,. Impacts from emissions of these pollutants would not be cumulatively significant.
However, the federally-approved RTP and RTIP include an electric light rail project like the
Regional Connector project. Not developing such a project would result in higher VMT and
emissions than listed in the RTP Programmatic Environmental Impact Report. Thus, cumulative
impacts could be adverse under NEPA.

4.5.3.6.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse construction effects on air quality. This alternative
would have adverse operational effects on air quality under NEPA criteria for both buses and
regional traffic. Itis possible that using alternative fuels to run the new shuttle buses would
offset the NEPA significance of this impact, which would be determined through modeling.
However, this potential future scenario was not analyzed as this time. As such, the operational
emissions may remain adverse after mitigation.

The TSM Alternative would not have significant construction or operational effects on air quality
under CEQA criteria.

4.5.3.7 Build Alternatives

Table 4.5-2 shows construction emissions by peak day of operation. The analysis estimates
emissions from off-road construction equipment, fugitive dust, construction worker commuting,
and haul trucks. Emissions of VOC, NO,, CO, and PM,, would be significant according to
SCAQMD thresholds for all build alternatives, and mitigation measures would need to be
implemented. In addition, emissions of PM,, would be significant according to SCAQMD
thresholds for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

Construction emissions on a regional level were evaluated and compared to SCAQMD’s LSTs.

LST evaluation indicates that NO, PM,,, and PM,, emissions would be greater than maximum
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allowable levels during several construction phases. Therefore, LST impacts of these pollutants
would be significant and would have to be mitigated. LST data is provided in Appendix Q.

The CEQA analysis completed for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor build alternatives
included incremental daily operational emissions associated with each of the proposed
alternatives above the No Build Alternative (2035), which are summarized in Table 4.5-3
according to CEQA thresholds and Table 4.5-4 according to NEPA thresholds.

The determination of significant impacts within the CEQA analysis of daily, traffic-related
operational emissions is based on a comparison to the No Build Alternative, which accounts for
regional growth and increases in background traffic that would independently occur from the
project. Compared to the No Build Alternative, the daily incremental emissions associated with
each action alternative would either decrease or remain unchanged for all pollutants under all
alternatives (Table 4.5-3); thus all operational emission impacts are less than significant under
CEQA. Overall, vehicular travel would decrease as a result of the project. This result would be
consistent with air quality goals in the region.

NEPA analysis requires comparing emissions for the future project year (2035) to those for the
No Build Alternative (2035), which is presented in Table 4.5-4. Incremental annual operational
emissions associated with each of the proposed alternatives would improve compared to the No
Build Alternative.

4.5.3.7.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Even with implementation of mitigation during construction, regional construction emissions of
VOC, NO,, CO, and PM,,would remain significant and unavoidable under CEQA. With
implementation of mitigation, localized construction emissions would be reduced below the
maximum allowable emissions under the LST methodology and therefore less than significant.

All of the build alternatives would have no adverse or significant effects from operational
emissions. Although regional construction emissions under the build alternatives would be
significant and unavoidable, the net benefits to air quality associated with the reduction in
regional VMT would override the temporary adverse construction impacts and provide a net
beneficial effect.

4.5.4 Mitigation Measures

4.5.4.1 Construction Mitigation Measures

Emissions of VOC, NO,, CO, and PM,, would be significant during construction for the build
alternatives and emissions of PM,  would be significant during construction for the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative. Exhaust emissions from the operation of off-road vehicles are
responsible for most of the emissions during construction. As a result, reducing emissions
from these sources is essential.

Off-road engines could be retrofitted with add-on control devices such as catalytic oxidizers and
diesel particulate filters, which would typically reduce NO, emissions by up to 40 percent and
PM,, emissions by 85 percent; however, it would not reduce emissions of VOC and CO. It is
expected that PM,  emissions would be reduced to similar levels as PM, .
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To control emissions of other pollutants (VOC and CO), Metro could require contractors to use
to use up-to-date (2014 to 2017) equipment during project construction. It is not uncommon
for old construction equipment to be used at project sites because diesel engines have long
lifetimes and can last over 30 years. Engine technology has improved with time, and requiring
construction contractors to use up-to-date (2014 to 2017) engines could significantly reduce
emissions.

4.5.4.1.1 Regional Construction Emissions

Separate emissions were calculated to evaluate how using up-to-date engines during the year
2014 to 2017 project construction period could reduce emissions of criteria pollutants. The
results of this analysis are provided in Table 4.5-6.

Table 4.5-6. Mitigated (2014-2017)
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions for All Alternatives

Mitigated Daily Emissions (Ibs/day)

Alternative
----

At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative
nd .
2 /I_-Iope St_atlon SEM Broadway 144 473 978 4 27 12
Station Option
2"%/Hope Station Cut and Cover
Broadway Station Option 147 488 998 4 28 12
nd :
2 /Hope St.atlon SEM Los Angeles 144 469 977 4 27 12
Station Option
nd :
2" /Hope Sta_tlon Cuf[ and Cover Los 146 485 997 4 o8 12
Angeles Station Option
2"%/Hope Station SEM 189 602 1,266 5 35 16
Z”d/Hope Station Cut and Cover 193 626 1,304 5 36 16
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55

Note: Emissions greater than threshold of significance are shown in bold.

With implementation of mitigation, emissions of VOC, NOx, and CO would still exceed the
CEQA thresholds of significance for construction and are therefore significant and unavoidable
for the all three LRT alternatives. Although the regional construction impacts remain significant,
the benefits of the project outweigh the temporary adverse effects associated with construction.
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The proposed Regional Connector Transit Corridor project would improve transportation in the
region, helping to remove vehicles from the region’s roadways. Future operational emissions
under the build alternatives are less than the baseline emissions for several pollutants.

4.5.4.1.2 Localized Significance Thresholds

Mitigated emissions were also compared to the SCAQMD’s LST to evaluate significance.
Mitigated emissions levels for each construction site would be less than the maximum allowable
emissions under the LST methodology. Therefore, with implementation of mitigation, localized
emissions from construction activities would be less than significant for the At-Grade Emphasis
LRT Alternative. Data is available in Appendix Q.

4.5.4.2 Operational Mitigation Measures

Operational NOx emissions for the TSM Alternative would be significant under NEPA. Use of
alternative fuels for the TSM buses may offset the significance of this impact, but this will need
to be confirmed through future modeling. As such, it is assumed that the TSM Alternative’s
NOx emissions may remain significant after mitigation. Operational emissions were not found
to be significant for either CEQA or NEPA for any of the other alternatives. As a result, no further
mitigation measures are required for operational emissions.

4.6 Climate Change

This section summarizes the existing climate and greenhouse gas (GHG) conditions in the
project area, and the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on these conditions. The
information in this section is based on the Climate Change Technical Memorandum, which is
incorporated into this DEIS/DEIR as Appendix R.

4.6.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA does not include specific requirements for analysis of potential impacts related to global
climate change (GCC), and a specific quantitative threshold of significance was not established
for this project. Incremental project emissions were determined for motor vehicles and project
electricity use based on the change in VMT between each build alternative and the No Build
Alternative. Changes in motor vehicle VMT were determined by the project traffic analysis for
each alternative and include the potential project impacts for automobile and bus transit VMT
and operation of light rail trains and new stations.

CEQA guidance provided by the SCAQMD and the California Natural Resources Agency requires
examination of direct, indirect, and life-cycle emissions that would occur during project
construction and operation. Significant impacts would occur if a project would exceed
emissions thresholds determined by the lead agency or other applicable adopted state, regional,
or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. CEQA guidelines require
quantification of GHG emissions over time in a specified geographic area, establishment of a
significance threshold for cumulative contributions to climate change, analysis of GHG
emissions as they pertain to specific project actions, and specification and monitoring of any
mitigation measures needed to achieve specified emissions levels.
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In addition, the following regulations and standards would apply to the climate change analysis
for the Regional Connector project:

@ Federal
> Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al.
» Mandatory GHG Reporting Rule (USEPA)
» Endangerment Finding (USEPA)
> American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009
» Clean Energy Jobs and American Power Act
@ State
» California Assembly Bill 1493
» California Executive Order S-3-05
» Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32)
> Senate Bill 97
> CARB Interim Significance Thresholds
» Senate Bill 375
e Local

» SCAQMD Guidelines and Regulations

4.6.2 Affected Environment

As required by CEQA, existing (2009) emissions from regional traffic were estimated in the
analysis to compare against future build alternatives. Data on VMT in the region and emission
factors from the EMFAC2007 model were used to estimate emissions of GHG. The emissions
calculations were based on the total VMT in the region and the average speed on the highway
network. Since the EMFAC model only generates emissions of CO, and CH,, the California
Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General Reporting Protocol was used to estimate emissions of
N,O. Table 4-6.1 summarizes the results of the baseline GHG emissions.

4.6.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Although thresholds of significance for GHG are not well-established, methodologies and
protocols for analyzing GHG emissions have been extensively documented and were used in this
analysis. The analysis used protocols established by the California Climate Action Registry
(CCAR), namely the General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009) and the Local Government
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Operations Protocol (CCAR 2008). Generally, GHG impact analyses follow the same
quantification methodologies as air quality studies for criteria pollutants.

Table 4-6.1. Existing Conditions: 2009 Annual Highway Traffic GHG Emissions

S T——— L

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 304,212,400
Emission Factor (grams per mile) 365.210 0.028 0.173 N/A
Emissions (metric tons per year) 40,552,000 3,100 19,200 N/A
GWP 1 21 310 N/A
CO.e Emissions® (metric tons per year) 40,552,000 65,100 5,952,000 46,569,100
Key:

CO, = carbon dioxide

CO,e = carbon dioxide equivalent

CH,4 = methane

GWP = Global Warming Potential

N/A = not applicable

N.O = nitrous oxide

Note:

'CO,e emissions are weighted by the global warming potential (GWP) for each non-CO; pollutant (i.e., COe equals emissions of
non- -CO; pollutant x GWP)

*Totals may vary due to rounding

Greenhouse gas emissions were calculated for direct and indirect sources of GHG, including
engine exhaust and purchased electricity. Emissions were estimated for three GHG pollutants
regulated under the Kyoto Protocol: CO,, CH,, and N,O. Although the Kyoto Protocol also
regulated three other GHG pollutants (hydroﬂuorocarbons [HFCs], perfluorocarbons [PFCs], and
sulfur hexafluoride [SF]), these pollutants are not emitted as products of engine exhaust or
purchased electricity and are not analyzed further herein . Emissions were converted to CO,e
using the GWPs in the IPCC’s Second Assessment Report and documented in the Inventory of
U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks (USEPA 2009b).

Global warming potentials are defined by CARB as the radiative forcing impact (degree of
warming to the atmosphere) of one mass-based unit of a given GHG relative to an equivalent
unit of CO,. For example, one ton of CH, is equivalent to approximately 21 tons of CO, in the
atmosphere. Although the IPCC has released several updates to the Second Assessment Report
(SAR) since its release in 1996, the international standard is to use the original SAR to maintain
consistency with GHG emission inventories already compiled.

The construction analysis followed the SCAQMD’s recommendation that construction
emissions be amortized over 30 years (defined as life of a project) and added to the operational
emissions.

Potential emissions of CO,, CH,, and N,O from construction equipment (e.g., bulldozers,
scrapers, graders, off-highway trucks, etc.) were calculated using the OFFROAD model,
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developed by CARB, for off-road engine exhaust emissions. Potential emissions of CO, and CH,
were calculated using the EMFAC’ model for on-road vehicles, and includes construction worker
trips to the construction site, on-road haulage trucks, material delivery trucks, and equipment
maintenance vehicles. Although N,O emissions would also occur from the operation of on-road
vehicles, the EMFAC model does not currently generate these emissions. Additionally,
appropriate sources of GHG emissions were reviewed as part of this analysis to supplement the
EMFAC model, as necessary.

The operational emissions analysis took into account engine exhaust emissions, which were
calculated to quantify predicted reductions in VMT in the region; emissions resulting from the
remote generation of electricity to run the light rail vehicles and to power the facilities at the new
stations; and emissions generated by bus operations.

4.6.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not involve any new transit infrastructure as part of the Regional
Connector project. No construction emissions would occur, and operational emissions would
not increase as part of the project. All of the increase in GHG emissions beyond the existing
year 2009 conditions shown in Table 4-6.1 would be due to the projected growth in regional
traffic between 2009 and 2035. Table 4-6.2 summarizes the year 2035 No Build Alternative
highway traffic GHG emissions. More detailed data is available in the Appendix R, Climate
Change Technical Memorandum and Section 4.5, Air Quality.

4.6.3.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative describes a future condition where none of the build alternatives are
implemented. As such, there would be no adverse climate change impact associated with the
No Build Alternative. However, the No Build Alternative lacks the beneficial greenhouse gas
reductions that the build alternatives would provide.

4.6.3.1.2 CEQA Determination

There would be no climate change impact associated with the No Build Alternative. However,
the No Build Alternative lacks the beneficial greenhouse gas reductions that the build
alternatives would provide.

4.6.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes all of the provisions of the No Build Alternative, plus two new
shuttle bus lines linking 7" Street/Metro Center Station and Union Station. Only minimal
construction activities would be needed, such as the installation of bus stops, and no
construction-related emissions are anticipated. The TSM Alternative would result in a slight
increase in CH, due to the increase in CNG bus operations. However, this is more than offset by
the reduction in CO, emissions caused by the resulting decrease in regional traffic. The
operational emissions benefits associated with the TSM Alternative are summarized in

Table 4-6.3.

® The EMission FACtors (EMFAC) model is used to calculate emission rates from on-road motor vehicles in California. It is similar to
the USEPA’s MOVES2010 model but uses a fleet mix and assumptions specific to California.
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Table 4.6-2. No Build Alternative 2035 Annual Highway Traffic GHG Emissions

ETT— L L

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 504,632,600
Emission Factor (grams per mile) 578.319 0.015 0.173 N/A
Emissions (metric tons per year) 106,521,100 2,800 31,800 N/A
GWP 1 21 310 N/A
CO2e Emissionsl (metric tons per year) 106,521,100 58,800 9,858,000 116,437,900
Increment (compared to Existing Conditions 65,969,100 (6,300) 3,906,000 69,868,800
[2009]) (metric tons per year)

Key:

CO, = carbon dioxide

CO,e = carbon dioxide equivalent
CH, = methane

GWP = Global Warming Potential
N/A = not applicable

N,O = nitrous oxide

Note:

'C0O,e emissions are weighted by the global warming potential (GWP) for each non-CO, pollutant (i.e., CO.e equals emissions of
non-CO, pollutant x GWP)
*Totals may vary due to rounding

4.6.3.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would result in a regional decrease in GHG emissions compared to the No
Build Alternative, though not to the extent that the build alternatives would. This would be a
beneficial impact. The TSM Alternative would not have an adverse effect on climate change.

4.6.3.2.2 CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would result in a regional decrease in GHG emissions compared to the No
Build Alternative, though not to the extent that the build alternatives would. This would be a
beneficial impact. The TSM Alternative would not have a significant adverse effect on climate
change.

4.6.3.3 Build Alternatives

The build alternatives would involve construction and operation of a new light rail link between
7" Street/Metro Center Station and the Little Tokyo/Arts District area. This would entail new
emissions associated with train operation, powering station facilities, and powering train and
system control systems. For each alternative, the regional reduction in GHG emissions due to
traffic congestion relief outweighs the new emissions associated with construction activities and
operation of the LRT trains and new facilities. All of the build alternatives result in an overall
reduction in GHG emissions. Table 4-6.3 shows the construction, operations, and amortized
total emissions for each alternative. More detailed data is available in the Appendix R, Climate
Change Technical Memorandum and the Air Quality Section (Section 4.5).
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4.6.3.3.1 NEPA Finding

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, and Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would result in a regional decrease in GHG emissions compared
to the No Build Alternative. This would be a beneficial impact. No adverse climate change
impacts would occur as a result of implementation of any of these alternatives.

4.6.3.3.2 CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, and Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would result in a regional decrease in GHG emissions compared
to the No Build Alternative. This would be a beneficial impact. No significant adverse climate
change impacts would occur as a result of any of these alternatives.

Table 4-6.3. Summary of Incremental GHG Emissions (Operational and
Construction) Compared to the No Build Alternative (2035)

Annual CO2e Emissions (metric tons per year)

Alternative

TSM Alternative (59,600) (59,600)
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative 2,500 (68,400) (65,900)
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative4 3,300-3,400 (70,800) (67,500)
Fully Underground LRT Alternative4 3,800-3,900 (73,000) (69,000-69,100)
Key:

NA = not applicable

Notes:

'Construction emissions include total emissions that would occur over the life of the construction phase (2014-2017) amortized over
30 years.

’Incremental project-related operational emissions (i.e., increment between future build alternative and No Build Alternative).
*Amortized construction emissions added to incremental operational emissions. Totals may vary slightly due to rounding.

“A range of amortized construction emissions for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative and Fully Underground LRT
Alternative is shown to account for slight variations due to multiple station location and construction method options.

4.6.4 Mitigation Measures

None of the proposed build alternatives would have adverse climate change impacts. No
mitigation measures are required.

4.7 Noise and Vibration

This section summarizes the methodology and assumptions used to analyze potential effects
from noise and vibration generated during construction and operation of the proposed build
alternatives. Potential noise and vibration impacts of the proposed alternatives are evaluated in
this section. Information in this section is based primarily on the Noise and Vibration Technical
Memorandum prepared for the project and contained in Appendix S, Noise and Vibration of this
DEIS/DEIR.
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4.7.1 Regulatory Framework

4.7.1.1 Federal Transit Administration
Noise Standards

The noise impact analysis for this project is based on criteria defined in the FTA Transit Noise
and Vibration Impact Assessment (USDOT 2006). The standards are based on community
reaction to noise and evaluate potential changes to existing noise using a sliding scale. If
existing noise is already high, a potential project is more limited in the amount of noise it can
create.

Table 4.7-1 and Figure 4.7-1 show the FTA noise criteria used to determine “moderate” and
“severe” levels of impact. Under NEPA, a “severe” level of impact is considered an adverse
impact. In Table 4.7-1, the first column shows existing noise exposure, and the remaining
columns show additional noise exposure caused by a potential transit project which is used to
determine the level of impact. The future noise exposure would be the combination of existing
noise exposure and the additional noise exposure caused by the Regional Connector Transit
Corridor project. As the existing noise exposure increases in a particular location, the amount of
the allowable increase in the overall noise exposure caused by the project decreases.

In an urban setting, a change of 1 dBA or less is generally not detectable by the human ear while
a change of 3 dBA will be noticeable to most people. A change of 5 dBA is readily perceived. A
change of 10 dBA, up or down, is typically perceived as a doubling or halving of an urban noise
level, respectively.

Some land use types are more sensitive to noise than others. For example, parks, churches, and
residences are typically more noise-sensitive than industrial and commercial areas. The FTA
noise impact criteria classify sensitive land uses into three categories:

@ Category 1: Buildings or parks where low noise is an essential element of their purpose (e.g.,
ampbhitheaters and concert pavilions)

@ Category 2: Buildings where people normally sleep, including residences, hospitals, and
hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost importance

@ Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime uses that depend on low noise as
an important part of operations (e.g., schools, libraries, churches, theaters, and places of
study)

Vibration Standards

FTA has developed impact criteria for ground-borne vibration (GBV), which is expressed as a
velocity level in units of VdB, and ground-borne noise (GBN) due to transit project construction
and operation of transit vehicles (USDOT 2006). Ground-borne noise is created when a
vibration source such as a train pass-by causes vibration of floors and walls in nearby buildings
resulting in a low frequency rumble sound within the building. Impacts of ground-borne noise
are particularly important for underground transit operations. At-grade and above ground
transit operations create airborne noise in greater amounts through other processes, so ground-
borne noise is typically less of a specific concern for these type of operations.
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Table 4.7-1. Noise Impact Criteria

Project Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds: Ldn or Leql (all noise levels in dBA)

Existing Noise
or Ldnl

<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 Amb.+15 Amb.+20
43-44 52 58 57 63
45 52 58 57 63
46-47 53 59 58 64
48 53 59 58 64
49-50 54 59 59 64
51 54 60 59 65
52-53 55 60 60 65
54 55 61 60 66
55 56 61 61 66
56 56 62 61 67
57-58 57 62 62 67
59-60 58 63 63 68
61-62 59 64 64 69
63 60 65 65 70
64 61 65 66 70
65 61 66 66 71
66 62 67 67 72
67 63 67 68 72
68 63 68 68 73
69 64 69 69 74
70 65 69 70 74
71 66 70 71 75
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Table 4.7-1. Noise Impact Criteria (continued)

Project Noise Exposure Impact Thresholds: Ldn or Leql (all noise levels in dBA)

Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites

Existing Noise
Exposure Leq

or Ldnl
Moderate Impact Severe Impact Moderate Impact Severe Impact
72-73 66 71 71 76
74 66 72 71 77
75 66 73 71 78
76-77 66 74 71 79
>77 66 75 71 80
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA, May 2006
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Notes: 'Ldn is used for land uses where nighttime sensitivity is a factor; Daytime Leq is used for land uses involving only
daytime activities.

Figure 4.7-1. Noise Impact Criteria for Transit Projects
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There appears to be a relationship between the number of perceived vibration events and the
degree of annoyance caused by the vibration. It is intuitive to expect that more frequent
vibration events, or events that last longer, will be more annoying to building occupants. FTA
guidelines address vibration frequency by applying different levels of annoyance criteria based on
number of transit vibration events per day.

A different analysis is used for vibration from construction activities that could cause damage to
sensitive buildings. When assessing the potential for building damage, GBV is usually
expressed in terms of the peak particle velocity (PPV) in units of inches per second. As defined
in Section 7.1.2 of the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, “The peak particle
velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of the
vibration signal. PPV is often used in monitoring of blasting vibration since it is related to the
stresses that are experienced by buildings.”

PPV is used for evaluating the potential for building damage, because it shows the peak of the
vibration signal, which is what could cause stress to the structure of a building. Vibration
sensitivity of a land use is described by using the root mean square (RMS) or the “smoothed”
vibration amplitude. This is typically “the square root of the squared amplitude of the average of
the squared amplitude of the signal. The average is typically calculated over a one-second
period” (FTA May 2006).

In short RMS, shown with the abbreviation “VdB,” is used to evaluate human response to the
vibration signals, and PPV is used to evaluate the potential for building damage.

The threshold of vibration perception for most humans is around 65 to 70 VdB. Levels in the 70
to 75 VdB range are often noticeable but acceptable. Levels greater than 80 VdB are often
considered unacceptable.

Table 4.7-2 summarizes the FTA impact criteria for GBV and GBN. Some buildings, such as
concert halls, television and recording studios, and theaters, can be very sensitive to vibration
but are not included in the three listed categories. These types of buildings, noted in Table 4.7-3,
usually warrant special attention during the environmental review and engineering/pre-
construction phases of a project. Table 4.7-2 and Table 4.7-3 list impact criteria for transit
operations. Following FTA guidance, some criteria in Table 4.7-2 may also be used to assess
human annoyance caused by vibration from construction activities.

In addition to human annoyance from transit operations, FTA guidelines also address the
potential for construction-activity-induced vibration to damage buildings. The potential for GBV
to cause damage to a building varies by the type of materials and structural techniques used to
construct each building. FTA vibration damage criteria for various structural categories are
listed in Table 4.7-4.

FTA guidelines suggest minimum safe distances between construction equipment and buildings
based on the types of construction equipment and the category of a building (see Table 4.7-4).
Minimum safe distances between construction and nearby buildings are presented in Table
4.7-5. For example, minimum safe distance between the most invasive method of construction
(impact pile driving) and a Category IV building (the most vibration sensitive type of building)
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would be at least 136 feet. Conversely, a small bulldozer could safely operate less than five feet
from a Category | building (the least vibration-sensitive type of building).

Ground-borne noise (GBN) from at-grade or open excavation construction activities is rarely a
concern because the airborne noise from the activity would likely dominate the noise
environment. While not generally likely, some GBN from underground construction activity
such as tunneling could occasionally be audible. However, this GBN would be temporary and of
short duration as the construction activity moves along the project alignment.

This project would not involve impact or sonic pile driving or large vibratory rollers. As a result,
the minimum safe distance between construction activities and buildings would never exceed 37
feet for this project. Distances in Table 4.7-5 are approximations based on typical equipment
and construction activities and the general classification of structures.

Table 4.7-2. FTA Ground Borne Vibration (GBV) and Ground-Borne Noise (GBN)
Impact Criteria for General Assessment

GBV Impact Levels GBN Impact Levels
(VdB re: 1 Micro-inch/sec) (dB re: 20 micro-Pascals)

Land Use Category

Frequent Occasional Infrequent Frequent | Occasional | Infrequent
Events! Events? Events? Events! Events? Events?

Category 1: Buildings where | 65 VdB4 65 VdB4 65 VdB4 N/A4 N/A* N/A®
vibration would interfere with
interior operations

Category 2: Residences and 72 VdB 75 VdB 80 vVdB 35 dBA 38 dBA 43 dBA
buildings where people
normally sleep

Category 3: Institutional land | 75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 40 dBA® 43 dBA® 48 dBA®
uses with primarily daytime
use

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (USDOT 2006)

Notes:

! “Frequent Events” are defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most rapid transit projects fall into
this category.

“Occasional Events” are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most commuter rail lines
produce at least this many events.

“Infrequent Events” are defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. This category includes most
commuter rail branch lines.

This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment, such as optical microscopes.
Buildings used for vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define acceptable vibration
levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors.
Vibration —sensitive equipment is generally not sensitive to ground-borne noise.

2

3
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Table 4.7-3. FTA Ground Borne Vibration (GBV) and Ground-Borne Noise (GBN)
Impact Criteria for Special Buildings

GBV Impact Levels (VdB re: 1 micro inch/sec) GBN Impact Levels (dB re: 20 micro Pascals)

Type of Building

or Room Occasional or Infrequent Occasional or
Frequent Events! d Frequent Events?!

Events? Infrequent Events?

Concert Halls 65 VdB 65 VdB 25 dBA 25 dBA
Television 65 VdB 65 VvVdB 25 dBA 25 dBA
Studios

Recording 65 VdB 65 vdB 25 dBA 25 dBA
Studios

Auditoriums 72 VdB 80 vdB 30 dBA 38 dBA
Theaters 72 VdB 80 vdB 35 dBA 43 dBA

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (USDOT 2006)

Notes:

' “Frequent Events” are defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most rapid transit projects fall into
this category.

% “Occasional Events” are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most commuter rail lines
have this many events.

Table 4.7-4. FTA Construction Vibration Damage Criteria

Building Category and Description PPV (in/sec)

I. Reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5
Il. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3
Ill. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12

Source: Federal Transit Administration's Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, May 2006. FTA-VA-90-1003-06.
Table 12-3.

4.7.1.2 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Neither CEQA nor the City of Los Angeles provides quantitative thresholds for a substantial
noise impact or a significant adverse vibration impact. This analysis applies FTA criteria to

determine the threshold for significance. More information regarding these regulations and
criteria is available in Appendix S.
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Table 4.7-5. Calculated "Minimum Safe Distances" from Construction Equipment
to Reduce Potential for GBV Damage (ft)

Building Categories and (FTA Guideline Damage Thresholds)

Equipment
Quip Catl(05PPV) | Catll(03 Ca;gll()o.z Cat IV (0.12
Inch/sec PPV) Inch/sec PPV) Inch/sec
Inch/sec

Upper Range 53 74 97 136
Pile Driver (Impact)

Typical 30 42 55 77

Upper Range 33 46 60 84
Pile Driver (Sonic)

Typical 13 18 23 32
Large Vibratory Roller 15 20 26 37
Hoe Ram 8 12 15 21
Large Bulldozer 8 12 15 21
Caisson drilling 8 12 15 21

4.7.2 Affected Environment

An assessment of existing noise conditions along the Regional Connector Transit Corridor
alternatives alignments was conducted to establish a baseline by which alternatives could be
evaluated. Figure 4.7-2 shows noise monitoring locations and FTA land use categories within
the project area. Table 4.7-6 lists noise sensitive uses within the screening distance for the build
alternatives.

Noise levels were measured at nine locations to establish the existing noise environment. The
measurements included seven 24-hour and three short-term, 10-minute measurements.

Existing noise levels are typical of an urban environment. The average day-night noise level
(Ldn) ranges from 69 to 74 dBA. Most of the noise came directly from nearby or distant sources
where there was no intervening terrain or buildings, some noise came from sources not in direct
view that were partially shielded by a building, and some measured noise was reflected off one
or more structures.
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Figure 4.7-2. Noise Measurement Locations (Site #) and Sensitive Land Uses
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Table 4.7-6. Noise Sensitive Land Use within Screen Distance

Build Alternative

Name Location within Screen Letne ez
. Category

Distance

Park at Central Library 200 N Main Street ALRT, ULRT, 3
FULRT

Bonaventure Hotel 404 South Figueroa Street ALRT, ULRT, 2
FULRT

World Trade Center Tennis 333 South Figueroa Street ALRT, ULRT, 3

Courts FULRT

Open Space Bank of America 333 Hope Street ALRT, ULRT, 3

Building Plaza FULRT

Bunker Hill Towers 234 South Figueroa Street ALRT, ULRT, 2
FULRT

Kawada Hotel 200 South Hill Street ALRT, ULRT, 2
FULRT

Higgins Building 108 South West 2™ Street ALRT, ULRT, 2
FULRT

Saint Vibiana 206 South Main Street ALRT, ULRT, 3
FULRT

Los Angeles Library Little Tokyo | 203 South Los Angeles ALRT, ULRT, 3

Branch Street FULRT

New Otani Hotel 120 South Los Angeles ALRT, ULRT, 2

Street FULRT
Temple Street Jail 150 North Los Angeles ALRT 2
Street

Hikari Lofts 375 East 2™ Street ALRT 2

JANM 369 East 1% Street ULRT, FULRT 3

Savoy — Alameda Street 100 South Alameda Street ULRT, FULRT 2

Los Angeles Hompa Hongwaniji 815 E 1% Street FULRT 3

Temple

Los Angeles Metropolitan 535 North Alameda Street FULRT 2

Detention Center

ALRT = At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative; ULRT = Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative; FULRT = Fully Underground
LRT Alternative.

* The Disney Concert Hall was analyzed for vibration effects only because all of the alternatives are below grade in the
vicinity of the concert hall (site DH), which would attenuate noise resulting in no potential for airborne noise impact.
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Noise levels were measured at four locations along Flower Street, Sites 1, 2, A, and B shown on
Figure 4.7-2.

Site 1: A short-term (10-minute) measurement was conducted at the park area outside of
the Los Angeles Library on Flower Street. A one-hour Leq of 67 was measured at 2:00 p.m.
and a peak-hour Leq of 68 dBA was estimated at this location based on the 24-hour
measurement obtained at the Westin Bonaventure. Noise levels at this location are
dominated by traffic noise from Flower and 5" Streets.

Site 2: A short-term measurement was conducted in the Bank of America Building Plaza.
The plaza is located five floors above Flower Street at the same level as the tennis courts of
the World Trade Center located on the north side of Flower Street. A one-hour Leq of 61 was
measured at 1:15 p.m. and a peak-hour Leq at Site B is estimated at 63 dBA. Noise levels at
this location are dominated by traffic noise from Flower Street.

Site A: A 24-hour measurement was conducted on the pool deck of the fourth floor of the
Westin Bonaventure. An Ldn of 71 dBA and a peak-hour Leq of 68 dBA was measured at
6:00 a.m.

Site B: A 24-hour measurement was obtained outside the ground-floor condominiums of
the Bunker Hill Towers at Flower and 3" Streets. An Ldn of 74 dBA and a peak-hour Leq of
72 dBA were measured at 8:00 a.m. Noise levels at this location are dominated by traffic
noise from Flower and 3" Streets.

Noise measurements were obtained at two locations along 2™ Street, Sites C and E and existing
conditions were estimated at Site |, as shown on Figure 4.7-2.

Ambient noise exterior to the Disney Concert Hall (DH) was not measured because the
alternatives are underground near the DH and the use is indoors with substantial sound
attenuation furnished by the building’s exterior facade. The DH was included in the
modeling of potential vibration impacts.

Site C: A 24-hour measurement was conducted on the roof of the Kawada Hotel at the
intersection of 2" and Hill Streets. An Ldn of 70 dBA and a peak hour Leq of 70 dBA were
measured at 4:00 p.m. Noise levels at this location are dominated by traffic noise from 2"
and Hill Streets.

Site E: A 24-hour measurement was conducted on the roof of the Hikari Loft Apartments at
the intersection of 2" Street and Central Avenue. A 24-hour Ldn of 69 dBA and a peak hour
Leq of 71 dBA were measured at 7:00 p.m. Noise levels at this location are dominated by
traffic noise from 2" Alameda Streets and Central Avenue.

Site I: Noise levels for Site |, the Higgins Building at the northwest corner of 2™ and Main
Streets, were estimated based on the measurements at Sites C and D. Existing noise levels
could not be accurately measured due to construction at Saint Vibiana and on Main Street.

Site 4: This site, which lies on 2™ Street between Main and Los Angeles Streets, includes
Saint Vibiana and the Los Angeles Library, Little Tokyo Branch. Existing noise levels could
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not be accurately measured due to construction at Saint Vibiana and on Main Street. Peak
hour noise levels were estimated based on the measurements at Site D on the southeast
corner of 2™ and Los Angeles Streets.

@ No Category 1, 2 or 3 land uses are located on Main Street; thus, measurements were not
recorded there.

® Site D: A 24-hour measurement was conducted at the ground level of the New Otani Hotel
midway between 2™ and 1" Streets. This location most approximated noise levels in the
tower that houses guest rooms. An Ldn of 73 dBA and a peak hour Leq of 73 dBA were
measured at 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., respectively. Noise levels are dominated by traffic
noise from Los Angeles Street.

@ Sites F and F1: On Temple Street, sensitive land uses exist where the Metropolitan
Detention Center is located. Due to construction on Temple Street, and actives at the jail,
representative existing noise levels could not be measured. Noise levels for Sites F and F1
were estimated based on measurements at Sites D and H.

@ Site G: A 24-hour measurement was conducted at ground level to approximate noise in
certain units of the Savoy Condominium where traffic noise levels are dominated by street
traffic on Alameda Street. An Ldn of 73 dBA and a peak hour Leq of 75 dBA were measured
at 7:00 p.m.

@ Site H: A 24-hour measurement was conducted at ground level to approximate noise in
certain condo units in the Savoy Condominium building where noise levels are dominated by
the traffic on 1% Street and train noise from Metro Gold Line operations. An Ldn of 72 dBA a
peak hour Leq of 72 dBA were measured at 7:00 p.m.

® Site 3: A short-term measurement was conducted at ground level on East 1" Street, between
Garey and Vignes Streets. This location approximates existing noise effects on the meeting
room and meditation area of the Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Temple. Ambient noise
levels at Site 3 are dominated by traffic on 1% Street and train noise from the Metro Gold
Line operations. A one-hour (non-peak) Leq of 66 was measured at 2:00 p.m. At the time of
this measurement, lane closures were in effect along 1" Street. This resulted in a lower
ambient Leq than would have been expected if all lanes were open. Based on the long-term
measurement at site H, the peak hour Leq at Site 3 was calculated at 70 dBA.

For more information regarding existing noise levels within the project area, please refer to
Appendix S.

4.7.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential noise and vibration impacts for
each alternative. Table 4.7-7 summarizes the results of the analysis.
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Table 4.7-7. Summary of Potential Noise and Vibration Impacts

Alternative Construction Impacts Operational Impacts Mitigation

Required

No Build None None None None None

TSM None None None None None

At-Grade Emphasis None Adverse effect Adverse Ground- None Mitigation
LRT (mitigated) borne (mitigated) proposed
Underground Adverse effect Mitigation
Emphasis LRT None (mitigated) None None proposed
Fully Underground Adverse effect Mitigation
LRT None (mitigated) None None proposed

Potential noise and vibration impacts from transit operations and construction are analyzed and
compared to the existing conditions as described in Section 4.7.2.

The analysis of construction effects is based on Chapter 3 of the Construction Staging Plan from
the Traffic Handling and Construction Staging Report (CDM 2009). Each of the build
alternatives would utilize different construction methods, so each alternative would potentially
generate different levels of construction noise and vibration. The Traffic Handling and
Construction Staging Report estimates a four- to five-year construction period with surface street
disruption of approximately 24 to 48 months for all build alternatives (CDM 2009). This analysis
considered both daytime and nighttime construction activities using the procedures presented
in Chapter 12 of the FTA guidance manual (U.S. Department of Transportation 2006).

Analysis of potential project-related noise levels for the build alternatives was based on FTA
reference sound levels (U.S. Department of Transportation 2006) and sound level data from
current Metro Blue and Gold Line operations. This analysis used the project assumptions about
how the project would be operated (speed, headways, and schedule) in estimating ridership, fare
revenue, and other impacts. Operation noise and vibration sources could include the
movement of vehicles along each alignment (pass-by), noise from warning signals, locations of
special trackwork, ventilation related noise, and operation of traction power substations (TPSS).

Vibration impacts from light rail transit operations are generated by motions and actions at the
wheel/rail interface. Vibration from passing trains has a small potential to traverse geologic
strata and negatively impact near-by sensitive buildings. However, the principal concern with
light rail transit vibration is potential annoyance to building occupants. It is extremely unlikely
that GBV from transit operations would cause any damage to buildings.

The potential for vibration and ground-borne noise impacts resulting from the build alternatives
was determined using the vibration assessment information and procedures contained in
Chapters 7, 8, and 10 of the FTA’s guidance manual for a general vibration assessment (U.S.
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Department of Transportation 2006). Ground attenuation of vibration was based on FTA
reference data (U.S. Department of Transportation 2006). The conversion from vibration level to
ground-borne noise level was based on the conversion factors in the FTA manual and
measurements taken from the transit vehicles operating on the Metro Gold Line that the
Regional Connector will join. To provide a very conservative analysis, the “typical” conversion
factor of -35 dB was used to calculate the GBN level. A train traveling 50 (MPH) per-hour was
used to estimate vibration levels whereas the Regional Connector trains would be travelling at 35
MPH maximum and would generate lower vibration levels.

All estimates of GBV from the potential project alignments were projected to the foundations of
the nearest building. The vibration estimates do not include adjustments for calculations of a
building’s specific reaction to ground-borne vibration. Predicted GBV and GBN levels were
compared to FTA criteria to determine potential impacts.

4.7.3.1 No Build Alternative

Automobile traffic would be the only likely source of increased noise levels under the No Build
Alternative. However, traffic in the project area is already at or above road capacity, so increases
in automobile traffic volumes are not expected to change existing 24-hour (Ldn) noise levels.
New sources of vibration would not be proposed by this alternative and major construction
activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative. Therefore, significant noise or
vibration impacts are not anticipated under the No Build Alternative.

4.7.3.1.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination
The No Build Alternative would have no effect on existing noise and vibration levels.

4.7.3.2 TSM Alternative

Major construction activities would not occur under the TSM Alternative; therefore, construction
noise or vibration impacts would not occur under the TSM Alternative. This alternative would
add bus routes along Alameda, Temple, 2™ 3 5" 7" Flower, Figueroa, and Olive Streets and
Grand Avenue. Existing noise levels along proposed bus routes are substantially higher and
would mask the noise of additional buses. Operation of additional buses along the proposed
route would not result in a noticeable increase in vibration levels. Under FTA criteria, the
potential increase in noise and vibration from this alternative would not result in a significant
noise impact.

4.7.3.2.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse or significant noise and vibration impacts
associated with either construction or operation.

4.7.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
4.7.3.3.1 Construction Noise and Vibration

Under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, the following construction activities would have
the most potential for noise and vibration impacts: cut and cover construction of a tunnel on
Flower Street; cut and cover construction of the proposed FIower/6‘h/5th Street station; cut and
cover construction of the proposed 2"/Hope Street station; and re-grading of Alameda Street
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near the junction at Alameda and Temple Streets. These four activities have the most potential
for noise impacts because of their duration and their proximity to noise-sensitive land uses.

Construction activities, relevant construction equipment, and related noise levels for this
alternative are shown in Table 4.7-8.

Table 4.7-8. Construction Activity and Equipment Typical Noise Levels in dBA
at 50 feet from Source for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

Construction Equipment

)
E=
< X
- g S .
Activity = = % k=)
o g > o
B o 8 z
5 | & 3 s
(&)
Pre-Construction 4-6 NA NA NA NA 90
Site Preparation 6-12 77 85 82 NA NA
Flower Street Cut and Cover Tunnel 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Flower/6"/5" Cut and Cover Station 24-48 77 85 82 81 920
Portal on Flower South of 3 12-18 77 85 82 81 90
Portal northeast of Flower and 3™ TBD 77 85 82 81 90
2”d/Hope Street Cut and Cover Station 24-28 77 85 82 81 20
New Portal into 2™ Street Tunnel TBD 77 85 82 81 90
Surface Trackwork 12-18 77 85 82 81 NA
Main and Los Angeles At-Grade Stations 12-18 77 85 82 81 90
Temple and Alameda Junction 24-36 77 85 82 81 90
Operating Systems Installation TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

Construction would comply with Section 41.40(a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The
contractor would also be responsible for complying with the applicable local ordinance as it
applies to all equipment on the job or related to the job, including but not limited to trucks,
transit mixers or transient equipment that may or may not be owned by the contractor. The Los
Angeles Municipal Code section 41.40(a) does not set acceptable noise level limits for either
daytime or nighttime construction activities. If a noise variance is required, the noise variance
will set the acceptable noise level limits.
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Typical types of mitigation measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) the contractor can
use to meet the acceptable limits include, but are not limited to, the following:

@ Placement of temporary noise barriers around the construction site;

@ Placement of localized barriers around specific items of equipment or smaller areas;
@ Use of alternative back-up alarms/warning procedures;

@ Higher performance mufflers on equipment used during nighttime hours; and

@ Portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy, equipment, such as air compressors, dewatering
pumps, and generators.

Compliance with applicable local ordinances and implementation of BMPs would ensure that
noise and vibration levels associated with construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative would not result in a significant adverse impact.

However, sensitive and historic buildings in the vicinity of construction activities may be
susceptible to vibration (GBV) damage. Construction of the project would not involve impact or
sonic pile driving (pre-auguring would be used for installation of the soldier piles instead) or
large vibratory rollers. Therefore, equipment such as large bulldozers and drill rigs would be the
main construction vibration sources. Based on the minimum safe distances identified for
Category IV buildings of 0.12 inch/sec Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) in Table 4.7-5, the minimum
safe distance between construction activities (involving large bulldozers and drill rigs) and
buildings would be 21 feet according to FTA guidelines for minimum safe distances (Table 4.7-
5). Therefore, sensitive and historic buildings within 21 feet of construction may be susceptible
to vibration damage.

A survey of structures within 21 feet of the anticipated vibration-producing construction activity
would be conducted to assess the building category and the potential for GBV to cause damage.
During construction, use of building protection measures such as underpinning, soil grouting,
or other forms of ground improvement, use of lower vibration equipment and/or construction
techniques, combined with a geotechnical and vibration monitoring program would be used to
protect identified historic and sensitive structures. With implementation of mitigation measures
identified in Section 4.7.4, construction-related vibration impacts to historic and sensitive
buildings, located within 21 feet of the anticipated vibration-producing construction activity,
would be reduced to less than significant.

Large bulldozer and drill rigs, the main construction vibration sources, could exceed levels
specified in FTA annoyance criteria for sensitive receptors (See Table 4.7-2). However,
perceptible vibration from construction equipment would be short-term and intermittent and,
therefore, considered an “infrequent event” (occurring less than 30 times a day) as defined by
FTA. Sensitive receptors located along the alignment are considered Category 2 and Category 3
land uses under the FTA annoyance criteria. Taking into account a 10 dBA reduction in vibration
for coupling to building foundation loss (Table 10-1, FTA, 2006), occupants would not be subject
to vibration annoyance impacts. It should be noted that large bulldozers and drill rigs would
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operate intermittently and would not be used every day of construction. In addition,
construction of the alignment would not dwell in one location for the entire duration of
construction. Therefore, vibration impacts (including ground-borne noise) associated with large
bulldozer and drill rigs would be less than significant.

4.7.3.3.2 Transit Operation Noise

Operation of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative could generate six potential sources of
noise impacts: pass-by from LRT vehicles, warning signals for at-grade crossings, areas of
special trackwork, grade separation, ventilation shafts, and traction power substations (TPSS).

Pass-by Impacts:

Noise modeling for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative assumes a three-car train with 2.5-
minute headways during peak hours (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) and 5-
minute headways during off peak hours (5:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m., 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., and 7:00
p.m. to 1:00 a.m.). There would be no regularly planned service between 1:00 a.m. and 5:00 a.m.
However, Metro may run trains later during special events like New Years Eve. The model
assumes trains will travel at 35 MPH along Flower and Temple Streets and 25 MPH along 2",
Main, and Los Angeles Streets.

As shown in Table 4.7-9, the analysis predicts three potential “moderate” level noise impacts
from LRT vehicle pass-bys under this alternative. Two impacts would occur on 2" Street on the
ground floor of the Kawada Hotel and the Higgins Building. One impact would occur on Los
Angeles Street on the ground floor of the New Otani Hotel. These noise impacts are below
“severe” level of change and, therefore, are not considered adverse impacts.

Warning Signals:

Warning signals near at-grade rail crossings that include bells and train horns could generate
noise impacts and increase potential impacts caused by LRT pass-bys. The At-Grade Emphasis
LRT Alternative would make LRT trains run with existing traffic signals. Warning signals would
not be regularly used by LRT trains. No noise impacts from at-grade warning signals are
expected to result under this alternative.

Special Trackwork:

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would require special trackwork for turnouts, which
allow trains to move from one track to another, and crossovers, which allow trains to move
between parallel tracks. Noise from switches or crossovers comes from a small gap in the

central part of the switch, which could increase noise levels up to 6 dBA locally.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have two areas of special trackwork: an at-grade
crossover on 2™ Street near Broadway and an at-grade junction near Temple Street and Alameda
to connect to the Metro Gold Line tracks. Noise-sensitive land uses do not exist near areas of
special trackwork. Noise impacts from special trackwork are not predicted.

Grade Separation:

Under this alternative, a vehicular underpass would be constructed at Alameda and st Streets
to provide a grade separation between trains and vehicles. Traffic on Alameda, Temple and 1%
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Streets would not increase and, therefore, traffic noise levels along Alameda Street from 2"to0 1"
Streets are not expected to increase as a result of this alternative.

Ventilation Shafts and TPSS:

Ventilation shafts and TPSSs would be designed in accordance with Metro system-wide design
criteria noise guideline of 50 dBA at 50 feet or the nearest residential building, whichever is
closer. Under this alternative, noise levels associated with ventilation and TPSSs would be far
lower than current ambient noise levels and would not exceed FTA noise impact criteria. No
significant, adverse noise impact would occur.

4.7.3.3.3 Transit Operation Vibration

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have two potential sources of vibration impacts
during operations: transit vehicle pass-bys and special trackwork.

Vibration modeling for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative uses the same assumptions
about train traffic as the noise impact analysis. Based on FTA’s generalized ground surface
vibration curves, adverse vibration impacts are not predicted from LRT vehicle pass-bys under
this alternative (USDOT 2006). However, ground-borne noise impacts at Site C and Site D are
predicted to occur from LRT vehicle pass-bys under this alternative, as presented in Table 4.7-10.
These predicted levels do not reflect any adjustment of the vibration levels to account for
expected attenuation from the building’s foundation coupling loss. With implementation of
mitigation, ground-borne noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

As indicated above, the areas of special trackwork are not located near any vibration-sensitive
land uses. Thus, adverse vibration impacts from special trackwork are not predicted under this
alternative.

4.7.3.3.4 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis Alternative would not have adverse impacts from
vibration. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would result in a less than
significant impact to sensitive or historic buildings within 21 feet of the construction. All other
potential noise and vibration impacts associated with construction would be less than
significant. Mitigation measures would reduce potential noise and vibration impacts from
construction to less than significant levels.

Noise impacts in the entire project area associated with LRT vehicle pass-by would be below
“severe” impact levels. Thus, the At-Grade Emphasis Alternative would not have adverse noise
impacts related to LRT vehicle pass-by. “Moderate” noise impacts from LRT vehicle pass-bys
would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels and potential
impacts would not be significant. Ground-borne noise impacts associated with LRT vehicle
pass-bys project operation would occur at Sites C and D but would be reduced below the
significance threshold by mitigation. All other noise and vibration impacts from operations
would not be adverse or significant.
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Table 4.7-9. At-Grade Emphasis LRT Predicted Noise Levels and Impacts

. Number of Noise Impacts
Noise Impact

Existing Predicted Criteria for Predicted Existing

FTA |Ldne (dBAY| ProjectLdn? | prediicted Project | * Project Ldn?

Receptor At-Grade LRT Land

Description Segment Peak Hour |  (dBA)/Peak Noise (dBA)/ Peak Hour

Usel
Leq (dBA) | Hour Leq (dBA) Leq (dBA) SF4/MF4/Non- SF/MF/Non-

derate/Severe3 . : . ‘
Mo Residential Residential

1 |Park at Central Flower Street — 3 68 Proposed 68/73 68 0/0/0 0/0/0
Library Wilshire to 5" Underground
A | Bonaventure Hotel |Flower Street — 5" 2 71 63 66/71 72 0/0/0 0/0/0
to 3"
2 |Park Area 4" floor |Flower Street—5" | 3 63 54 65/70 64 0/0/0 0/0/0

deck of Bank of  |to 3"
America Building

B |Bunker Hill Towers | Flower Street — 3" 2 74 60 66/72 74 0/0/0 0/0/0
to 2" Street

B1 |Bunker Hill Towers | Flower Street — 3 2 71 54 66/70 71 0/0/0 0/0/0
— Top Floor to 2™ Street

C |Kawada Hotel 2" Street — Hill to 2 75 69 66/73 76 0/1 MF/0 0/0/0
Los Angeles

C1 |Kawada Hotel — 2" Street — Hill to 2 70 61 65/69 70 0/0/0 0/0/0
Top Floor Los Angeles

I |Higgins Building 2" Street — Hill to 2 75 69 66/73 76 0/1 MF/0 0/0/0
Los Angeles
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Table 4.7-9. At-Grade Emphasis LRT Predicted Noise Levels and Impacts (continued)

. Number of Noise Impacts
Noise Impact

ETA Existing Predicted Criteria for Predicted Existing
Receptor At-Grade LRT Land Ldnz (dBA)/|  Project Ldn? | predicted Project | * Project Ldn2 Moderate Severe
Description Segment Peak Hour | (dBA)/Peak (dBA)/ Peak Hour

Use® | Leq (dBA) | Hour Leq (dBA) HOISe Leq (dBA)
€q ourLeq €q 4IMF4 . .
Moderate/Severe3 SFl MF / an S/ MF/No_n
Residential Residential
4 | Saint Vibiana Little | 2™ Street — Hill to 3 69 61 69/74 70 0/0/0 0/0/0
Tokyo Library Los Angeles
D |New Otani Hotel |Los Angeles Street| 2 73 67 66/71 74 0/1 MF/0 0/0/0
—-2"to 1°
D1 |New Otani Hotel |Los Angeles Street| 2 70 61 65/70 70 0/0/0 0/0/0
3 Floor Garden |- 2" to 1%
F1 |Temple Street Jail |Los Angeles Street 2 71 65 66/70 72 0/0/0 0/0/0
-1%to Temple
F2 |Temple Street Jail | Temple Street — 2 67 61 63/67 68 0/0/0 0/0/0
Los Angeles to
Alameda

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2009
Notes: ' Land use category descriptors are as follows: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where low noise levels are an essential element of their purpose; FTA Category 2 =
residences and other buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; and FTA Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use,
including schools, libraries and churches.

2 Ldn is used for land uses with nighttime sensitivity to noise and for residential areas where FTA rather than FHWA noise procedures are applicable. Peak-hour Leq is used for
commercial, industrial, and other land uses that do not have nighttime noise sensitivity.

® Moderate and severe noise impact criteria are based on Table 4.7-1 and are the thresholds for noise generated by the project. The noise impact criteria correspond to the FTA land
use category identified in Table 4.7-9.

‘SF= Single family residential; MF = Multi-family residential
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Table 4.7-10. At-Grade Emphasis LRT Predicted Ground Borne Noise
and Vibration Levels and Impacts

Site # FTA Land Use FTA Vibration FTAGBN | Predicted Project |Predicted Project| Vibration and

Category 1 Level Criteria | Level Criteria| Vibration Levels GBN Levels GBN Impact
(VdB) (dBA)2 (VdB) (dBA)?
1 3 75 40 67 32 No Impact
A 2 72 35 64 29 No Impact
2 3 75 40 64 29 No Impact
B 2 72 35 58 23 No Impact
C 2 72 35 70 35 GBN Impact
| 2 72 35 62 27 No Impact
4 3 75 40 60 25 No Impact
D 2 72 35 70 35 GBN Impact
F1 2 72 35 59 24 No Impact
F2 2 72 35 53 18 No Impact
DH Special Buildings 65 25 57 22 No Impact

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their
purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and other buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA
Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools, libraries and churches. ? Impact
criteria is for frequent events. ® Based on more conservative “typical” vibration spectra.

4.7.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

4.7.3.4.1 Construction Noise and Vibration

For the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, the following construction activities would have
the most potential for noise and vibration impacts: cut and cover construction of a tunnel on
Flower Street; cut and cover construction of the proposed FIower/5m/4th Street station; cut and
cover construction of the approach the proposed 2™/Hope Street station and the station itself;
construction of either of the proposed 2™ Street station alternatives (Los Angeles Street or
Broadway Options); grade separation at the junction of 1" and Alameda Streets; and tunnel
boring machine (TBM) tunneling beneath 2™ Street with a launch site near either 2™ Street and
Central Avenue or the proposed 2"/Hope Street station. These six activities have the most
potential for noise and vibration impacts due to the duration and their proximity to sensitive
land uses.
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Construction activities, relevant construction equipment, and related noise levels for this
alternative are shown in Table 4.7-11.

Potential noise from TBM operations at the launch site, where bored material would be hauled
out, treated and removed, is listed in Table 4.7-11. Noise levels for the TBM are not listed for
the segments of the alignment between the TBM launch and recovery sites. When it is operating
underground, the TBM produces little to no noise that reaches surface land uses. Additionally,
the TBM is slow moving and causes very little vibration to the surrounding area.

Construction would comply with Section 41.40(a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The
contractor would also be responsible for complying with the applicable local ordinance as it
applies to all equipment on the job or related to the job, including but not limited to trucks,
transit mixers, or transient equipment that may or may not be owned by the contractor. The Los
Angeles Municipal Code section 41.40(a) does not set acceptable noise level limits for either
daytime or nighttime construction activities. If a noise variance is required, the noise variance
will set the acceptable noise level limits.

Compliance with applicable local ordinances and implementation of BMPs, listed above, would
ensure that noise and vibration levels associated with construction of the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in a significant adverse impact.

However, sensitive and historic buildings in the vicinity of construction may be susceptible to
vibration (GBV) damage. The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would involve the same
vibration producing construction equipment as the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.
Therefore, the minimum safe distance of 21 feet between construction activities (involving large
bulldozers and drill rigs) and buildings would also apply. Refer to FTA guidelines in Table 4.7-5
for minimum safe distances between large bulldozers and drill rigs and buildings under various
scenarios. As a result, sensitive and historic buildings within 21 feet of construction may be
susceptible to vibration damage.

TBM is slow moving and causes very little vibration to the surrounding area. According to one
study, peak particle vibration velocities from tunnel construction (in soft ground) lie in the range
from 0.0024 to 0.0394 inches per second PPV at a distance of 33 feet from the vibration source
(Verspohl 1995). Another study measured vibration velocities in the range of 0.0157 to 0.0551
inches per second at the same 33 feet distance from the source (New 1990). These PPV
vibrations may also be expressed as RMS vibration velocity levels ranging from 56 to 83 VdB.
Given this range of potential vibration impacts, and the distance below grade that tunnel boring
would occur, vibration produced by a TBM would be well below the FTA threshold for Category
IV buildings of 0.12 inches per second PPV and no vibration damage associated with a TBM
would occur.
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Table 4.7-11. Construction Activity and Equipment Typical Noise Levels at 50 feet
for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Construction Equipment

@
=
. . é g —
Activity = = % i)
o Q > =
kS o S =
g 5 @ =
(&}
Pre-Construction 4-6 NA NA NA NA 90
Site Preparation 12-18 77 85 82 NA NA
Flower Street Cut and Cover Tunnel 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Flower/5™/4"™ St Cut and Cover Station 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Cut and Cover Approach to 2"%/Hope Street 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Station
2"d/Hope Street Station (SEM) 24-48 77 85 82 81 NA
2"d/Hope Street Station (Cut and Cover) 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
2" Street TBM Tunnel 24-48 77 85 82 81 NA
2" Street Cut and Cover Station (Broadway 24-48 77 85 82 81 NA
Option)
2" Street Cut and Cover Station (Los Angeles 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Street Option)
Portal 12-24 77 85 82 81 90
TBM Launch Site 2-4 77 85 82 81 90
1*'and Alameda Junction 24-36 77 85 82 81 NA
Operating Systems Installation TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

A survey of structures within 21 feet of the anticipated vibration-producing construction activity
would be conducted to assess the building category and the potential for GBV to cause damage.
During construction, use of building protection measures such as underpinning, soil grouting,
or other forms of ground improvement, use of lower vibration equipment and/or construction
techniques, combined with a geotechnical and vibration monitoring program would be used to
protect identified historic and sensitive structures. With implementation of mitigation measures
identified in Section 4.7.4, construction-related vibration impacts to historic and sensitive
buildings, located within 21 feet of the anticipated vibration-producing construction activity,
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would involve the same vibration producing
construction equipment as the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, large bulldozer and drill rigs,
and would, therefore, have similar vibration annoyance impacts on sensitive receptors (Table
4.7-2). Taking into account a 10 dBA reduction in vibration for coupling to building foundation
loss (Table 10-1, FTA 2006), occupants would not be subject to vibration annoyance impacts. It
should be noted, large bulldozers and drill rigs would operate intermittently and would not be
used every day of construction. In addition, construction of the alignment would not dwell in
one location for the entire duration of construction. Therefore, vibration impacts (including
ground-borne noise) associated with large bulldozer and drill rigs would be less than significant.

4.7.3.4.2 Transit Operation Noise

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would involve six potential sources of noise impacts
during operations. These include pass-by noise from LRT vehicles, warning signals near at-
grade crossings, special trackwork, grade separations, ventilation shafts, and TPSSs.

Pass-by Impacts:

Assumptions for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative noise modeling are the same as
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, except the analysis assumed a speed of 30 MPH for all
segments instead of 35 MPH for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Given the
underground design of this alternative, the only areas with potential noise impacts from LRT
vehicle pass-by are the Hikari Lofts at the intersection of 2" Street and Central Avenue and the
Savoy Condominiums on Alameda Street, between 2" and 17 streets. Given the existing ambient
noise levels adjacent to the sensitive receptors (72 to 74 dBA Ldn), noise generated from LRT
vehicle pass-by would not result in an increase in ambient noise levels (Table 4.7-12). Based on
FTA criteria, no noise impacts are predicted from LRT vehicle pass-bys.

Warning Signals:

Under this alternative, LRT vehicles would run underground except crossing Alameda and 1%
Streets. The LRT vehicles would run with existing traffic signals on 1% Street and would be
separated from traffic on Alameda Street. Therefore, pending CPUC approval, the project would
not include the use of warning signals or gates and would not create noise impacts from at-
grade warning signals.

Special Trackwork:

This alternative would have one area of special trackwork that is above grade, the at-grade
junction near Alameda and 1% Street to connect to the Gold Line tracks. Potential noise levels
would increase up to 6 dBA in the vicinity of a switch. The junction near Alameda and 1% Streets
are near the Savoy Condominiums and would be predicted to cause a “moderate” noise impact
at the condominiums, as shown in Table 4.7-13.

Grade Separation:

Under this alternative, a vehicular underpass would be constructed at Alameda and 1% Streets to
provide a grade separation between trains and vehicles. Traffic on Alameda, Temple and 1*
Streets would not increase and, therefore, traffic noise levels along Alameda Street from 2"to0 1"
Streets are not expected to increase as a result of this alternative.
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Ventilation Shafts and TPSS:

Ventilation shafts and TPSSs would be designed in accordance with Metro system-wide design
criteria noise guideline of 50 dBA at 50 feet or the nearest residential building, whichever is
closer. Under this alternative, noise levels associated with ventilation and TPSSs would be far
lower than current ambient noise levels and would not exceed FTA noise impact criteria. No
significant, adverse noise impact would occur.

4.7.3.4.3 Transit Operation Vibration

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative has the same two potential sources of vibration
impacts during operations as the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative: pass-by vibration from
LRT vehicles and areas of special trackwork.

Based on vibration modeling and FTA criteria, adverse vibration impacts are not predicted from
LRT vehicle pass-bys, as presented in Table 4.7-14. The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
would require one at-grade special trackwork on Alameda and 1% Streets, near the Savoy
Condominiums and the JANM. Based on FTA’s general vibration assessment guidelines, special
trackwork for this alternative would add 10 db to the vibration level for LRT vehicle pass-by. As a
result, special trackwork for this alternative would generate vibration levels of 68 VdB, which
remains under the FTA threshold of 72 VdB. Thus, adverse vibration impacts are not predicted
for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative.

As shown in Table 4.7-14, this alternative would generate GBN levels up to 33 dBA, which is
below the FTA criterion of 35 dBA. Thus, no adverse vibration or ground-borne noise impacts
from special trackwork are predicted for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative.

4.7.3.4.4 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

“Moderate” noise impacts from construction of this alternative would not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels and potential impacts would not be adverse or
significant. All other noise and vibration impacts from construction would be less than
significant. Proposed mitigation measures would reduce potential noise and vibration impacts
from construction to less than significant levels.

Noise impacts associated with operation of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would
be below “severe” impact levels and an adverse effect would not result under NEPA. Adverse
noise or vibration impacts from operation of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative are not
anticipated. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would result in a less than
significant impact to sensitive or historic buildings within 21 feet of the construction. All other
noise and vibration impacts associated with operation would not be adverse or significant.
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Table 4.7-12. Underground Emphasis LRT Predicted Noise Levels and Operational Impacts

Number of Noise Impact

Predicted Predicted

2By (Ll Project Ldn2 Existing +
Description | LRT Segment Hour Leq J

Hour Leq | (dBA)/Peak Hour
(dBA) Leq (dBA) Non- Non-
Residential Residential

(dBA)

— Portal to Little
E Hikari Lofts Tokyo Station 2 74 57 74 0 0 0 0 0 0

Top Floor of | Portal to Little

El Hikari Lofts | Tokyo Station 2 68 51 68 0 0 0 0 0 0
Savoy — Portal to Little
G Alameda Street | Tokyo Station 2 3 60 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
st B
H Savoy - 1 Portal to Little 2 72 60 79 0 0 0 0 0 0

Street Tokyo Station

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where low noise levels are an essential element of their purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and
other buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools,
libraries and churches.

% Ldn is used for land uses with nighttime sensitivity to noise and for residential areas where FTA rather than FHWA noise procedures are applicable. Peak-hour Leq is used for

commercial, industrial, and other land uses that do not have nighttime noise sensitivity.

® SF = Single family residential; MF = Multi-family residential
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Table 4.7-13. Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative Predicted Noise Levels with Special Trackwork

Predicted Project+ 6 | Predicted Existing +

Recentor ETA Land Use Existing Ldn2 | Predicted Project dBA for Special Project and Special
Descrip tion Category 1 (dBA)/Peak Hour | Ldn2 (dBA)/Peak | Noise Impact| Trackwork Ldn2 Trackwork Ldn2 Noise Impact
P gory Leq (dBA) Hour Leq (dBA) (dBA)/Peak Hour Leq | (dBA)/Peak Hour Leq
(dBA) (dBA)
E Hikari Lofts 2 74 57 No Impact 63 74 No Impact
El Top Floor of 2 68 51 No Impact 57 68 No Impact
Hikari Lofts
G Savoy — 2 73 60 No Impact 66 74 Moderate Impact

Alameda Street

H Savoy — 1° 2 72 60 No Impact 66 73 Moderate Impact
Street

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where low noise levels are an essential element of their purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and other
buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools, libraries
and churches.

2 Ldn is used for land uses with nighttime sensitivity to noise and for residential areas where FTA rather than FHWA noise procedures are applicable. Peak-hour Leq is used for
commercial, industrial, and other land uses that do not have nighttime noise sensitivity.
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Table 4.7-14. Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
Predicted Vibration Levels and Impacts

Site #| FTA Land Use FTA Vibration FTA GBN Level |Predicted Project| Predicted Project | Vibration and

Category ! Level Criteria Criteria (dBA)2 | Vibration Levels GBN Levels GBN Impact
(vdB) (vdB) (dBA)3
1 3 75 40 65 30 No Impact
A 2 72 35 64 29 No Impact
2 3 75 40 61 26 No Impact
B 2 72 35 58 23 No Impact
C 2 72 35 63 28 No Impact
| 2 72 35 67 32 No Impact
4 3 75 40 67 32 No Impact
D 2 72 35 67 32 No Impact
E 2 72 35 62 27 No Impact
G 2 72 35 58 23 No Impact
H 2 72 35 58/68 23/33 No Impact
DH Special 65 25 53 18 No Impact
Buildings

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their
purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and other buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA
Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools, libraries and churches. ? Impact
criteria is for frequent events. * Based on more conservative “typical” vibration spectra.

4.7.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative
4.7.3.5.1 Construction Noise and Vibration

For the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, the following construction activities would have the
most potential for construction-related noise and vibration impacts: cut and cover construction
of a tunnel at Flower Street; cut and cover construction of the proposed Flower/5"/4" Street
station; cut and cover construction of the approach to the proposed 2/Hope Street station and
the station itself; construction of the proposed 2™ Street /Broadway station; construction of the
proposed 2™ Street/Central Avenue station; and TBM tunneling beneath 2 Street and the
launch site near either 1" and Alameda Streets or the proposed 2™ /Hope Street station. These
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six activities have the most potential for noise and vibration impacts due to their duration and
their proximity to noise sensitive land uses.

Table 4.7-15 lists the construction activities, and the construction equipment expected to be
used during each construction activity, and the related noise levels anticipated for the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative.

Potential noise from TBM operations at the launch site, where bored material would be hauled
out, treated and removed, is listed in Table 4.7-15. Noise levels for the TBM are not listed for
the segments of the alignment between the TBM launch and recovery sites because it would be
operating underground. Additionally, the TBM is slow moving and causes very little vibration to
the surrounding area.

Construction would comply with Section 41.40(a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The
contractor would also be responsible for complying with the applicable local ordinance as it
applies to all equipment on the job or related to the job, including but not limited to trucks,
transit mixers or transient equipment that may or may not be owned by the contractor. The Los
Angeles Municipal Code section 41.40(a) does not set acceptable noise level limits for either
daytime or nighttime construction activities. If a noise variance is required, the noise variance
will set the acceptable noise level limits.

Compliance with applicable local ordinances and implementation of BMPs, listed above, would
ensure that noise and vibration levels associated with construction of the Fully Underground
LRT Alternative would not result in a significant adverse impact.

However, sensitive and historic buildings in the vicinity of construction may be susceptible to
vibration (GBV) damage. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would involve the same
vibration producing construction equipment as the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative.
Therefore, the minimum safe distance of 21 feet between construction activities (involving large
bulldozers and drill rigs) and buildings would also apply. Refer to FTA guidelines in Table 4.7-5
for minimum safe distances between large bulldozers and drill rigs and buildings under various
scenarios. As a result, sensitive and historic buildings within 21 feet of construction may be
susceptible to vibration damage.

A survey of structures within 21 feet of the anticipated vibration-producing construction activity
would be conducted to assess the building category and the potential for GBV to cause damage.
During construction, use of building protection measures such as underpinning, soil grouting,
or other forms of ground improvement, use of lower vibration equipment and/or construction
techniques, combined with a geotechnical and vibration monitoring program would be used to
protect identified historic and sensitive structures. With implementation of mitigation measures
identified in Section 4.7.4, construction-related vibration impacts to historic and sensitive
buildings, located within 21 feet of the anticipated vibration-producing construction activity,
would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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Table 4.7-15. Fully Underground LRT Alternative
Construction Activity and Equipment Typical Noise Levels at 50 feet

Construction Equipment

)
=
< X
Activi g’ § S o
ctivity S E § o
b @ S =
S 5 @ a
(&}
Pre-Construction 4-6 NA NA NA NA 90
Site Preparation 12-18 77 85 82 NA NA
Flower Street Cut and Cover Tunnel 24-48 77 85 82 81 20
Flower/5"/4™ St Cut and Cover Station 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Cut and Cover Approach to 2"%/Hope Street 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Station
2"d/Hope Street Station (SEM) 24-48 77 85 82 81 NA
2”"/Hope Street Station (Cut and Cover) 24-48 77 85 82 81 920
2" Street TBM Tunnel 24-48 77 85 82 81 NA
2" Street Cut and Cover Station (Broadway 24-48 77 85 82 81 NA
Option)
2" Street Cut and Cover Station (Los Angeles 24-48 77 85 82 81 90
Street Option)
Portal 12-24 77 85 82 81 90
TBM Launch Site 2-4 77 85 82 81 90
1*and Alameda Junction 24-36 77 85 82 81 NA
Operating Systems Installation TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would involve the same vibration producing construction
equipment as the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative (large bulldozer and drill rigs) and
would therefore, have similar vibration annoyance impacts on sensitive receptors. Taking into
account a 10 dBA reduction in vibration for coupling to building foundation loss (Table 10-1,
FTA 2006), occupants would not be subject to vibration annoyance impacts.
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4.7.3.5.3 Transit Operation Noise

The alternative would have five potential sources of noise impacts during operations. These
include pass-by noise from LRT vehicles, warning signals near at-grade crossings, areas of
special trackwork, ventilation shafts, and TPSSs.

Pass-by Impacts:

Assumptions for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative noise modeling are the same as the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The only area under the alternative with potential pass-
by noise impacts would be the Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Temple at the intersection of 1%
and Vignes Streets. LRT vehicle pass-bys would not result in significant, adverse noise impacts
under this alternative (Table 4.7-16).

Warning Signals:
This alternative would not add any additional warning signals and, therefore, would not create
noise impacts from at-grade warning signals.

Special Trackwork:

The alternative would include an above-grade switch along 1% Street near the Los Angeles
Hompa Hongwanji Temple. The switch would be located within 70 feet of the Los Angeles
Hompa Hongwanji Temple. However, the noise analysis predicted that there would not be an
adverse noise impact to the Temple (see Table 4.7-17).

Ventilation Shafts and TPSS:

Ventilation shafts and TPSSs would be designed in accordance with Metro system-wide design
criteria noise guideline and would not exceed FTA noise impact criteria. Significant, adverse
noise impact would not occur.

4.7.3.5.4 Transit Operation Vibration

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative has the same two potential sources of vibration impacts
during operations as the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative: pass-by vibration from LRT
vehicles and areas of special trackwork.

Based on FTA criteria, vibration impacts (including ground-borne noise) are not predicted from
LRT vehicle pass-bys under this alternative, as presented in Table 4.7-18. At the switch along 1*
Street, the predicted vehicle pass-by vibration level at Sites H and 3 would be 68 VdB, which is
still below the FTA criterion of 72 VdB. As shown in Table 4.7-18, the greatest GBN levels would
be 33 dBA, which is below the FTA criterion of 35 VdB. Thus, adverse vibration or ground-borne
noise impacts from special trackwork are not predicted for this alternative.

4.7.3.5.5 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Potential noise and vibration impacts from construction of the Fully Underground LRT
Alternative would not be adverse or significant. Proposed mitigation measures would reduce
potential noise and vibration impacts from construction to less than significant levels.
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Table 4.7-16. Fully Underground LRT Alternative Predicted Noise Levels and Impacts

Number of Noise Impact

ETA Existing Ldn? Predicted  |Predicted Existing
Site Receptor Underground Land | (dBA) /Pegak Hour Project Ldn2 + Project Ldn2
# Description LRT Segment (dBA)/Peak | (dBA)/Peak Hour
SF MF SF | MF

1
HE3 Leq(@BA)  |hourLeq (@BA)|  Leq (dBA) Non Non
Residential Residential
3 Los Angeles | Portal to Gold 3 70 60 70 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hompa Line
Hongwaniji
Temple

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where low noise levels are an essential element of their purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and other
buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools, libraries
and churches.

% Ldn is used for land uses with nighttime sensitivity to noise and for residential areas where FTA rather than FHWA noise procedures are applicable. Peak-hour Leq is used for
commercial, industrial, and other land uses that do not have nighttime noise sensitivity.

Table 4.7-17. Fully Underground LRT Alternative Predicted Noise Levels with Special Trackwork

FTA Land | Existing Ldn2 | Predicted Project Predicted Project+ 6 dBA |Predicted Existing + Project and

<l Use (dBA)/Peak | Ldn2 (dBA)/Peak Noise Impact | for Special Trackwork Ldn2 Special Trackwork Ldn2 Noise Impact

Category ! | Hour Leq (dBA) | Hour Leq (dBA) (dBA)/Peak Hour Leq (dBA)| (dBA)/Peak Hour Leq (dBA)

3 3 70 60 No Impact 66 71 No Impact

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where low noise levels are an essential element of their purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and other
buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools, libraries
and churches.
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Operation of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not result in adverse or significant
noise or vibration impacts. Implementation of proposed mitigation measures would result in a
less than significant impact to sensitive or historic buildings within 21 feet of the construction.
All other noise and vibration impacts associated with construction would not be adverse or
significant.

Table 4.7-18. Fully Underground LRT Alternative
Predicted Vibration Levels (VdB) and Ground-Borne Noise Levels (dBA) Impacts

Site FTﬁé:nd 'EZC‘ngi?ggg FT_A G.BN Level Ivii(:;ct?gﬂ E;(\)Ij;(;t Predicted Project | Vibration and GBN
Category ¢ (VdB) O CIER(o[STAVE (VdB) GBN Levels (dBA)3 Impact
1 3 75 40 65 30 No Impact
A 2 72 35 64 29 No Impact
2 3 75 40 61 26 No Impact
B 2 72 35 58 23 No Impact
C 2 72 35 63 28 No Impact
2 72 35 67 32 No Impact
4 3 75 40 67 32 No Impact
D 2 72 35 67 32 No Impact
E 2 72 35 62 27 No Impact
G 2 72 35 58 23 No Impact
H 2 72 35 58/68 23/33 No Impact
3 3 75 40 58/68 23/33 No Impact
DH Special 65 25 53 18 No Impact
Building

Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc., 2009

Notes: ' Land use category descriptors: FTA Category 1 = buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their
purpose; FTA Category 2 = residences and other buildings where people sleep, such as hotels, apartments and hospitals; FTA
Category 3 = institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including schools, libraries and churches.

% |mpact criteria is for frequent events.

® Based on more conservative “typical” vibration spectra, * with special track work.
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4.7.4 Mitigation Measures

Given that the No Build Alternative and the TSM Alternative would not result in any noise or
vibration impacts, implementation of mitigation is not required for these alternatives. The
following mitigation measures would apply to all of the build alternatives.

4.7.4.1 Construction Mitigation Measures

If a noise variance from Section 41.40(a) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code is required, the
variance will specify acceptable noise level limits. The contractor could use the following
measures to meet relevant construction-related noise limits:

@ Place temporary noise barriers around the construction site

@ Place localized barriers around specific items of equipment or smaller areas
@ Use alternative back-up alarms/warning procedures

@ Use higher performance mufflers on equipment used during nighttime hours

@ Provide portable noise sheds for smaller, noisy, equipment, such as air compressors,
dewatering pumps, and generators

During the construction phase of any of the three build alternatives, sensitive or historic
buildings within 21 feet of construction may be susceptible to vibration damage. A survey of
structures within 21 feet of anticipated vibration-producing construction activity would be
conducted. The survey would classify buildings by category of sensitivity and note the potential
for GBV to cause damage to buildings.

The survey would be used to establish baseline, pre-construction conditions for historic or other
sensitive buildings. If the survey of relevant structures finds buildings susceptible to vibration
damage, a monitoring plan would be developed. This plan would ensure that construction-
induced vibration would not damage historic buildings.

Mitigation measures would further reduce annoyance to sensitive receptors caused by GBV. All
or a combination of the following measures may be used to mitigate adverse noise and vibration
impacts:

@ When feasible, maintain distances greater than those provided in Table 4.7-5 to avoid
potential construction-related vibration damage.

@ When feasible, use construction equipment or less vibration intensive techniques near
vibration sensitive locations.

@ \When feasible, route heavily laden vehicles away from vibration-sensitive locations.

# Operate earthmoving equipment as far as possible from vibration-sensitive locations by site
layout considerations.
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@& Sequence construction activities that produce vibration such as demolition, excavation,
earthmoving, and ground impacting so that the vibration sources do not operate
simultaneously.

@ When feasible, avoid nighttime construction activities that produce noticeable vibration.
@ Use as small an impact device as possible to accomplish necessary tasks.

& When feasible, select non-impact demolition and construction methods such as saw or
torch cutting and removal for off-site demolition, and use chemical splitting, or hydraulic
jack splitting, instead of high impact methods.

@ Use building protection measures such as underpinning, soil grouting, or other forms of
ground improvement.

@ Avoid using pavement breakers and vibratory rollers and packers near sensitive uses when
feasible.

4.7.4.2 Operation Mitigation Measures

To reduce moderate noise impacts due to LRT vehicle pass-bys associated with operation of the
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative the following mitigation measure is proposed.

@ Wheel skirts could be included on LRT vehicles to reduce wayside noise levels by at least 2
dBA

To reduce a moderate noise impact due to track switches near the intersection of 1" and
Alameda Streets as part of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative the following mitigation
measure is proposed.

@ A spring-rail or movable frog switch could be used at this location to reduce potential noise
by covering the gap in the central part of the switch.

To reduce ground-borne noise impacts at sites C and D due to LRT vehicle pass-bys associated
with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, the following mitigation measure is proposed.

@ Use of High-Resilience rail fasteners in the two areas (sites C and D) would reduce the
ground-borne noise levels to below the 35 dBA criterion.

4.8 Ecosystems/Biological Resources

This section summarizes the existing biological resources located in the project study area and
the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on these resources. Information in this
section is based on the Ecosystem and Biological Resources Technical Memorandum prepared
for the project and contained in Appendix T, Ecosystems and Biological Resources of this
DEIS/DEIR.
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4.8.1 Regulatory Framework

Biological resources within the project area are protected by several federal, state, and local laws
and policies, such as the Endangered Species Act, The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), the
California Endangered Species Act, the California Fish and Game Code, and the City of Los
Angeles Native Tree Protection Ordinance.

The City of Los Angeles Native Tree Protection Ordinance (Ordinance No. 177,404) protects

native oak tree species, California Sycamore, California Bay, and California Black Walnut. It was
passed to slow the decline of native tree habitat. The ordinance applies to trees greater than 4
inches in diameter on both public and private lots and requires replacement of removed trees.

Thresholds for biological resources are identified in Section C of the Los Angeles CEQA
Thresholds Guide. The measures below state that a project would normally have a significant
impact on biological resources if it could:

@ Resultin the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing habitat, of a state- or federally-
listed endangered, threatened, rare, protected, or candidate species, or a Species of Special
Concern, or federally-listed critical habitat

@ Result in the loss of individuals, the reduction of existing habitat of a locally designated
species, or a reduction in a locally designated natural habitat or plant community

@ Interfere with habitat such that normal species behaviors are disturbed (e.g., from
introducing noise, light) to a degree that may diminish the chances for long-term survival of
a sensitive species.

More information regarding these laws and policies is available in Appendix T, Ecosystems and
Biological Resources of this DEIS/DEIR.

4.8.2 Affected Environment

Due to its densely developed and urbanized nature, the project area provides little opportunity
for wildlife species or other biological resources to exist. There are no Habitat Conservation
Plans for this area, and no Significant Ecological Areas located within 0.25 mile of either side of
the proposed alignments (City of Los Angeles 2001). There are no wildlife corridors within this
area to support movement of wildlife species. There are no wetlands, oak woodlands, or coastal
sage scrub habitat within the project area. The Los Angeles River, which is contained within a
concrete channel through the downtown area, is located more than 0.25 miles away from the
project area.

A review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was conducted to identify
sensitive plants and animals potentially occurring in the project area. CNDDB results are
reported for the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Los Angeles 7.5-minute quadrangle
which is an approximately 60-square mile area. The results for this large area may not be
accurate for the project area which is only about 1.6-square miles. Therefore, a field survey of
the project area was also conducted on May 17, 2009. The field survey included parks and other
public open spaces within 0.25 miles of either side of the proposed alignments, and included
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visual observation and photographic documentation of all parks, open space areas, and mature
trees within the project area. Based on the field survey, there is no habitat within the project
area that could support the sensitive species and vegetation community identified by the
CNDDB as potentially occurring within the Los Angeles quadrangle.

However, mature trees were observed along the proposed alignments and within roadway
medians. Due to their mobility, some migratory bird species may utilize these mature trees
during migration. While unlikely, there is potential for migratory birds, including raptors, to
utilize these mature trees for breeding.

California Sycamore, a native tree species protected under the City of Los Angeles Native Tree
Protection Ordinance, is found in several locations within the project area.

Table 4.8-1 shows trees that were identified in the project area.

Table 4.8-1. Trees Potentially Affected by the Build Alternatives

At-Grade Emphasis LRT Underground Alternatives®

3 Palms and
Location . .
Native (CA Pl el oth_er Native (CA other mature
mature non-native .
sycamores) sycamores) non-native
trees
trees
Los Angeles Library (at Flower
and 5" Streets) * 10 25 10 15
Flower Street to 2" Street 0 15 0 0
Flower Street where alignment
turns 2 5 25 5 25
nd
AIon932 Street to Los Angeles 20 35 0 0
Street
: nd
Undergroung station at 2™ Street 0 0 10 15
- Broadway
Underground Emphasis LRT
station at 2" Street - Los
Angeles Street Option ° 0 0 10 25
Main Street (At-Grade Emphasis
LRT only) ® 20 40 0 0
Los Angeles Street (At-Grade
Emphasis LRT only) ’ 5 35 0 0
Temple Street (At-Grade
Emphasis LRT only) 8 0 15 0 0
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Table 4.8-1. Trees Potentially Affected by the Build Alternatives (continued)

At-Grade Emphasis LRT Underground Alternatives®

Palms and
Native (CA other mature
sycamores) non-native
LS

Location Palms and other

Native (CA mature non-native
sycamores) trees

2" Street east of Los Angeles
Street (Underground Emphasis 0 0 5 35
LRT only)

At-grade tracks along Alameda
and underpass (Underground 0 0 0 15
Emphasis LRT only)

Fully Underground LRT station at 710
2" Street and Central Avenue

Fully Underground LRT portal 0 0 0 o'
east of Alameda Street

At-Grade Emphasis LRT

Alternative 60 190 N/A N/A
Underground Emphasis LRT N/A NIA 20 130
Alternative

Fully Underground LRT N/A N/A o5 6

Alternatives

! The station at this location is underground for the build alternatives, but the potential impact is calculated based on the at-grade
construction footprint.

% The station footprints are identical for the build alternatives since alignments are located underground.

® Alignments are along 2" Street but impacts are different depending on whether proposed LRT is at-grade or underground.
“ No station proposed at this location for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

® No station proposed at this location for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative or the Fully Underground LRT Alternatives.
® Table lists existing sycamores and mature non-native trees along Main Street.

" Large pines located in the center median, other trees located along Los Angeles Street.

8 Inventory includes large ficus, etc. along Temple Street.

° Underground alternatives include the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative and the Fully Underground LRT Alternative.
% |ncludes trees on the west side of Alameda between 1% and 2™ Streets that may be affected and one mature cherry tree on
Central Avenue that could be impacted if the building containing the Weyland’s Brewery is removed.

" There are several small trees along 1* Street that are much less than 4 inches dbh.

4.8.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequence

4.8.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would have no direct or indirect effects on ecosystems or biological
resources in the project area since there would be no construction activities. Since the No Build
Alternative would not result in direct or indirect impacts to ecosystems or biological resources,
there would be no cumulative impacts.
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4.8.3.2 TSM Alternative

The two new express shuttle bus lines created under the TSM Alternative would not require
construction that would directly or indirectly impact ecosystems or biological resources in the
project area. The TSM Alternative would have no direct or indirect effects on ecosystems or
biological resources in the project area. Since the TSM Alternative would not result in direct or
indirect impacts to ecosystems or biological resources, there would be no cumulative impacts.

4.8.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

During construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, some mature trees located along
the proposed alignment could be removed or disturbed. However, it is unknown at this time
exactly how many trees could be affected by construction of this alternative. Table 4.8-1 shows
the maximum number of trees that could be affected. There are currently 250 mature trees in
the area that could potentially be affected by construction, and a subset of these trees could be
removed or disturbed during construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Of this
total, 60 trees are protected native California sycamore trees. As project design progresses and
construction plans are finalized, it may be possible to minimize the number of trees affected by
avoidance or fencing. Potential mitigation measures are described in Section 4.8.4 and include
compliance with the Native Tree Protection Ordinance. Compliance with the Native Tree
Protection Ordinance would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.
Additionally, station landscaping and urban design along the entire alignment would include
planting new trees. Therefore, after mitigation, the At-Grade LRT Alternative could result in a net
increase in total tree inventory.

Removal or disturbance of mature trees could increase competition for food and nesting habitat
for migratory bird species, which could result in a potential indirect impact. This adverse impact
would not be significant, since the project area provides only low quality habitat for a small
number of migratory birds, if any. Further, mitigation taken to comply with the MBTA and the
California Fish and Game Code would reduce potential indirect impacts to a less than significant
level.

Construction activities associated with future projects have the potential to affect migratory
birds if nesting habitat is disturbed during the breeding season. Other ongoing and future
construction projects would be required to implement mitigation measures for any potential
impacts to biological resources, particularly migratory birds, as required under either the MBTA
or the California Fish and Game Code. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts from
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative with respect to biological resources.

Since the project area is already highly urbanized and the LRT project would be consistent with
the urban character of the project area, there would be no operational impacts on ecosystems or
biological resources.

4.8.3.3.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have an adverse impact on ecosystems or
biological resources in the project area. With implementation of proposed mitigation measures,
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in significant impacts to ecosystems
and biological resources.
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4.8.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative could require less removal or
disturbance of mature trees located along the proposed alignment than under the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative. There are currently 170 mature trees in the area that could potentially
be affected by construction, and a subset of these trees could be removed or disturbed during
construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. However, it is unknown at this time
exactly how many trees could be affected by construction of this alternative. Table 4.8-1 shows
the maximum number of trees that could be affected. An estimated 40 protected native
California sycamore trees occur in the potential area of impact and could be affected by this
alternative. As project design progresses and construction plans are finalized, it may be
possible to minimize the number of trees affected by avoidance or fencing. Potential mitigation
measures are described in Section 4.8.4 and include compliance with the Native Tree Protection
Ordinance. Compliance with the Native Tree Protection Ordinance would reduce this potential
impact to a less than significant level. Additionally, station landscaping and urban design along
the entire alignment would include planting new trees. Therefore, after mitigation, the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative could result in a net increase in total tree inventory.

Removal or disturbance of mature trees could increase competition for food and nesting habitat
for migratory bird species, which could result in a potential indirect impact. This impact would
not be significant because the project area provides only low quality habitat for a small number
of migratory birds and only a small number of birds (if any) could be displaced. Mitigation taken
to comply with the MBTA and the California Fish and Game Code would reduce these potential
indirect impacts to a less than significant level.

Construction activities associated with future projects within the study area have the potential to
affect migratory birds if nesting habitat is disturbed during the breeding season. Other ongoing
and future construction projects would be required to implement mitigation measures to
address any potential impacts to migratory birds under either the MBTA or the California Fish
and Game Code. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts from the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative with respect to biological resources.

Since the project area is already highly urbanized and the LRT project would be consistent with
the urban character of the project area, there would be no operational impacts on ecosystems or
biological resources.

4.8.3.4.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have an adverse impact on ecosystems
or biological resources in the project area. With implementation of proposed mitigation
measures, the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have a significant impact on
ecosystems and biological resources.

4.8.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative has the potential to affect fewer trees compared to the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The vehicle underpass along Alameda Street between
Temple and 2™ Streets proposed for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would affect
more trees than the Fully Underground LRT Alternative alighment which is underground at this
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location. Table 4.8-1 shows the maximum number of trees that could be affected. As no mature
trees or other biological resources were observed in the area north and east of 1" and Alameda
Streets, there would be no additional direct impacts related to the Fully Underground LRT
Alternative. The same mitigation measures described in Section 4.8.4 would be required to
reduce potential impacts associated with tree removal or disturbance during construction to a
less than significant level.

If the entire block bounded by 1%, 2™ and Alameda Streets and Central Avenue is required for
construction and additional buildings must be removed, then there is the potential that one
additional cherry tree that is slightly larger than 4 inches diameter breast height (dbh) in the
sidewalk on Central Avenue might be removed. This effect would be less than significant.

As with the other build alternatives, indirect impacts to migratory birds from the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would not be significant because the project area provides only
low quality habitat for a small number of migratory birds and only a small number of birds (if
any) could be displaced. Mitigation would reduce these potential indirect impacts to a less than
significant level.

Other ongoing and future construction projects would be required to implement mitigation
measures to address any potential impacts to migratory birds either under the MBTA or the
California Fish and Game Code. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts from the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative with respect to biological resources.

Since the project area is already highly urbanized and the LRT project would be consistent with
the urban character of the project area, there would be no operational impacts on ecosystems or
biological resources.

4.8.3.5.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have an adverse impact on ecosystems and
biological resources in the project area. With implementation of proposed mitigation measures,
the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have a significant impact on ecosystems and
biological resources.

4.8.4 Mitigation Measures

In order to reduce the number of trees potentially removed or disturbed during construction of
any of the build alternatives, the following mitigation measures are under consideration:

@ The construction contractor would minimize disturbance to trees, where feasible, through
avoidance or fencing.

@ |f disturbance is unavoidable, the construction contractor would trim individual trees instead
of removing them completely to reduce the scale of disturbance.

@ When feasible, the construction contractor would time necessary tree removal and trimming
activities to seasons outside of the bird breeding season, which can extend from February 1
to August 31.
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If it is not feasible to avoid tree removal and trimming related to construction during the
breeding bird season from February 1 to August 31, breeding bird surveys would be conducted
as recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game.

@ Two biological surveys, conducted by a qualified biologist, would be conducted, one 15 days
prior and a second 72 hours prior to construction activities that would remove or disturb
suitable nesting habitat.

® Surveys would be performed by a qualified biologist with previous breeding bird survey
experience. The biologist would prepare survey reports documenting the presence or
absence of active nests of any protected native bird in the habitat to be removed and any
other such habitat within 300 feet of the construction work area (within 500 feet for raptors).

@ If an active nest is located, construction within 300 feet of the nest (500 feet for raptor nests)
would be postponed until the nest is vacated, juveniles have fledged, and there is no
evidence of a second attempt at nesting.

If construction of the project requires removal of any of the native trees located along the
proposed alignment and stations for any of the build alternatives, the following mitigation
measure would be applied:

® A removal permit would be required from the Los Angeles Board of Public Works in
accordance with the City of Los Angeles Native Tree Protection Ordinance. The tree removal
permit may require replanting of native trees within the project area or at another location
within the City of Los Angeles to mitigate for the removal of these trees. The City’s
ordinance requires replacement of protected trees at a 2:1 ratio and other trees at a 1:1 ratio.
If construction would require pruning of any protected native tree, the pruning would be
performed in a manner that does not cause permanent damage or adversely affect the health
of the trees.

The type of trees included as part of the street restoration plans would be determined in
consultation with the City, the community, and designers. If landscaping and/or street trees
planted as part of another Metro transit project are disturbed by this project, they would be
replaced to the extent feasible.

4.9 Geotechnical/Subsurface/Seismic/Hazardous Materials

This section summarizes the existing geologic conditions in the project area, including the
general topography, geologic materials, faults, seismicity, and potential hazardous materials.
The information in this section is based on the Geotechnical/ Subsurface/ Seismic/ Hazardous
Materials Technical Memorandum, which is incorporated into this DEIS/DEIR as Appendix U.

4.9.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA requires an evaluation of potential impacts related to hazardous materials, including:

@ The potential to encounter existing hazardous materials during project activities, and
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The potential for the proposed project to generate new hazardous materials that could affect
the surrounding human and natural environments.

CEQA requires study of potential impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity. The Los
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide specifies additional thresholds of significance pertaining to
creation or acceleration of geologic hazards, acceleration of erosion and sedimentation
processes, alteration of distinct and prominent geologic and topographic land features, creation
of hazards to the public by release or transport of hazardous materials, and interference with an
adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. These thresholds are evaluated by
determining whether the project would expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault

Strong seismic ground shaking

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction

Landslides

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse

Location on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property
Release or transport of hazardous materials, or

Interference with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan.

These thresholds have been incorporated into the analysis documented in this section.

Relevant regulations and programs also include:

Federal:

» Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

» Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act

» Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

» Toxic Substances Control Act
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» Federal Occupational Safety and Health Act
@ State:
> Alquist-Priolo Act
» Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990
> Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
» California Hazardous Waste Control Law
» Carpenter-Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substances Account Act
» State of California Occupational Safety and Health Act
» Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program
> Waters Bill of 1985
> La Follette Bill of 1986
> South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1403
@ Local:
» City of Los Angeles General Plan — Safety Element and Seismic Safety Element
> Uniform Fire Code

» Los Angeles Municipal Code — Methane and Methane Buffer Zones

4.9.2 Affected Environment
4.9.2.1 Regional Geology

The proposed project alignments would traverse the southeastern end of the Elysian Park Hills
and the ancient floodplain of the Los Angeles River. The geomorphology ranges from gently
sloping alluvial floodplain surfaces to hillside slopes of moderate relief and grade. The steepest
slopes along the alignment surface are between 3“ Street at Flower Street and Olive Street at 2™
Street. The Los Angeles River floodplain covers the broad, gently sloping, alluvial terrain east of
the Bunker Hill area. Artificial fill of variable thickness underlies the proposed alignment near
the surface. Fill materials consist of mixtures of sand, silt, clay, with variable amounts of
construction debris. Deep areas of fill to depths of approximately 25 feet below ground surface
are present at abandoned tunnels and storm drain excavations that have been backfilled. The
regional geology and soils in the site vicinity is shown on Figure 4.9-1, Regional Geologic Map.
The historical high groundwater in the vicinity of the alignment ranged between 30 to 70 feet
below the existing grade. Additional groundwater information is found in the Water Resources
Technical Memorandum (Appendix V).
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4.9.2.2 Faulting and Seismicity

No known Holocene Active or Latest Pleistocene Active faults trend through the project area.
The project area is not located within a currently established Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone
for surface fault rupture. Holocene Active faults within ten miles of the planned alignment
include the Hollywood fault (4.3 miles northwest of the proposed alignment), the Raymond fault
(4.9 miles northeast of proposed alignment), the Newport-Inglewood fault zone (7.0 miles west-
northwest of proposed alignment), Verdugo fault (7.1 miles north-northeast of the proposed
alignment), and the Santa Monica fault (9.2 miles west of the proposed alignment). Although
the Hollywood fault is considered active by the State Geologist, an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone has not yet been established for the Hollywood fault due to its poorly defined
location along its length. Other potentially active faults not definitively proven to exist may be
located as close as one-half mile from the project area. A detailed inventory of regional fault
zones is available in Appendix U. Seismic hazards that could affect the project alignment
include ground shaking from an earthquake along one of the active faults in the region.
Liquefaction-induced ground failure has historically been another major cause of earthquake
damage in Southern California. Potential liquefaction zones in the project area are depicted in
Figure 4.9-2.

Seismically induced settlement includes compression of dry soils above groundwater and
liquefaction-induced settlement of liquefiable soils below groundwater. Seismically induced
settlement occurs primarily within loose to moderately dense sandy soils due to volume
reduction during or shortly after an earthquake event. The composition of most of the artificial
fill along the proposed project alignment is expected to be undocumented and could include
these loose soils. In addition, a portion of the alluvial soils along the alignment are anticipated
to be loose to medium dense. Accordingly, both the portions of the proposed alignment
mapped within the liquefiable zone and those underlain by undocumented fill have the potential
to experience seismically induced settlement.

The proposed project alignment is not located within an earthquake-induced landslide zone
according to the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones for the Hollywood and Los Angeles
Quadrangles. However, the northwest portion of the project area in the vicinity of the proposed
2"/Hope Street station (the area east of the US 101/SR 110 interchange) is within the Hillside
Ordinance area according to the City of Los Angeles Seismic Safety Element (1996). Figure 4.9-2
shows potential landslide hazards in the project area.

Earthquake-induced flooding can be caused by failure of dams or other water-retaining
structures due to an earthquake. Due to the absence of such structures in the vicinity of the
alignment, the potential for such hazards to affect the project is considered low. The proposed
alignments are located in an urbanized area composed mainly of impervious surfaces that
include well-developed drainage infrastructure, so the project would not substantially increase
the risk of flooding.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Page 4-131



Chapter 4

Environmental Analysis,
Consequences, and Mitigation

Contact—=Solid where sccuracy of location moges from well focated wo approximately located;
dashed where very poordy located or inferred, dotted where concealed, queried where
location or existence uncertain. No line shown for scraich contacts used 1o identify

od boandars

Fault —Solid whene accumtely located, dashed where approximately focated, dotted where
concenled, queried where location or existence uncertnin.  Inchedes sirike slip, nommal,
reverse, oblique, and unspecified slip

Thrust fault—Solid where accurately located, dashed where approximately located, dotied
where cancealed. Teeth an upper plate

Detachment fanlt—Solid where accurately located, dashed where approsimately located,
dotted where concealed, queried where location or existence uncertain. Hachures on upper
plate

Intruded fault—Solid where accurately located

Solid when

Surface mup
upper plate

1y located. 1971 San Femando carthquake. Tecth on

1

s Fiatervnce: USGE. F008 Praliminiey Gasioght Wep o1 5ot Lot Angaims 3073 80" Guadraste, Socther Cuamis™

Q 1 Py d R | Connector Tunnel
Miles
Strike and dip of bedding Strike and dip of igneous follation
Horienntal L Inclinea
Inclined Strike and dip of melsmorphic fliation
o
Imclimed - approximste =~ Inclined

sttt kk bk ke

Inclined - taken from akr phots - Vertical

Inclined - crumpled Strike and dip of igmeous olnt
Tnclined with tops < Incined

Verthcal Sirike und dip of cleavage
Overturned Z Inclined

Overturned with tops

g

g

Dike—Solid where accurmcy of location ranges from well located fo approximately located
Tull—Solid where asccuracy of location ranges from well located to approximately lecated

Mapped horizon or bed—Solid where nccumcy of lecation mages from well located 1o
approximately locared

Syneline—Dashed where approximately located, dotted where concealed

Anthclive—Solid whene accurmiely located, dashed where approximately located, doned where
concealed. Overturned where indicated

SELECTED MAP UNITS

Oid sluvialfan deposits, undivided (late to middie Pleistocens) - Sightly to
moderataly conscidated s, sand and gravel deposts cn alluvsal

Aok fan deposts (Holocena) - Uncontoldated boulery, cobbiey, gravll
i o :
an

Young aluvalfan deposis,
Urconsohdated

gravel, sand and sif, bouldery near mountain

Oid alkuvium, mididie Plei - o
gravel, sand and sit.

mambar 1 | ]

Pusnte Formation, undivided (sarly Plocens and lote Miccene] - Matine sitstcne,
‘sandstone, and shale; locally distbomaceous.

Puente Formataon, siltstone (sarly Plocene) - Wel-bedded, light gray sitstone.

Pusnte Formatson, mmu{mﬁml - Wall-beddod, light gray,
siliceous shale and =il

Puente Formation, sandstone (labe Miocene] - Well-bedded, very fine- o very
‘coarse-graimed sandstone,
Puente Formation, S) M (st M L
and pebbie Intera iy
variable.

Topangn Group, undivided (middie Miocene) - Hulerogentous sequence of
y and ing @ marine facies having
mitidle Miosane moluscan fauna diagnoste of “Temblor Stage

Topangs Group, conglomerate -

massive to well bedded, bght

Conglomerste,
brown; includers basal breccia locally.

Figure 4.9-1. Regional Geologic Map

Page 4-132

Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Environmental Analysis, Chapter 4

Consequences, and Mitigation

Legend 2
[ Earthquake Induced Landslide
Hazard Zone

: - Liquefaction Zones
& EApproximate Location of

Hillside Areas
® Regional Connector Stations
Regional Connector Alignments [

l Existing Metro Rail Lines

—Red&.Purple Y

Figure 4.9-2. Liquefaction and Landslide Hazards

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Page 4-133



Chapter 4 Environmental Analysis,

Consequences, and Mitigation
|

4.9.2.3 Seiches and Tsunamis

Seiches are large waves generated in enclosed bodies of water in response to ground shaking.
Tsunamis are tidal waves generated in large bodies of water by fault displacement or major
ground movement such as submarine landslides.

According to the City of Los Angeles Seismic Safety Element (1996) and the County of Los
Angeles Seismic Safety Element (1990), the project area is more than 10 miles from the ocean
and is not located within areas potentially impacted by either tsunamis or seiches.

4.9.2.4 Mineral Resources

Regarding the loss of mineral resources, the project area traverses areas underlain by geologic
materials such as sand and gravel that may be considered mineral resources and could be used
as construction aggregates. However, these materials have not been previously mined along the
project alignment. Furthermore, mining of these materials in an urbanized environment is not
considered economical. However, there is a potential for re-use of excavated material as fill.

4.9.2.5 Hazardous Materials

A search of regulatory databases, including federal, state, and local environmental records, as
well as historical mapping, was conducted for the project. The database search results include
facilities that handle hazardous materials but have not necessarily had a release to the
environment as well as sites that are documented as closed cases where past satisfactory
remediation has occurred. These listings do not represent a potential concern for the proposed
project and were eliminated from further evaluation.

In some instances, more information was requested from regulatory agencies to determine the
current status of a site. In addition, Sanborn fire insurance maps, maps of the Union Station
Methane Buffer Zone and Methane Zone and the Los Angeles City Methane Buffer Zone, and oil
well construction and abandonment records provided additional information used to determine
which sites pose a potential concern with respect to hazardous materials.

The Hazardous Materials Investigation and Analysis (CDM 2009) classifies properties of
concern as High, Moderate, or Low based on the following criteria:

@ High - sites with known/probable soil, groundwater, or soil gas contamination that have not
been remediated, or where remediation is incomplete or undocumented. Other
considerations include the type and mobility of any contamination, distance to a project,
groundwater impacts, and the location with respect to the inferred or known direction of
groundwater flow.

@ Moderate — sites with known/potential soil, groundwater, or soil gas contamination and
where remediation is in progress, contaminants do not appear to pose a concern for a
project, or where construction would occur within mapped Methane Buffer Zones. Sites
may also be considered a Moderate level of concern based on the type and intensity of
former land use (e.g., chemical manufacturers, machine shops, gas stations, etc.), even
though they did not otherwise have an environmental database listing.
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@ Low — sites that are not likely or are less likely to impact soil and/or groundwater that would
be encountered during construction of a project. These may include sites having permitted
air toxic emissions or some sites with spills or leaks to the environment that were
subsequently remediated and have received case closure.

Figure 4.9-3 shows the properties of High or Moderate concern.

The City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, has mapped
Potential Methane Zones and “buffer zones”. The City’s Municipal Code, Chapter IX, Building
Regulations, Article 1, Division 71, Methane Seepage Regulations, requires construction projects
located within the Methane Zone or Methane Buffer Zone to comply with the City’s Methane
Mitigation Standards to control methane intrusion emanating from geologic formations.

In addition to hazardous materials that are known or suspected to exist at the properties listed
in Appendix U, other hazardous materials may be present (CDM 2009). Transformers located
above and below grade along the alignments may contain PCBs. Lead may also be present in
surface soil from historic emissions of leaded fuel from vehicles on adjacent roadways. Since
most soil along the proposed alignment is covered by asphalt or concrete, exposure to these
hazardous materials is unlikely. However, buildings along the proposed alignments that were
constructed prior to 1979 may contain asbestos and buildings constructed prior to 1978 may
contain lead-based paint that could be released during demolition. These hazardous materials
would present a concern for the proposed project, as exposure to these materials at certain
levels may cause adverse health effects to workers and the general public.

4.9.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential geotechnical, subsurface, seismic,
and hazardous materials impacts for each alternative. Table 4.9-1 summarizes the results of the
analysis.

4.9.3.1 No Build Alternative

As the No Build Alternative does not involve construction of any new transit infrastructure
beyond projects already identified in Metro’s 2009 LRTP, it would not result in any geotechnical,
subsurface, seismic, or hazardous materials impacts.

4.9.3.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative would not have adverse geotechnical, subsurface, seismic, or
hazardous materials impacts.

4.9.3.1.2 CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would not have significant adverse geotechnical, subsurface, seismic,
or hazardous materials impacts.
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Table 4.9-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to
Geotechnical /Subsurface/Seismic/Hazardous Materials

. Geotechnical . ) Hazardous Mitigation
Alternative 0 Seismic Impacts ol .
Impacts Materials Required
No Build None None None None
TSM None None None None
Adverse effects Adverse effects Mitigation
At-Grade LRT None not significant not significant 9
A P proposed
after mitigation after mitigation
Adverse effects not | Adverse effects Adverse effects Mitigation
Underground LRT significant after not significant not significant g
o o L proposed
mitigation after mitigation after mitigation
Fully Underaround Adverse effects not | Adverse effects Adverse effects Mitigation
LR'Iy 9 significant after not significant not significant o gose d
mitigation after mitigation after mitigation prop

! Geotechnical impacts might include risk of landslides, soil erosion, or ground settlement due to unstable soils
% seismic impacts could include known faults, liquefaction risks, seismic-related flooding
® Hazardous material risks include methane zone and methane zone buffer areas, contaminated soil and groundwater, and
hazardous building materials

4.9.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes all of the provisions of the No Build Alternative, plus two new
shuttle bus routes through downtown Los Angeles. The implementation of these shuttle bus
routes would not introduce any additional geotechnical, subsurface, seismic, or hazardous

materials impacts compared to the No Build Alternative.

4.9.3.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would not result in adverse geotechnical, subsurface, seismic, or hazardous
materials impacts.

4.9.3.2.2 CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not result in significant adverse geotechnical, subsurface, seismic, or
hazardous materials impacts.
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4.9.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
4.9.3.3.1 Geotechnical, Subsurface, and Seismic Hazards

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative does not cross any known fault. However, the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative would be potentially susceptible to liquefaction in portions of the
proposed alignment along Flower Street between Wilshire Boulevard and 2™ Street, and along
2" Street between Hill and San Pedro Streets. The portions of the alignment within the mapped
liquefiable zone or underlain by undocumented fill may be susceptible to seismically induced
settlement.

Therefore, there is limited potential for adverse effects related to liquefaction and seismically
induced settlement for portions of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, but there would not
be a potential for adverse impacts related to active or potentially active faults, landslides,
flooding, seiches, or tsunamis.

The proposed construction would have the potential for adverse impacts related to ground
settlement and differential settlement on adjacent structures including historical buildings.
Further evaluation and survey would be performed during design to establish building types and
existing conditions, and to develop criteria to limit potential movement to acceptable threshold
values.

4.9.3.3.2 Hazardous Materials

During construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, there is the potential to
encounter hazardous materials along the proposed alignment (Figure 4.9-3). Construction of
the at-grade portions of the alignment would entail clearing and grading of shallow soil, during
which shallow groundwater could also be encountered. The underground portions of the At-
Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative along Flower Street (approximately 45 percent) would require
trenching or tunneling, and as a result would encounter deeper soils and groundwater. Known
and/or suspected soil and/or groundwater contamination exists at properties directly within and
near to the proposed alignment, as shown in Figure 4.9-3. Additional site-specific soil,
groundwater, and/or soil gas investigation activities may be necessary at these properties to
further delineate potential areas of contamination and guide construction activities.
Groundwater encountered during construction dewatering would require testing and either on-
site treatment and discharge in accordance with applicable standards or transport to a treatment
and/or disposal facility.

Lead may be present in surface soils along the proposed alignment from historical vehicle
emissions, and PCBs may exist in surface or subsurface soils from leaking transformers located
above or below grade. During construction, release of these hazardous materials in
contaminated soil and/or groundwater could result in exposure to workers, the public, and
sensitive receptors, such as schools within 0.25 miles. This could occur through the release of
dust or vapors from exposed soil and/or groundwater. Until further study is conducted, the
actual levels of hazardous materials that could be encountered in soil and/or groundwater
during construction are unknown. Compliance with the federal, state, and local laws and
regulations regarding hazardous materials listed in Section 4.9.1 would be required during
construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. In addition, mitigation would be
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required to reduce potential impacts to construction workers from encountering contamination
during construction.

There is potential for hazardous materials, such as fuels and hydraulic oil used for construction
equipment, paints, lubricating fluids, and solvents for maintenance to be accidentally released
during construction. Direct impacts could result from an accidental release. The
implementation of the BMPs in Section 4.9.4.1 would ensure that potential direct impacts from
an accidental release would be less than significant. Compliance with existing laws and
regulations would reduce the potential for significant impacts from an accidental release of
hazardous materials during operation as well.

The proposed alignment would cross methane zones and methane buffer zones associated with
oil deposits in the project area, as shown in Figure 4.9-3. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative alignment would cross into the Union Station Oil Field along Los Angeles and
Temple Streets based on maps published by the California Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources (CDOGG, 2003). The Union Station Oil field has been delineated as a Methane Zone
by the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering. The proposed
alignment would also cross a City of Los Angeles Methane Buffer Zone north of 3“ Street and
west of Grand Avenue. Petroliferous odors have been reported in several borings drilled north of
3" Street between Flower Street and Grand Avenue.

Excavation within these zones may encounter naturally occurring hydrocarbon gases, including
hydrogen sulfide and methane. Methane and hydrogen sulfide are considered hazardous
because of their explosive properties. Additionally, hydrogen sulfide is highly toxic when inhaled.
These gases can seep into tunnels and other excavations through soil and also through
discontinuities (fractures, faults, etc.) in bedrock.

Mitigation requirements are determined according to the actual methane levels and pressures
detected on a site. Mitigation measures could include both active and passive ventilation
systems to ensure exchange of air, gas barriers (membranes around basements and
foundations), and sensors in interior spaces to monitor the presence of gas and its pressure.

If construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative requires building demolition, release of
hazardous materials including asbestos fibers and lead-based paint particles could occur, which
could result in a potential impact. Mitigation, as described in Section 4.9.4, would reduce this
potential direct impact to less than significant.

During long-term operation of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, there is the potential for
the below-grade portions of the alignment to act as a preferential pathway for existing
groundwater contamination to move to areas distant from the project.

Indirect impacts could occur from the accidental release of hazardous materials during the
transport of soil or other media contaminated with hazardous materials to a disposal facility
located away from the project area during construction.
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There is the potential for cumulative impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials
from the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. A number of related construction projects have
been identified and some of those projects could involve ground-disturbing construction where
there is potential to encounter hazardous materials in soil and/or groundwater. In addition,
other construction activities in the project area may entail building demolition, with the potential
for release of asbestos fibers from asbestos containing materials and lead particles from lead-
based paint. The additive effect of on-going and future activities could result in cumulative
impacts to human health or the environment through release of hazardous materials.

4.9.3.3.3 NEPA Finding

There is the potential for adverse impacts with respect to liquefaction, seismically induced
settlement, and hazardous materials for portions of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.
Mitigation would be required to reduce the severity of these potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

4.9.3.3.4 CEQA Determination

Potential impacts associated with liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, landslides,
flooding, and hazardous materials could occur during construction and operation of the At-
Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Compliance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations
regarding hazardous materials would reduce many of these impacts to a less than significant
level. In addition, implementation of mitigation measures would be required to address specific
issues (e.g., liquefaction, settlement, potential presence of subsurface gases, asbestos
containing materials and lead based paint) to a less than significant level.

4.9.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
4.9.3.4.1 Geotechnical, Subsurface, and Seismic Hazards

The geotechnical, subsurface, and seismic hazards associated with the Underground Emphasis
LRT Alternative would be similar to those of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative except that a
greater proportion of the alignment is underground and would be potentially susceptible to
adverse impacts related to ground settlement and differential settlement on adjacent structures.
Ground improvement would be required in advance of tunneling to provide adequate support
and to minimize settlement. In addition, a preconstruction survey of adjacent structures and all
historical buildings in the vicinity would be conducted to establish a baseline against which to
measure potential construction-induced damage. Construction monitoring would be required
during construction to ascertain the criteria are met.

In addition, a limited portion of the eastern edge of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
alignment near the intersection of Alameda and 1” Streets would be within the mapped
Inundation Hazard Area (Figure 4.10-1). The majority of the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative is not located in an area mapped with the potential to be susceptible to flooding.
The alignment is located in an urbanized area covered with impervious surfaces and includes a
well-developed drainage infrastructure. The proposed project would not increase the risk of
flooding.
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With implementation of mitigation, potential effects related to geologic, subsurface, or seismic
hazards would be reduced to a less than significant level. Figure 4.9-4 illustrates a typical
alignment profile for the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, which shows the area of
greatest ground cover over the tunnel (i.e., greatest depth from ground surface to tunnel grade)
and the locations of borings associated with field explorations conducted for the project. Figure
4.9-5 provides the legend for Figure 4.9-4.

4.9.3.4.2 Hazardous Materials

The potential hazardous materials impacts associated with the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative would be similar to those of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. However, since
a greater portion of the alignment would be underground, more of the project area would be
susceptible to the potential spread of contaminated groundwater and release of subsurface
oilfield gases. As with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, the proposed alignment would
cross methane zones and methane buffer zones associated with oil deposits in the vicinity, as
shown in Figure 4.9-3. Excavation within these zones may encounter naturally occurring
hydrocarbon gases, including hydrogen sulfide and methane. Therefore, construction of this
alternative would require compliance with the City’'s Methane Mitigation Standards. Also, the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would require more property acquisition and demolition
of existing structures, which could heighten the risk of potential release of asbestos fibers and
lead-based paint particles.

4.9.3.4.3 NEPA Finding

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would have the potential for adverse impacts with
respect to liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, ground loss due to tunneling, and
hazardous materials. Mitigation would be required to reduce the severity of these impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.9.3.4.4 CEQA Determination

Potential impacts associated with liquefaction, seismically-induced settlement, ground loss due
to tunneling, and hazardous materials could occur during construction and operation of the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. Many of these impacts would be addressed with
adherence to federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials.
However, mitigation would be required to address specific issues, including potential ground
loss due to tunnel construction, liquefaction hazard, presence of subsurface gases, asbestos
containing materials, and lead based paint. With mitigation, potential impacts would be less
than significant.

4.9.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

4.9.3.5.1 Geotechnical, Subsurface, and Seismic Hazards

The geotechnical, subsurface, and seismic hazards for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative
would be similar to those of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. More of the alignment
would be located within the mapped Inundation Hazard Area, but this would still be a limited
portion of the overall alignment.
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4.9.3.5.2 Hazardous Materials

The hazardous materials impacts associated with the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would
be similar to those of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. However, since a greater
portion of the alignment would be underground, more of the project area would be susceptible
to the potential spread of contaminated groundwater and release of subsurface oilfield gases.
Also, the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would require more property acquisition and
demolition of existing structures, which could heighten the risk of potential release of asbestos
fibers and lead-based paint particles.

4.9.3.5.3 NEPA Finding

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would have the potential for adverse impacts with
respect to liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, ground loss due to tunneling, and
hazardous materials. Mitigation would be required to reduce the severity of these impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.9.3.5.4 CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would have potential impacts associated with
liquefaction, seismically induced settlement, ground loss due to tunneling, and hazardous
materials during construction and operation. With mitigation, potential impacts would be less
than significant.

4.9.4 Mitigation Measures

4.9.4.1 Construction Mitigation Measures

A geotechnical investigation would be performed during final design for the proposed at-grade
and below-grade structures and improvements. The investigation would provide additional site
specific data to facilitate final design for maintaining the integrity of existing structures under
static and seismic loading and operational demands. Although portions of the alignment would
be constructed in potential liquefaction zones, none are expected to result in or exacerbate
geologic hazards. The proposed subway tunnels and underground stations for the build
alternatives would be located at depths below soils prone to liquefaction, and be subject to
standard design specifications. Higher design earth pressures would be applied to below grade
structures within liquefaction zones during the construction process to keep potential risks of
damage from liquefaction and seismically induced settlement to an acceptable level.

For the any of the build alternatives, the potential for ground movement associated with cut and
cover construction and potential ground loss due to tunneling could be mitigated by the
following mitigation measures:

@ Design criteria would be established during final design that require the construction
contractor to limit movement to less than an acceptable threshold value as a performance
standard. This acceptable threshold standard would be a function of several factors
including but not limited to the type of structure and its existing condition. Additional data
and survey information would be gathered during preliminary engineering for each building
to enable assessment of the tolerance of potentially affected structures. In addition,
standard threshold criteria and guidelines published by agencies and for similar type of
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structures would be reviewed. Additional geotechnical studies would be performed to define
the nature of the soils and to refine the means of achieving each performance specification.

@ Require ground improvement such as grouting or other methods to fill voids where
appropriate and offset potential settlement when excess material has been removed during
excavation. The criteria for requiring grouting or ground improvement would be based on
the additional data collection and reviews as noted above and acceptable threshold values.

@ Grout tunnel alignment in advance to provide adequate soil support and minimize
settlement as geotechnical conditions require.

@ Monitor settlement along project alignment using a series of measuring devices above the
route of the alignment. Leveling surveys would be conducted prior to tunneling, to monitor
for possible ground movements.

@ Conduct a preconstruction survey of buildings to establish a baseline to measure potential
construction-induced damage against.

@ Describe and define tunnel construction monitoring requirements. In addition, provisions
could be included to use the Earth Pressure Balance or Slurry TBM for tunnel construction to
minimize ground loss. During tunnel construction, the soils encountered would be
monitored relative to anticipated soil conditions as described in a Geotechnical Baseline
Report.

A Contaminated Soil/Groundwater Management Plan would be implemented during

construction to establish procedures to follow if contamination is encountered. The plan would
be prepared during the final design phase of the project, and the construction contractor would
be held to the level of performance specified in the plan. The plan would include the following:

# Notification procedures and contact information for appropriate regulatory agencies

® Procedures for sampling and analysis of soil and/or groundwater known or suspected to be
impacted by hazardous materials

@ Procedures for the proper handling, storage, transport, and disposal of contaminated soil
and/or groundwater, in consultation with regulatory agencies

# Dust control measures (e.g., soil wetting, wind screens, etc.) for contaminated soil
@& Groundwater collection, treatment, and discharge procedures and applicable standards
In addition, a Worker Health and Safety Plan would be implemented prior to the start of

construction activities. All workers would be required to review, receive training if necessary,
and sign the plan prior to starting work. The plan would, at a minimum, identify the following:
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# Properties of concern and the nature and extent of contaminants that could be encountered
during excavation activities

@ All appropriate worker, public health, and environmental protection equipment and
procedures

@ Emergency response procedures, including most direct route to a hospital
# Site Safety Officer

During construction of the underground portions of the build alternatives, mitigation would be
required to address the potential for the creation of a preferential pathway and resulting spread
of existing groundwater contamination. This could entail the use of impermeable grout where
necessary to fill gaps between the tunnel and the surrounding earth along underground portions
of the alignment where groundwater contamination exists.

To reduce potential impacts from subsurface gases associated with oilfields in the vicinity of the
project area, mitigation measures would be implemented during construction of the
underground portions of the build alternatives to address both exposure to toxic gases and the
risk of explosion. This would be particularly important in methane zones and methane buffer
zones, but testing would be required in all underground segments, as oilfield gases could occur
outside of mapped zones. Construction of the project would comply with the City of Los
Angeles’ Methane Mitigation Standards to control methane intrusion emanating from geologic
formations. Mitigation requirements are determined according to the actual methane levels and
pressures detected on a site. Specific precautions to protect workers and the public from
exposure to toxic gases would be required, and specialized excavation methods would be needed
to prevent explosion.

Prior to building demolition, surveys of asbestos containing materials and lead-based paint
would be conducted. If necessary, destructive sampling would be used. All asbestos containing
materials and lead-based paint would be removed or otherwise abated prior to demolition.
Removal and abatement activities would comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and rules.

To reduce potential impacts from accidental release of construction-related hazardous materials,
the construction contractor would be required to implement BMPs for handling hazardous

materials in compliance with existing regulations. These BMPs would include the following:

@ Requirements for proper use, storage, and disposal of chemical products and hazardous
materials used in construction

@ Spill control and countermeasures, including employee spill prevention/response training
# Vehicle fueling procedures to avoid overtopping construction equipment fuel tanks

@ Procedures for routine maintenance of construction equipment, including the proper
containment and removal of grease and oils
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@ Procedures for the proper disposal of discarded containers of fuels and other chemicals

4.9.4.2 Operational Mitigation Measures

Mitigation would be required to address the potential for intrusion of subsurface gases in the
underground portions of any of the build alternatives. Compliance with the Los Angeles City
Municipal Code would be necessary for all structures within methane zones or methane buffer
zones. The code requires gas concentration/pressure testing on a specified frequency and,
based on the results, appropriate mitigation measures or controls to be included in the design.
These mitigation measures may include the use of gas-impermeable liners and venting to reduce
or eliminate gas intrusion into stations and along the length of the underground segments. The
design, construction, and use of this technology have been successfully employed by Metro for
various Red Line segments.

Although potential impacts related to very weak EMFs that would be created by the build
alternatives would not be anticipated, additional evaluation of sensitive receptors, including
residences, schools, hospitals, day care facilities, and convalescent homes within 100 feet of the
proposed alignments, would be warranted. Projected EMF levels produced by the LRT would be
compared with International Radiation Protection Association guidelines. If these guidelines are
exceeded, mitigation would be implemented to ground or block EMFs or modify the LRT power
requirements.

4.10 Water Resources

This section summarizes the existing water resources in the project area and the potential
impacts of the proposed alternatives on these resources. The information in this section is
based on the Water Resources Technical Memorandum, which is incorporated into this
DEIS/DEIR as Appendix V.

4.10.1 Regulatory Framework

The NEPA guidance issued by Federal Transportation Administration (FTA) recognizes the
potential for wastewater generation and increased runoff to diminish water quality as possible
impacts of transit projects.

CEQA guidelines provide a framework for evaluating potential effects. A significant impact to
hydrology and water quality would occur if an alternative would:

@ Violate any applicable water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, including
those defined in Section 13050 of the Clean Water Act

@ Affect the rate or change the direction of movement of existing groundwater contaminants,
or expand the area affected by contaminants

@ Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table
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Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site

Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows

Expose people to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding

The City of Los Angeles also specifies that a significant impact would occur if a project would
increase the risk of harmful flooding during a 50-year storm.

Other applicable laws and guidance include:

Federal:

» Clean Water Act

> National Flood Insurance Program regulations

State:

> Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

» State Antidegradation Policy

> National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Regional/Local:

» Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements
» County of Los Angeles General Plan

» Los Angeles County Code

» City of Los Angeles General Plan

» City of Los Angeles Specific Plan for the Management of Flood Hazards

» Los Angeles Department of Water and Power — Urban Water Management Plan

More information about these regulations and plans are provided in Appendix V.
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4.10.2 Affected Environment

The proposed alternatives are located in the Los Angeles River Watershed Management Area.
The Los Angeles River Watershed covers an area of over 834 square miles from the eastern
portions of the Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills, and the Santa Susana Mountains in the
west to the San Gabriel Mountains in the east.

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is responsible for supplying,
treating, and distributing water for domestic and industrial uses in the project area. The City of
Los Angeles obtains its water supply from local wells in the Los Angeles groundwater basin, the
Los Angeles aqueducts, and by purchasing water from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD)
(City of Los Angeles Planning Department 1995).

Groundwater is a major component of the water supply in the Los Angeles metropolitan area.
Local groundwater resources provide about 15 percent of the total water supply. In drought
years, this number can be as large as 30 percent (City of Los Angeles 2005a).

The proposed project alignment encompasses an area of approximately 1,200 acres in the
central downtown area of Los Angeles. Surface water bodies are not directly located in the
project area. The closest surface water feature is the Los Angeles River which runs
approximately 0.5 miles east of Alameda Street and is near the project area’s eastern boundary.
Land use along this part of the river includes industrial, residential, and commercial uses,
including major refineries and petroleum products storage facilities, major freeways, and rail
lines (LARWQCB 2007). Surface water runoff and peak runoff rates have increased due to the
impervious surfaces related to development in the project area. Another reason for the increase
in peak runoff rates in the coastal plain areas stems from the elimination of natural ponding
areas and improved hydraulic efficiency of water carriers such as streets and storm drain
systems.

The project area is outside of the 100-year and 500-year flood zones and thus would not be
susceptible to these storm events as defined by FEMA (100-year and 500-year storms are defined
as having a one percent and 0.2 percent chance, respectively, of occurring in any given year).
The closest 100-year floodplain area is along the Los Angeles River between Broadway and
Mission Road approximately 0.5 to 0.7 miles from the project area (City of Los Angeles 1996).

The Los Angeles Coastal Plain Groundwater Basins underlie the project area. These
groundwater basins are incorporated into the Coastal Plain Hydrographic Subunit. The Coastal
Plain Hydrographic Subunit contains the Central, West Coast, Santa Monica, and Hollywood
Basins. The Central Sub-basin, one of the most important basins in the hydrographic subunit,
directly underlies the project area (City of Los Angeles Planning Department 1995).

Exploratory borings in the vicinity of the proposed alternatives have discovered groundwater
along Flower Street between 7" and 2™ Streets at depths ranging from approximately 15 to 35
feet below ground surface. Other borings made adjacent to Flower Street between 2™ and 5"
Streets discovered groundwater at depths between approximately 18 to 27 feet below the ground
surface. In the area of Hill and Alameda Streets, borings reported groundwater seepage at
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depths between approximately 14 to 36 feet (Metro 2008). From these preliminary borings, it
appears that groundwater is perched on the underlying San Fernando formation bedrock.
Perched groundwater is groundwater that is separated from the water table and is often formed
in response to water that collects during rain events or is in the process of being recharged by
percolation from nearby surface water or other perched water zones.

The Inundation Hazard Zone is defined as areas that could flood should earthquake-induced
failure of up-gradient dams, flood control facilities, or other water retaining structures occur.
Multiple flood control facilities are located in the San Fernando Valley portion of the Los Angeles
River watershed. Failure of these flood control mechanisms would potentially cause inundation
in the vicinity of the proposed alternatives. A limited portion of the eastern section of the
proposed build alternatives is at the edge of a potential inundation area (near the intersection of
Alameda Street with both Temple and 1% Streets) (City of Los Angeles 1996). However, the
majority of the length of the build alternatives is not located in an area mapped to have the
potential to be susceptible to this type of flooding. Figure 4.10-1 shows the locations of the
proposed build alternatives relative to the inundation zone.

4.10.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential water resource impacts for each
alternative. Table 4.10-1 summarizes the results of the analysis.

Table 4.10-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Water Resources

] ' Groundwater Drainage Mitigation
AT WL QUL Contamination Impacts Required
. None (No beneficial
No Build effects either) None None None
TSM None None None None
Adverse effects not Adverse effects not Mitigation
At-Grade LRT significant after significant after None 0 gose d
mitigation mitigation prop
Adverse effects not Adverse effects not | Adverse effects Mitigation
Underground LRT significant after significant after avoided through rogose d
mitigation mitigation design prop
Adverse effects not Adverse effects not | Adverse effects N
E;l_ll}/ Underground significant after significant after avoided through Mrg'gg;'gg
mitigation mitigation design prop
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4.10.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not involve any new construction or operation of transit service.
Changes to groundwater resources or recharge would not occur within the project area. The No
Build Alternative would not allow the transit network to replace as many automobile trips as the
build alternatives would, so some increases in roadway pollutants would occur as traffic
worsens. Roadway pollutants can wash off of surface streets into surface waters during rain
events.

4.10.3.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative would not have adverse impacts to water resources, although with
fewer transit options, potential reductions in roadway pollutants would not occur.

4.10.3.1.2 CEQA Determination
The No Build Alternative would not have significant adverse impacts to water resources.

4.10.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative includes the same provisions as the No Build Alternative, plus the addition
of two new shuttle bus routes linking 7" Street/Metro Center Station and Union Station. These
additional shuttle bus lines would require minor rebuilding of existing drainage structures to
accommodate new curb bus stops and the effects of this activity would not cause changes to
water quality, hydrology, or drainage. Like the No Build Alternative, the TSM Alternative would
not allow the transit network to replace as many automobile trips as the build alternatives would,
so some increases in roadway pollutants would occur as traffic worsens.

4.10.3.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse impacts to water resources, although the limited
increase in transit ridership would limit potential reductions in roadway pollutants.

4.10.3.2.2 CEQA Determination
The TSM Alternative would not have significant adverse impacts to water resources.

4.10.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

While approximately half of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would be constructed at
grade and would not require as much excavation as the other build alternatives, there would still
be a potential need for dewatering if groundwater is encountered during construction activities.
Stations and tunneling would occur as deep as 80 feet below the surface. Exploratory borings
showed groundwater depths of 15 to 35 feet below ground on Flower Street in the vicinity of the
proposed alignment. As such, it is likely that groundwater would be encountered during
excavation activities. This groundwater is known to be contaminated with pollutants common to
urban and commercial activities.

Given the likelihood of encountering contaminated groundwater, compliance with federal, state,
and local laws and regulations (as described in Section 4.9) would be required during
construction activities. A dewatering permit from the LARWQCB would be necessary and any
contaminated groundwater would be properly treated prior to being discharged.
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Uncontaminated groundwater may be treated and pumped back into the groundwater table,
pumped to the sewer or storm drain system, or used on site for dust control purposes.
Additional site specific groundwater investigation may be necessary to define the extent and
location of groundwater contaminants for final design and to refine necessary mitigation
measures.

Excavation activities also have the potential to create a preferential pathway for the spreading of
contaminated groundwater in the groundwater basin. This impact could be mitigated by the use
of impermeable concrete grouting materials which would reduce contaminant migration.
Further mitigation measures to protect against potential environmental and social impacts from
encountering contaminated groundwater are also described in Section 4.9.

Under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, there is a potential for conflicts with the existing
drainage system along 2™ Street between Grand Avenue and Olive Street where the alignment
would be constructed through the 2 Street Tunnel. Overall however, construction of the At-
Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would be expected to result in minimal impacts to and need for
relocation of the current drainage system. In the case where construction activities would result
in the need to relocate certain drainage infrastructure, temporary lines would be installed during
the construction period. Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have no
significant impact on the overall drainage pattern in the project area.

The proposed alignment is outside of the 100-year flood hazard area; therefore, construction and
operation of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not alter any existing flood zones.

In order to reduce any potential impacts related to stormwater runoff, a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and implemented during construction.
Additionally, a Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plan (SUSMP) would be prepared and
implemented in accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code, to ensure that stormwater
runoff is managed for water quality concerns through implementation of appropriate BMPs.
Prior to issuance of any grading or building permits, the County and/or Stormwater Division of
the Bureau of Sanitation must approve the SUSMP.

Due to the predominance of impervious surfaces throughout the project area, there is minimal
percolation to the underlying groundwater basins. Therefore, any potential increases in
contaminated surface water runoff would have no significant impact on groundwater quality.

Tunneling during construction could potentially create a preferential pathway for contaminated
groundwater that could be encountered. This could cause the contamination to spread at higher
rates than would normally occur without disruption by construction activity. This potential
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation of mitigation
measures described in Section 4.10.4.

Although unlikely during the operation phase of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative,
groundwater dewatering and subsequent discharge may occur. The tunnel and underground
stations would be constructed to preclude gas leakage or groundwater intrusion into the tunnel
using a technique similar to that used for the Metro Gold Line tunnels in Boyle Heights. During
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operation, in the unlikely event that any water accumulates in the tunnel portions of the
alignment, it would be pumped out by sump pumps and treated in accordance with applicable
discharge permits before being discharged into the drainage system. Therefore, potential
impacts to groundwater would be less than significant.

Operation of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would likely decrease Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) of personal automobiles through the project area. An overall reduction in VMT
could decrease the primary pollutants associated with all types of transportation operations such
as heavy metals, solvents, and petroleum hydrocarbons. This would be a beneficial impact to
surface water quality in the project area.

In regards to cumulative impacts, each of the reasonably foreseeable concurrent projects would
be subject to applicable water quality regulations and each would be required to prepare a
SWPPP for construction activities, incorporate BMPs to control pollutant discharges, and
operate in compliance with Chapter 13.29, Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention
Control and SUSMP. Also, it is not expected that any of the cumulative projects would result in
a substantial change to the amount of impervious land cover in the project area, or a substantial
alteration of the drainage systems. Overall, construction and operation of the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative would not contribute to significant cumulative water quality,
hydrology, and/or drainage impacts.

4.10.3.3.1 NEPA Finding

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have adverse effects with respect to water quality
and groundwater contamination during construction. Operation of the alternative would have
the potential beneficial effect of reducing automobile use and related roadway pollutants in
stormwater runoff. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures in Section 4.10.4 would reduce potential adverse impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.10.3.3.2 CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant impacts with respect to water
quality and groundwater contamination after proposed mitigation measures are considered.
Compliance with federal, state, and local laws in conjunction with implementation of mitigation
measures proposed in Section 4.10.4 would reduce these potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

4.10.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

The potential construction-related water quality and hydrology impacts of the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative would be similar to those of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.
However, because the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative involves more tunneling and
generally greater intensity of construction activities, the potential for excavation to create a
preferential pathway for the spreading of groundwater contamination in the groundwater basin
would be greater. The use of impermeable concrete grouting materials would reduce potential
contaminant migration, as described in Section 4.10.4, to a less than significant level. The
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would also impact a storm drain backbone line along
Flower and 2" Streets, but design measures would address the potential conflicts and avoid
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changes to system capacity or the overall direction of storm flows through the drainage
infrastructure in the project area.

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would have similar operation-related water quality,
hydrology, and drainage impacts as the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. As with the At-
Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, this alternative would have slightly beneficial water quality
impacts associated with a reduction in annual VMT of automobiles through the project area,
which would reduce buildup of pollutant loads associated with automobile use such as oil,
grease, and metals.

4.10.3.4.1 NEPA Finding

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would have adverse effects with respect to water
quality and groundwater contamination during construction. Operation of the alternative would
have the potential beneficial effect of reducing automobile use and related roadway pollutants in
stormwater runoff. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures in Section 4.10.4 would reduce potential adverse impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.10.3.4.2 CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have significant impacts with respect to
water quality and groundwater contamination after proposed mitigation measures are
considered. Compliance with federal, state, and local laws in conjunction with implementation
of mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.10.4 would reduce these potential impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.10.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

Potential construction-related water quality impacts of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative
would be similar to those of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The primary difference
between the two alternatives is that the Fully Underground LRT Alternative includes a new
station at 2" Street and Central Avenue and an underground rail junction beneath 1* and
Alameda Streets. This would result in more intense excavation activities in the potential
inundation area than the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative; however, the area is already
fully urbanized and highly impervious so there would not be significant increases in the potential
severity of inundation impacts.

4.10.3.5.1 NEPA Finding

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would have adverse effects with respect to water quality
and groundwater contamination during construction. Operation of the alternative would have
the potential beneficial effect of reducing automobile use and related roadway pollutants in
stormwater runoff. Compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of the proposed
mitigation measures in Section 4.10.4 would reduce potential adverse impacts to a less than
significant level.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Page 4-155



Chapter 4 Environmental Analysis,

Consequences, and Mitigation
|

4.10.3.5.2 CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have significant impacts with respect to water
quality and groundwater contamination after proposed mitigation measures are considered.
Compliance with federal, state, and local laws in conjunction with implementation of mitigation
measures proposed in Section 4.10.4 would reduce these potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

4.10.4 Mitigation Measures

In the case that contaminated groundwater is encountered and it is determined that there is
potential for the contamination to spread, this would be mitigated during the design and
engineering process. For example, it could be specified that impermeable concrete-based
grouting materials should be used to fill the gap between the tunnel and the surrounding earth.
The permeability of grouting materials is lower than surrounding soil types and this would
reduce the possibility that the tunnel could serve as a preferential pathway for contaminant
migration. An additional potential construction mitigation measure that could be performed to
lessen the impact of the build alternatives includes establishing an erosion control plan prior to
the initiation of construction activities. The erosion control plan would include:

@ Use of natural drainage, detention ponds, sediment ponds, or infiltration pits to allow runoff
to collect and reduce or prevent erosion

@ Use of barriers to direct and slow the rate of runoff and to filter out large-sized sediments
# Use of down-drains or chutes to carry runoff from the top of a slope to the bottom
@ Control of the use of water for irrigation and dust control so as to avoid off-site runoff.

Potentially significant impacts to water quality stemming from both construction and operation
of the Regional Connector project could be mitigated with the following measures as
appropriate;

@ Project design could include properly designed and maintained biological oil and grease
removal systems in new storm drain systems to treat water before it leaves project sites.

@ Proper storage of hazardous materials to prevent contact with precipitation and runoff

® Development and maintenance of an effective monitoring and cleanup program for spills
and leaks of hazardous materials

@ Placement of equipment to be repaired or maintained in covered areas on a pad of
absorbent material to contain leaks, spills, or small discharges

@ Periodic and consistent removal of landscape and construction debris

® The removal of any significant chemical residue on the project sites through appropriate
methods
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# The use of non-toxic alternatives for any necessary applications of herbicides or fertilizers
@& Installation of detention basins to remove suspended solids by settlement

@ Periodic monitoring of the water quality of runoff before discharge from the site and into the
storm drainage system

4.11 Energy Resources

This section summarizes the energy resources in the project area, usage associated with
construction and operation of the proposed Regional Connector Transit Corridor project
alternatives, and the net energy demand associated with changes to the regional transportation
network under each of the proposed alternatives. Information in this section is based on the
Energy Resources Technical Memorandum prepared for the project and contained in Appendix
W, Energy Resources of this DEIS/DEIR.

4.11.1 Regulatory Framework

Energy and energy use within the project area is governed by several federal, state, and local laws
and policies, such as:

@ The Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975

@ The Alternative Fuels Act of 1988

@ Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU)

@ Senate Bill 1389

& Executive Order S-3-05

@ Metro’s Energy and Sustainability Policy

@ The Mineral and Energy Resources Section of the County’s General Plan

Electricity and transportation are the major energy use sectors analyzed by the California Energy
Commission (CEC). Federal and state policies and regulations are gradually transforming
electricity generation to cleaner sources and away from reliance on petroleum sources (CEC
2007a). More information regarding these laws and policies is available in Appendix W.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) dictates requirements for reporting environmental
consequences under NEPA. While there are no specific NEPA criteria for analyzing impacts to
energy resources, 40 CFR § 1502.16(e) directs that environmental impact statements (EISs)
include a discussion of the “energy requirements and conservation potential of various
alternatives,” “natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential of various
alternatives,” and potential mitigation measures.
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The following significance criteria are based on Appendix G of the state CEQA Guidelines and
the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006). The proposed project alternatives
would result in a significant impact to energy resources if they would:

@ Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state

# Require new (off-site) energy supply facilities and distribution infrastructure or capacity
enhancing alterations to existing facilities

@ Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans
@ Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner

@ Resultin a need for new systems or substantial alterations to power or natural gas

4.11.2 Affected Environment

Transportation in Los Angeles County continues to be dominated by single-occupancy
automobiles. In 2005, 74.7 percent of all people in the Southern California region drove alone to
work (Los Angeles County 2008). High percentages of single-occupancy vehicles result in higher
VMT throughout the state. In turn, high VMT translate into high energy use and increased air
pollutants in the SCAG region. The CEC’s Integrated Energy Policy Report concludes that the
transportation sector is the largest contributor of greenhouse gases in the state (CEC 2007a).

Table 4.11-1 summarizes baseline (2009) annual transportation energy usage in the Los Angeles
region. The most recent available data for Metro bus and light rail energy consumption in the
project region are from 2007. In that year, light rail and buses consumed approximately 900
billion British Thermal Units (BTUs), the equivalent of approximately 160,000 barrels of oil. The
most recent data for annual automobile energy consumption in the region comes from the
transportation model. Automobiles in the region consumed approximately 700,000 billion BTUs
in 2009, the equivalent of over 118 million barrels of oil.

Metro’s electricity use is split between powering the rail system and transit facilities (LACMTA
2009b). For both rail and facility electricity requirements, Metro buys power from LADWP,
Southern California Edison (SCE), and Pasadena Water and Power (LACMTA 2009b). In 2008,
Metro rail consumed 175 million kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity (approximately 597 billion
BTUs) and Metro facilities consumed 69 million kWh (approximately 235 thousand BTUs)
(LACMTA 2009b). Metro would purchase additional electricity from its current providers to
facilitate the proposed project. Metro’s 2009 Baseline Sustainability Report presents goals and
recommendations for tracking and improving these performance measures.

Page 4-158 Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Environmental Analysis, Chapter 4
Consequences, and Mitigation

Table 4.11-1. Regional Annual Transportation Energy Usage, Existing Conditions *

Consumption Total BTU
Vehicle Class Factors!-2 Miles Traveled (Annual) Consumption Total Barrels of Oil
(BTU/mi) (Billions)
Light Rail? 77,327 3,925,583 304 52,400
Bus? 6,255 101,930,386 638 110,000
Automobiles® 6,213 111,037,526,000 689,876 118,944,100
Annual Total N/A 111,143,381,969 690,818 119,106,600

Sources: 'DOE, 2008;

’RY2007 (Database: http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/data.htm);

*CDM, 2009.

Notes: ® Existing conditions are reported from data sources dated 2007 and 2009. The 2007 data are the most recent available data
from the National Transportation Data Program for Metro-reported light rail and bus miles travelled annually.

4.11.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequence

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential energy resource impacts for each
alternative. Table 4.11-2 summarizes the results of the analysis.

Table 4.11-2. Summary of Potential Impacts to Energy Resources

Alternative

Energy Consumption -

Construction

Energy Consumption -
Operation

Mitigation
Required

None (Increase

No Build None associated with project None
growth)
None (some beneficial
TSM None impacts) None
None (construction -
At-Grade LRT increase offset by long- Beneficial long-term None
i impacts
term impacts)
None (construction Beneficial long-term
Underground LRT increase offset by long impacts None
None (construction Beneficial long-term
Fully Underground LRT | increase offset by long impacts None
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Analysis of potential energy resource impacts included consideration of the following elements:
@& Construction-related energy
@ Energy operating costs

@ Direct energy consumption (measured in BTUs per vehicle mile for cars, trucks, buses, and
light rail operating in the project area)

@ Net project operating energy savings or costs

Construction-related impacts were estimated by applying a highway construction energy factor
to the total estimated construction cost of the Regional Connector project. The California
Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) derived energy consumption for different light rail
transit facilities in Energy and Transportation Systems, and these factors are still widely used in
the industry today (CALTRANS 1983).

Consumption factors are reported in BTUs per dollar of construction spending. Given the date
of this data source, the energy consumption factors were adjusted to account for the change in
construction costs. The California Construction Cost Index was used to adjust the factors to
2009 dollars.

Analysis of the operational energy impact of proposed stations for the build alternatives was
determined following the same methodology used in the Climate Change analysis, following
Chester and Horvath’s electricity usage factors used for the San Francisco Municipal Railway
(Muni) in San Francisco (Chester and Horvath 2008).

Table 4.11-3 summarizes annual changes in energy consumption associated with regional
highway VMT for each of the action alternatives compared to the No Build Alternative.
Calculations were based on data from the transportation model that projected changes in daily
VMT throughout the region. As shown in Table 4.11-3, all of the alternatives would result in a
net decrease in VMT throughout the region when compared to the No Build Alternative. This
decrease in VMT would result in a net decrease in energy consumption, with the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative having the greatest decrease. Table 4.11-4 summarizes total
operational energy demands under all of the proposed alternatives. Table 4.11-4 compares
BTUs and barrels of oil under each alternative as well as the percent change in BTUs between
each build alternative and the No Build Alternative.

4.11.3.1 No Build Alternative

Since construction would not be performed under the No Build Alternative, this alternative
would not result in construction-related impacts to energy use or resources. Under the No Build
Alternative, energy consumption would not be associated with the operation of new light rail
lines or stations. Increased energy consumption that would occur under the No Build
Alternative (approximately 500,000 billion BTUs) is a result of projected growth in traffic that is
expected to occur in the region without the project (Table 4.11-4). Direct impacts to energy
resources would not occur as a result of this alternative.
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Since construction would not occur with this alternative, and project-level impacts would not
occur in energy consumption, this alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts with
respect to energy consumption.

Table 4.11-3. Estimated Regional Highway VMT
and Energy Consumption Comparisons

Annual Change in
Energy Consumption
(BTU in hillions)

Annual Change in
Automobile VMT

Annual Change in
Barrels of Oil

Comparison

TSM Alternative vs. No Build Alternative (100,083,000) (622) (107,200)

At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative vs. No (110,157,000) (684) (118,000)
Build Alternative

Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative vs. (113,989,500) (708) (122,100)
No Build Alternative

Fully Underground LRT Alternative vs. No (117,384,000) (729) (125,700)
Build Alternative

Note: Parentheses indicate a reduction compared to the No Build Alternative.

4.11.3.1.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts with respect to energy
resources in the region.

4.11.3.2 Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative

The TSM Alternative would not have construction impacts on energy resources or energy use in
the project area or region because construction would not occur outside of that previously
approved in Metro’s LRTP.

Operation of the TSM Alternative would reduce highway VMT in the project area by over 100
million vehicle miles per year. Correspondingly, automobile energy consumption would
decrease and total net savings from operations of the TSM Alternative would be annually greater
than 600 billion BTUs. Therefore, operation of the TSM Alternative would result in potential
beneficial impacts. Cumulative impacts would not occur to energy resources since the TSM
Alternative would not result in construction or operational-related impacts.

4.11.3.2.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts with respect to energy
resources. The overall net energy effects would be beneficial.
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Table 4.11-4. Estimated Annual Operational Energy Consumption for Each Alternative

VMTL1 (billions) BTU2 (billions) Barrels of Qil Total BTU (billions) | Percent Change in BTU from No Build | Total Barrels of Qil

Baseline (2009)

Highway — 111.04 689,876 118,944,100 689,876 - 118,944,100

No Build (2035)

Highway — 184.19 1,144,378 197,306,600 1,144,378 - 197,306,600
TSM

Highway — 184.09 1,143,751 197,198,400 1,143,757 (0.054) 197,199,500
Bus — .000994 6.2 1,100

At-Grade Emphasis LRT

Highway — 184.08 1,143,698 197,189,300 1,143,731 (0.057) 197,195,000
Light Rail —.000383 29.7 5,100
Stations — -- 3.1 500

Underground Emphasis LRT

Highway — 184.08 1,143,698 197,189,300 1,143,731 (0.057) 197,195,000
Light Rail — .000380 29.4 5,000
Stations — -- 3.4 600
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Table 4.11-4. Estimated Annual Operational Energy Consumption for Each Alternative (continued)

VMTL1 (billions)

Fully Underground LRT

BTU2 (billions)

Barrels of QOil

Total BTU (billions)

Percent Change in BTU from No Build

Total Barrels of Oil

Highway — 184.07 1,143,626 197,176,900
Light Rail — .000362 28.0 4,800
Stations — -- 45 800

1,143,659

(0.063)

197,182,500

Notes: ' — Calculation of VMT describes changes in highway VMT within the project area projected by the transportation model for the 2035 horizon year under each alternative.
Added bus VMT are included in the TSM Alternative and added light rail VMT are included in the three LRT build alternatives. Operations of buses and light rail outside of the

Eroposed alternatives are assumed to remain unchanged.
— Operational BTUs include the energy required to operate additional stations under the LRT build alternatives.
% _ This percentage represents percent change in operational BTUs and does not include construction.
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4.11.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternative

To determine construction-related energy consumption, capital cost data were used per the
methodology described in Section 4.11.3. Construction energy impacts are summarized in Table
4.11-5.

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would result in a temporary energy
demand of 3,457 billion BTUs. This would be a temporary impact to energy sources. In
addition, potential construction-related impacts would be less than significant, given the long-
term, beneficial decreases in energy use from implementation of this alternative.

Table 4.11-5. Estimated Energy Consumption from Construction —
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

. Total BTU
Project Component Ba?te;]:)(lejg;r?gsll)ars Sl %;.legggg'g; R Consumption
(billions)
Track Elements 105,506 6,012 634
Stations, Stops, Terminals 230,850 6,012 1,388
Maintenance Facilities 8,625 7,394 63
Site work 165,378 6,012 994
Systems 40,950 9,240 378
Total 551,309 N/A 3,457

Total annual BTU consumption associated with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT alternative would be
approximately 1,143,731 billion BTUs. Total energy use is compared to the No Build Alternative

(2035) to identify adverse impacts under NEPA. Total energy use of the alternative is compared

to current total energy usage (2009) to determine significance under CEQA.

Total operational energy consumption at build out of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
would be greater than that of existing conditions. However, this increase results from increased
regional traffic unrelated to this alternative. Compared to the No Build Alternative, this
alternative would reduce VMT and result in an annual decrease in energy consumption (Table
4.11-3). Total annual net savings from operations under this alternative would be greater than
600 billion BTUs (113,000 barrels of oil). This potential impact to energy resources in the region
would be beneficial.

The proposed project, in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable renovation, new
construction, and transportation projects in the vicinity of the proposed project, would comply
with federal, state, and local regulations to conserve and reduce energy usage. This project
alternative, and other potential projects in the area, would comply with applicable energy
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efficiency guidance set by the LADWP. Potential cumulative impacts related to construction
would be less-than-significant.

LADWP predicts increases in electricity demand over the next decade. LADWP has increased its
ability to serve the area by adding new facilities and increasing and diversifying its energy
supplies. LADWP is committed to increasing electricity generation from renewable energy
sources and ensuring a reliable flow of electricity to users in its service area. Potential
cumulative impacts related to operation would be less than significant, given that operation of
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would result in a beneficial energy impact.

4.11.3.3.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts with
respect to energy resources. The overall net energy effects would be beneficial.

4.11.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
Construction energy impacts are summarized in Table 4.11-6.

Table 4.11-6. Estimated Energy Consumption from Construction —
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Project Component Base Year Dollars Energy Consumption Factor Tota}l BTU' _
(thousands) (BTU/2009%) Consumption (billions)
Track Elements 161,921 6,012 973
Stations, Stops, Terminals 388,140 6,012 2,333
Maintenance Facilities 8,625 7,394 63
Site work 201,937 6,012 1,214
Systems 40,285 9,240 372
Total 800,908 N/A 4,955

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would consume a one-time energy
amount of approximately 5,000 billion BTUs. This would be a temporary impact to energy
resources. The one-time energy use required to construct this alternative would be offset by
the project’s long-term, beneficial operational impacts. Therefore, potential construction-related
impacts would be less than significant, given the long-term, beneficial decreases in energy use

from implementation of this alternative.

Annual operation of this alternative would require approximately 1,143,698 billion BTUs (Table
4.11-4). Total energy use is compared to the No Build Alternative (2035) to identify adverse
impacts under NEPA. Total energy use of the alternative is compared to current total energy

usage (2009) to determine significance under CEQA.
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Total operational energy consumption at build out of the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative would be greater than that of existing (2009) conditions. However, this increase
results from increased regional traffic unrelated to this alternative. Compared to the No Build
Alternative, this alternative would reduce VMT and result in an annual decrease in energy
consumption (Table 4.11-3). Total annual net savings from operations under this alternative
would be greater than 650 billion BTUs (equivalent to 115,000 barrels of oil). This potential
impact to energy resources in the region would be beneficial.

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would result in less than significant
impacts to energy resources. The proposed project, in conjunction with reasonably foreseeable
renovation, new construction, and transportation projects in the vicinity of the proposed project
would comply with federal, state, and local regulations to conserve and reduce energy usage.
This project alternative, and other potential projects in the area, would comply with applicable
energy efficiency guidance set by the LADWP. Potential cumulative impacts related to
construction would be less-than-significant.

LADWP predicts increases in electricity demand over the next decade. LADWP has increased its
ability to serve the area by adding new facilities and increasing and diversifying its energy
supplies. The LADWP is working to develop new renewable energy and energy efficient
resources. Potential cumulative impacts related to operation would be less than significant,
given that operation of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would result in a beneficial
energy impact.

4.11.3.4.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts with
respect to energy resources. The overall net energy effects would be beneficial and greater than
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative but less than the Fully Underground LRT Alternative.

4.11.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

Construction of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would result in a temporary energy
demand of approximately 6,000 billion BTUs, as presented in Table 4.11-7. This would be a
temporary impact to energy sources, and the project would result in long-term, beneficial
decreases in energy use in the region. Given the long-term, beneficial decreases in energy use
from implementation of this alternative, potential construction-related impacts would be less
than significant.

Total annual BTU consumption associated with the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would be
approximately 1,143,659 billion BTUs. Total energy use is compared to the No Build Alternative
(2035) to identify adverse impacts under NEPA. Total energy use of the alternative is compared
to current total energy usage (2009) to determine significance under CEQA.

Total operational energy consumption at build out of the Fully Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative would be greater than that of existing (2009) conditions. However, this increase
results from increased regional traffic unrelated to this alternative. Compared to the No Build
Alternative, this alternative would reduce VMT and result in an annual decrease in energy
consumption (Table 4.11-3). Total annual net savings from operations under this alternative
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would be greater than 700 billion BTUs (120,000 barrels of oil). This potential impact to energy
resources in the region would be beneficial.

Table 4.11-7. Estimated Energy Consumption from Construction —
Fully Underground LRT Alternative

Project Component Base Year Dollars Energy Consumption Factor Total BTU
(thousands) (BTU/2009%) Consumption (billions)

Track Elements 229,148 6,012 1,377
Stations, Stops, Terminals 457,640 6,012 2,759
Maintenance Facilities 8,825 7,394 65
Site work 188,060 6,012 1,130
Systems 49,124 9,240 453
Total 932,797 N/A 5,784

Cumulative impacts would be similar to those described for the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative; thus, potential cumulative impacts from construction and operation of the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would be less than significant.

4.11.3.5.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts with
respect to energy resources. The overall net energy effects would be beneficial and greater than
any of the other build alternatives.

4.11.4 Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures would not be required because potential impacts to energy resources under
the TSM and build alternatives would be beneficial.

4,12 Historic Resources

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential impacts on historic properties for
each alternative. Table 4.12-1 summarizes the results of the analysis.

4.12.1 Built Environment

This section describes the Regional Connector Transit Corridor’s potential impacts on historic
built environment resources. The information in this section is based on the Cultural Resources
— Built Environment Technical Memorandum, which is incorporated into this DEIS/DEIR as
Appendix X.
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Table 4.12-1. Summary of Potential Impacts to Historic Resources

. . . Mitigation
Alternative Built Environment Archaeology Paleontology Measures
No Build None None None None

Significant effect not Potential adverse Mitigation
TSM None significant after mitigation | effect, not significant | measures
! after mitigation proposed
Adverse effect not Significant effect not Potential adverse Mitigation
At-Grade LRT significant after significant after mitigation | effect, not significant | measures
mitigation ! after mitigation proposed
Significant effect Significant effect not Potential for adverse, | Mitigation
Underground LRT not significant after | significant after mitigation | significant and measures
mitigation * ! unavoidable impacts | proposed
Fully Underground Slgnl_flce}r)t effect S_lgn_lf_lcant effect not P_ote_nnal for adverse, | Mitigation
LRT not significant after | significant after mitigation | significant and measures
mitigation * ! unavoidable impacts | proposed

! No adverse impact to historic properties under NEPA, but a potential significant impact under CEQA exists.

The California State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with FTA’s determination of adverse effect on June 1, 2010.
Mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.12.1.4.

4.12.1.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA requires that effects on historic properties be evaluated during the EIS process, in
coordination with procedures established by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA). Federal agencies must evaluate potential direct and indirect impacts on properties
that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). An
adverse effect would occur if the project would directly or indirectly diminish any of the
characteristics that qualify a historic property for NRHP eligibility or listing.

The NRHP, created under the NHPA, is the federal list of historic, archaeological, and cultural
resources worthy of preservation. Resources listed in the NRHP include districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American history, prehistory,
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. The NRHP is maintained and expanded by
the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the Interior. The California Office of
Historic Preservation (in Sacramento) administers the statewide NRHP program under the
direction of the SHPO. To guide the selection of properties included in the NRHP, the National
Park Service has developed the NRHP Criteria for Evaluation. The criteria are standards by
which every property that is nominated to the NRHP is judged. Significance in American history,
architecture, archaeology, and culture is possible in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, material, workmanship, feeling and
association, and meet one of the following Criteria (36 CFR 60.4):

@ Criterion A: A property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution
to the broad patterns of our history; or
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@ Criterion B: A property is associated with the lives of a person or persons significant in our
past; or

@ Criterion C: A property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction or that represent the work of a master, or that possesses high
artistic values, or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction; or

@ Criterion D: A property has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

Buildings less than 50 years old do not meet the NRHP criteria unless they are of exceptional
importance under Criteria Consideration G, as described in the NPS’s Bulletin No. 22, “How to
Evaluate and Nominate Potential National Register Properties That Have Achieved Significance
Within the Last 50 Years.” Other NRHP criteria considerations are used for religious properties,
moved properties, birthplaces or graves, cemeteries, reconstructed properties, and
commemorative properties.

Following the procedures required under Section 106, FTA conducted an analysis of the
potential adverse effects of the proposed Regional Connector Transit Corridor alternatives to
historic properties under NHPA and potential significant impacts to historic resources under
CEQA. This analysis incorporates the findings of other applicable technical studies as needed.
As part of the Section 106 process, FTA consulted with the California SHPO to establish the area
of potential effects (APE) for the project. FTA also consulted with Indian tribes and other
interested parties. This consultation process is described in more detail the Appendix X.

FTA evaluated all of the resources within the APE for their potential eligibility as historic
properties under NHPA and historical resources under CEQA. FTA then assessed, in
consultation with the SHPO, whether the project would cause adverse effects. This was
accomplished by applying the “criteria of adverse effect” as stated in 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1). In
accordance with 36 CFR 800.5(b), if a project’s effects do not diminish the characteristics of a
historic property, that make it eligible for the National Register, then a “no adverse effect”
finding is appropriate.

If an adverse effect is expected to occur as a result of a proposed project, FTA is required to
consult further to resolve the adverse effect, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.5(2) and develop and
evaluate alternatives or modifications to the undertaking that could avoid, minimize, or mitigate
adverse effects on historic properties (36 CFR Part 800.6). Proposed mitigation measures are
described in Section 4.12.1.4. On June 1, 2010, the California SHPO concurred with FTA's
determination of eligibility and effects from the project. Consultation is continuing to establish
the mitigation measures for the adverse effects. In addition to the California SHPO, consulting
parties for this project include LACMTA and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP). Consultation with the ACHP will continue until the agency states it has no further
interests in the project. The FTA/LACMTA also contacted a number of tribes with interests in
the project. Consultation with the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians and
the Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation is ongoing.
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CEQA requires that resources listed in or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR) shall be studied. In addition to historic properties listed in or eligible for the
NRHP, the CRHR includes resources recently designated as California Historic Landmarks
(CHL) and California Points of Historical Interest. California SHPO review of the study is
required before project-related changes to historic properties can proceed. CEQA also requires
that mitigation measures to reduce or avoid impacts to historical resources be evaluated, and a
range of alternatives be considered that could substantially lessen significant impacts to
historical resources.

At the local level, the City of Los Angeles designates local landmarks (Historic-Cultural
Monuments) and historic districts. NEPA and CEQA guide lead agencies to incorporate local
designations in the review and evaluation of project effects. City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural
Monuments and Historic Preservation Overlay Zones were considered in this built environment
analysis. These resources have “presumptive significance” under CEQA, and mitigation
measures are recommended to address any significant impacts to these resources.

4.12.1.2 Affected Environment

The project-specific APE was established through consultation between FTA, Metro, SHPO, and
other consulting parties. The APE was drawn to ensure inclusion of historic properties and
historical resources that may be directly or indirectly affected by the project. All properties in the
APE that were constructed 50 or more years prior to the anticipated 2019 project construction
date, along with other significant properties that were built more recently, were evaluated for
historical significance and potential impacts. A map of the APE is shown in Figures 4.12-1
through 4.12-9.

A record search, a built environment survey, consultation with the SHPO, Native American
tribes with interests in the project area, local government, local historic groups, and other
interested parties regarding cultural resources was conducted for this project. A summary of
these contacts is contained in Appendix X.

The records search and survey of the APE revealed that it contains 289 properties, 118 of which
were constructed more than 50 years prior to the proposed project opening date of 2019.
Twenty-nine of these properties were previously listed in the NRHP and/or the CRHR. More
detailed studies of the other properties were undertaken to determine historical significance. Of
the 55 resources, 48 are historic properties that are either listed in or determined eligible for
listing the NRHP and the CRHR. The California SHPO has concurred with FTA’s determination
of eligibility for those properties eligible for listing in the NRHP (a copy of the SHPO
concurrence letter is located in Appendix X).

Of the 55 resources mentioned above, seven are historical resources listed in, determined
eligible for listing in, or reccommended as eligible for listing in the CRHR. This included the Walt
Disney Concert Hall which was deemed eligible for the CRHR under the criterion for properties
that have achieved significance in less than 50 years. A complete list of evaluated properties and
the details of their analysis are provided in Appendix X.
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Figure 4.12-1. Area of Potential Effects (APE) for Historic Resources — Sheet 1
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Figure 4.12-2. Historic Resources APE Sheet 2
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Figure 4.12-3. Historic Resources APE — Sheet 3
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Figure 4.12-5. Historic Resources APE — Sheet 5
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Figure 4.12-6. Historic Resources APE — Sheet 6
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The APE contains portions of one NRHP/NHL-listed historic district (Little Tokyo Historic
District) and one district that is eligible for inclusion in the CRHR (Civic Center Historic
District). These districts each contain multiple historic resources that are individually eligible or
as contributing resources for both the NRHP and CRHR.

4.12.1.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The impact analysis examined likely adverse effects of the proposed Regional Connector Transit
Corridor alternatives to historic properties under NHPA and potential significant impacts to
historic resources under CEQA. This analysis incorporates the findings of other applicable
technical studies as needed. APE map numbers provided in this section correspond to the APE
maps shown in Figures 4.12-1 through 4.12-9.

Evaluation of Section 4(f) impacts of the proposed Regional Connector alternatives is
documented in Chapter 5. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would involve permanent
incorporation of the 2 Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3) into the transportation project by
constructing the transit tunnel through the 2™ Street Tunnel wall and extending the rails into the
existing tunnel (Section 4.12.1.3.3.1). On June 1, 2010, the California SHPO concurred with
FTA’s determination of an adverse effect to the 2" Street Tunnel (a copy of the SHPO
concurrence letter is located in Appendix X).

Section 110(f) of the NHPA of 1966, as codified in 36 CFR 800.10, requires federal agencies to
undertake planning and actions to minimize harm to designated National Historic Landmark
(NHL) properties. If a proposed project is found to have the potential for an adverse effect on a
NHL, the Secretary of the Interior (typically represented by a representative of the National Park
Service) is invited to participate under Section 110(f) of the NHPA. For this project, the Little
Tokyo Historic District NHL is situated within the APE and would not be adversely affected by
any of the alternatives. If project planning necessitates changes, and potential adverse effects to
the NHL arise, consultation with the National Park Service will be conducted.

CEQA also requires that proposed public projects be evaluated for their probability to cause
significant effects on “historical resources.” CEQA equates a “substantial adverse change” in
the significance of a historic property with a significant effect on the environment (PRC Section
21084.1). Thresholds of substantial adverse change are established in PRC Section 5020.1, and
include demolition, destruction, relocation, or “alteration activities that would impair the
significance of the historic resource.”

4.72.1.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would not result in any new construction or transit operations as part
of the Regional Connector project. Impacts on historic resources would not occur under this
alternative; however, existing impacts resulting from growing levels of vehicular traffic and lack
of improved public transit options would persist.

4.12.1.3.1.1 NEPA Finding

The No Build Alternative would not include capital improvements. Thus, the No Build
Alternative would not have adverse construction or implementation-related effects on historic
properties in the project APE.
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4.12.1.3.1.2 CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would have no effect on historical resources in the project APE. The
No Build Alternative would not be expected to result in cumulative impacts to historical
resources, other than potential impacts on resources through continued high and escalated
levels of vehicular traffic, unabated by additional mass transit options. The No Build Alternative
would not contribute to a cumulative impact on these resources.

4,12.1.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative would include two new shuttle buses linking 7" Street/Metro Center Station
and Union Station. The new transit infrastructure (two new bus routes and associated stops
and structures) would use the existing street and sidewalk networks and would not require the
displacement or relocation of properties, residents, or employees. Improvements under this
alternative would entail minor physical modifications, such as the installation of bus stops along
existing city streets and rebuilding some curbs, sidewalks, and street surfaces to accommodate
increased bus weights and traffic frequency. These activities would not have any significant
effects on historical resources, alter significant characteristics of historic properties, or cause
adverse noise or vibration impacts.

4.12.1.3.2.1 NEPA Finding

The TSM Alternative would not have direct or indirect adverse effects to historic properties from
either construction or operation.

4.12.1.3.2.2 CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have direct or indirect significant impacts on historical resources
from either construction or operation.

4.12.1.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would add transit options that would be consistent with
the historic use of streetcars within the APE. Additionally, the LRT improvement could benefit
historic properties and historical resources in the APE by increasing pedestrian access and use
of the area. Metro would install double-track light-rail guideways in the existing street system,
rebuild street surfaces and underground utilities, rebuild curbs and sidewalks, and install
stations, all within the APE.

Underground segments of the alternative would use parts of the existing 2™ Street Tunnel (APE
Map #4-3) and would require new cut and cover tunneling under Flower Street between 7 and
4" Streets north of the 7" Street/Metro Center Station.

Construction activities may cause noise, dirt, congestion, and limitations on access to the
project area, these activities would be short-term and would not have adverse effects on historic
properties or significant impacts to historical resources. In addition, Metro would employ best
management practices (BMPs) to ensure that these effects are short-term.

There would also be several partial takes of several historic properties and historical resources.
Portions of properties occupied by the Los Angeles Police Facilities Building (APE Map #6-6),
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Motor Transport Division Building (APE Map #6-7), and City Health Building (City Hall

South) (APE Map #6-4), three contributing resources to the Los Angeles Civic Center Historic
District, would be acquired to accommodate new stations. Only a portion of these properties
would be acquired and converted to new uses and the change would not affect the
physical buildings, the historic district that they are a part of, or the characteristics that
make them eligible for the NRHP. The project would not diminish their integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association and therefore,
there would not be adverse effects.

4.12.1.3.3.1 Tunnels

The NRHP eligible 2 Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3) would be altered under this alternative.
The walls of the tunnel would be partially demolished along its southwest interior wall to
construct a new entrance and exit for the new tunnel in which the light rail would run. New
elements that would be added to the tunnel include double tracks, catenary wires, and a
sidewalk. The cut and cover trench would also require demolition of a portion of the CRHR
eligible Belmont Tunnel (APE Map #3-4). The Belmont Tunnel is not eligible for the NRHP.

Section 106 Effects Analysis for Historic Properties

In applying the criteria of adverse effect for historic properties (36 CFR 800.5(a) (1)) potentially
affected by the construction near 2™ Street, an adverse effect would occur due to the demolition
of a portion of the NRHP eligible 2 Street Tunnel and the subsequent change in use. The
changes would directly alter a characteristic of the historic property in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling,
or association. The California SHPO concurred with FTA’s determination of an adverse effect on
June 1, 2010 (a copy of the SHPO concurrence letter is located in Appendix X). Documentation
of the property in accordance with mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.1.4.1 is
proposed to resolve the potential adverse effect.

Potential Effects to Section 4(f) Resources

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would require the piercing and use of the 2™ Street
Tunnel to accommodate the proposed LRT corridor. The “punch through” required by this
alternative would adversely affect the characteristics that make the 2 Street Tunnel eligible for
the NRHP. This would constitute a direct use, as the tunnel would be permanently incorporated
into the proposed project.

This use could only occur if:

# There is no prudent and feasible alternative to using the resource

® The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the tunnel from the use
Additional analysis and consultation with the California SHPO would be required for project

alternatives. Further discussion of impacts to Section 4(f) resources is provided in the Section
4(f) Evaluation in Chapter 5.
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CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

Potential changes to the 2" Street Tunnel would constitute a substantial adverse change that
would impair the significance of the historical resource. However, the majority of the resource’s
features would remain to convey its significance. Additionally, implementation of the mitigation
measure described in Section 4.12.1.4.1 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
The implementation of the documentation mitigation measure (Section 4.12.1.4.1) would
reduce any impact to the CRHR-eligible Belmont Tunnel to a less than significant level.

4.12.1.3.3.2 Differential Settlement

According to the Description of Construction (Appendix K), some of the buildings situated near
cut and cover excavation would be susceptible to differential settlement. Differential settlement
is defined as “unequal settling of material; gradual downward movement of foundations due to
compression of soil which can lead to damage if settlement is uneven” (Allaby 1999).

Differential settlement occurs when a building or feature’s shape is twisted or is raised and
lowered, sometimes imperceptibly, in different places. Differential settlement can cause
foundations to settle and crack, floors to buckle and go out of level, walls to shift out of plumb
and plane, and roofs to twist and deform. The resulting changes in structural systems and
cladding or finish materials, including wood and masonry, floor tiles, wood flooring, concrete
floors, plaster, marble, and other decorative wall and ceiling treatments, and adobe, stucco, and
wood-framed walls can be cracks, fractures, and other noticeable (as well as long-term, not
immediately visible) deformations and damage. Since historically significant buildings often
have archaic construction and finish attachment systems, including unreinforced masonry,
those building types are usually more susceptible to the effects of ground-borne vibration than
more recently constructed buildings.

According to the Description of Construction (Appendix K), at least seven NRHP and/or CRHR
eligible properties could be potentially affected by cut and cover construction associated with the
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

These seven buildings include:

@ Superior Oil Company Building(APE Map #2-13)

® California Club (APE Map #3-1)

® 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Walt Disney Concert Hall (APE Map #4-4; CRHR eligible only)
@ Former Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple (APE Map #7-19)
@ Los Angeles Times Building (APE Map #8-2)

e St. Vibiana Cathedral (APE Map #8-12)
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Section 106 Effects Analysis for Historic Properties

The implementation of mitigation measures would protect and stabilize the ground near historic
properties (as noted in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3 and 4.12.1.4.5) and would avoid adverse
effects to all properties. If these measures are properly implemented, short-term construction
activities would not directly alter a characteristic of the historic property in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling,
or association.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

The potential for differential settlement could constitute a substantial adverse change that would
impair the significance of seven properties listed below:

@ The Superior Oil Company Building(APE Map #2-13)

e California Club (APE Map #3-1)

® 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Walt Disney Concert Hall (APE Map #4-4; CRHR eligible only)
@ Former Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple (APE Map #7-19)
@ Los Angeles Times Building (APE Map #8-2)

e St. Vibiana Cathedral (APE Map #8-12)

The implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3, and
4.1.2.1.4.5 would reduce the potential impacts to these historical resources to a less than
significant level.

4.712.1.3.3.3 Vibration

According to the Noise and Vibration Technical Memorandum (Appendix S), construction
activities with the most potential for impacts under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative,
include the cut and cover tunnel along Flower Street, the proposed cut and cover stations at
Flower/6" /5" Streets and 2"/Hope Street, and the Temple and Alameda junction, which includes
lowering Alameda Street.

Ground borne vibration from these construction activities could affect historic structures. For
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, pre-augering would eliminate the need for impact pile
driving of soldier piles at the cut and cover sections. This would leave “Large Bulldozer” and
“Drill Rigs” as the main construction vibration sources (Section 4.7). If these large pieces of
equipment are not used within the 21 feet of a historic property or historical resource, it is
reasonably foreseeable that adverse effects or significant impacts could not occur to historic
properties and historical resources from GBV.

Buildings near potential construction activities include:
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@ Barker Brothers (APE Map #2-1)

@& Roosevelt Building (APE Map #2-7)

@ General Petroleum-Mobil Oil Building (APE Map #2-12)
@ Superior Oil Building (APE Map #2-13)

e California Club (APE Map #3-1)

@ Los Angeles Central Library (APE Map #3-2)

@ Second Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Mirror Building (APE Map #8-3)

@ Higgins Building(APE Map #8-11, CRHR-eligible only)
@ Cathedral of Saint Vibiana (APE Map #8-12)

# Cathedral of Saint Vibiana Rectory (APE Map #8-13)

Section 106 Effects Analysis for Historic Properties

Adverse effects would not occur if mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2 and
4.12.1.4.3 are implemented within the project area. If these measures are properly
implemented, potential effects of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not directly alter
a characteristic of the historic property in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the
historic properties’ location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

Under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, construction-induced vibration could potentially
cause a substantial adverse change that would impair the significance of any or all of the
historical resources noted in this section. The implementation of mitigation measures
described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3, and 4.12.1.4.5 would reduce potential impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.12.1.3.3.4 NEPA Finding

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would be expected to result in one direct
adverse effect. On June 1, 2010, the California SHPO concurred with FTA's finding of an adverse
effect from the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative on the 2™ Street Tunnel (a copy of the SHPO
concurrence letter is located in Appendix X). Alteration of the 2 Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)
during construction to accommodate the LRT facility would require the implementation of
mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.1 and 4.12.1.4.5. Consistent with 36 CFR
800, additional consultation with the California SHPO and other consulting parties would need
to be completed before beginning project construction. A summary of this information is
presented in Table 4.12.1-1.
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4.12.1.3.3.5 CEQA Determination

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would potentially result in one direct
significant impact and 14 indirect significant impacts to historical resources. All of these
potential impacts could result in a substantial adverse change to a historical resource.
Implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.1 through 4.12.1.4.5
would reduce these potential impacts to a less than significant level. Project operation is not
expected to cause direct or indirect impacts. Refer to Table 4.12.1-1 for additional information.

4.12.1.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would add an underground double-track right-of-
way and three new underground stations to the project area, all within the APE. The alignment
would surface on the block bounded by 1¥ Street, Alameda Street, 2™ Street, and Central Avenue
to connect at grade to the existing Metro Gold Line tracks. The proposed new transit
infrastructure would be consistent with the historic use of streetcars within the APE.
Additionally, the LRT could benefit historic properties and historical resources in the APE by
increasing pedestrian use of the area. Construction activities may cause noise, dirt, congestion,
and limitations on access to the project area. These activities would be short term and would
not cause adverse effects to historic properties or significant impacts to historical resources.

4.12.1.3.4.1 Demolition, Partial Takes, or Alteration of a Property

To construct the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, one parcel would be acquired that
contains a historical resource. The S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café, Sefior Fish, and Coast
Imports (APE Map #7-30) is a CRHR-eligible (not NRHP-eligible) commercial building built in
1913 that is anticipated to be acquired and would serve as the underground egress/ingress
portal. The California SHPO did not comment on properties identified solely for CRHR
determination in the June 1, 2010 letter.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

The property acquisition and subsequent demolition of the S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café,
Sefior Fish, and Coast Imports building would constitute a substantial adverse change that
would impair the significance of the historical resource. However, implementation of mitigation
measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.1 and 4.12.1.4.5 would reduce potential impacts to a
less than significant level.

4.12.1.3.4.2 Station Construction

For the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, a new station would be constructed beneath
Flower Street between 5" and 4" Streets. This would require demolition of a portion of the
CRHR eligible Belmont Tunnel (APE Map #3-4). The Belmont Tunnel is not eligible for the
NRHP.
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Table 4.12.1-1. At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative NEPA Findings and CEQA Determinations

NRHP Eligibility

CRHR Eligibility

Potential Impact

NEPA Finding

CEQA
Determination

Can be Mitigated Below
Level of Significance?

2-1 Barker Brothers Eligible Listed Vibration Effect Not Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Adverse
2-7 Roosevelt Building Listed Listed Vibration Effect Not Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Adverse
General Petroleum, Mobil . . - . Effect Not N
2-12 oil Building Listed Listed Vibration Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Superior Oil Company . . Vibration Effect Not -
2-13 Building Listed Listed Settlement Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
I . . Vibration Effect Not -
3-1 The California Club Eligible Listed Settlement Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Los Angeles Central . . - Effect Not R
3-2 Library Listed Listed Vibration Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Belmont Tunnel,
Hollywood-Glendale- - . . No Historic -
3-4 Burbank-San Fernando Not Eligible Eligible Partial Removal Property Affected Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Valley Tunnel
2" Street Tunnel, Bridge . . . N
4-3 (tunnel) #53C 1318 Eligible Eligible Demolition Adverse Effect Significant Impact | Yes Yes
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Table 4.12.1-1. At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative NEPA Findings and CEQA Determinations (continued)

NRHP Eligibility

CRHR Eligibility

Potential Impact

NEPA Finding

CEQA
Determination

Can be Mitigated Below
Level of Significance?

. - . Vibration No Historic P
4-4 Walt Disney Concert Hall Not Eligible Eligible Settlement Property Affected Significant Impact | N/A Yes
: Former Nishi Hongwaniji . . Effect Not R
7-19 Buddhist Temple Listed (NHL) Listed Settlement Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Los Angeles Times - . Effect Not -
8-2 Building Eligible Listed Settlement Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
8-3 Mirror Building Eligible Eligible Vibration Effect Not Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Adverse
Higgins Building, General
Petroleum Building, - . Vibration No Historic N
8-11 (Los Angeles) County Not Eligible Eligible Settlement Property Affected Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Engineers Building
U - - Vibration Effect Not R
8-12 | Cathedral of Saint Vibiana | Eligible Eligible Settlement Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes
Cathedral of Saint Vibiana, .- . I Effect Not -
8-13 Rectory Eligible Eligible Vibration Adverse Significant Impact | N/A Yes

Page 4-188

Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Environmental Analysis, Chapter 4

Consequences, and Mitigation
|

This alternative also evaluates two possible locations for the proposed 2™ Street station:

® Between Broadway and Spring Street. The Broadway Option would have entrances facing
the NRHP eligible Mirror Building (APE Map #8-3).

@ Between Main and Los Angeles Streets. The Los Angeles Street Option has proposed
entrances opposite and next to the NRHP eligible St. Vibiana Rectory (APE Map #8-13).

Section 106 Effects Analysis for Historic Properties

Both of the 2™ Street station options would have an effect on historic properties, but that effect
would not be adverse. The change in setting would not directly alter a characteristic of the
historic property in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the historic properties’
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

Construction of proposed stations would not constitute a substantial adverse change that would
impair the significance of the historical resources.

The change in setting created by the station would not diminish the integrity of the properties’
significant historic features. The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative station construction
would therefore have a less than significant impact on historical resources.

Implementation of the mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.1.4.1 would reduce any
impact to the CRHR-eligible Belmont Tunnel to a less than significant level.

4.12.1.3.4.3 Vibration

According to the Noise and Vibration Technical Memorandum, construction activities with the
most potential for impacts include the cut and cover tunnel under Flower Street, proposed
underground cut and cover stations at Flower/6"/5" Streets and 2"/Hope Street, and the
junction at Temple and Alameda Streets, which includes lowering Alameda Street.

Ground borne vibration from these construction activities could affect historic structures. For
the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, pre-augering of soldier piles at cut and cover
sections would eliminate the need for impact pile driving. This would leave “Large Bulldozer”
and “Drill Rigs” as the main sources of construction vibration. If these large pieces of
equipment are not used within 21 feet of a historic property or historical resource, there would
not be adverse effects and significant impacts would not occur to historic properties and
historical resources from GBV. Properties that are close to the cut and cover construction
activities and which may be affected by construction-related vibration include:

@ Barker Brothers (APE Map #2-1)
@ Roosevelt Building (APE Map #2-7)

@ General Petroleum-Mobil Oil Building (APE Map #2-12)
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@ Superior Oil Building (APE Map #2-13)

® California Club (APE Map #3-1)

@ Los Angeles Central Library (APE Map #3-2)

® 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Mirror Building (APE Map #8-3)

@ Higgins Building(APE Map #8-11)

@& Cathedral of Saint Vibiana (APE Map #8-12)

@ Cathedral of Saint Vibiana Rectory (APE Map #8-13)

The TBM associated with tunneling activities would not cause vibratory effects or impacts to
historic properties or historical resources because the TBM performs a slow moving drilling
process that generates very little vibration to the surrounding areas. Studies have measured
TBM vibration to be in the range of 0.0024 to 0.0394 inches per second PPV at a distance at 33
feet. The proposed TBM tunnels on 2™ Street would vary in depth due to the existing
topography and vertical curves in the alignment. The tunnel would range from about 140 feet
below the surface (distance from street level to the top of the tunnel) to about 40 feet below the
surface. The vibratory potential of the TBM is minimal and would be well below the FTA
threshold for Category IV buildings (buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage) of 0.12

inches per second PPV.

Section 106 Effects Analysis for Historic Properties
An effect, but not adverse in nature, would occur during construction at the following locations

from vibration-induced damage, especially if mitigation measures described in Sections
4.12.1.4.2 and 4.12.1.4.3 are implemented within the project area:

@ Barker Brothers (APE Map #2-1)

@& Roosevelt Building (APE Map #2-7)

@ General Petroleum Mobil Oil Building (APE Map #2-12)

@ Superior Oil Building (APE Map #2-13)

e California Club (APE Map #3-1)

@ Los Angeles Central Library (APE Map #3-2)

& 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Mirror Building (APE Map #8-3)
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@ Cathedral of Saint Vibiana (APE Map #8-12)

@& Cathedral of Saint Vibiana Rectory (APE Map #8-13)

If these mitigation measures are properly implemented, construction of this alternative would
not directly alter a characteristic of these historic properties in a manner that would diminish the
integrity of the historic properties’ location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or

association.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

The potential for construction-related vibration could cause a substantial adverse impact that
would impair the following locations:

@ Barker Brothers (APE Map #2-1)

@ Roosevelt Building (APE Map #2-7)

@ General Petroleum Mobil Oil Building (APE Map #2-12)
@ Superior Oil Building (APE Map #2-13)

@ California Club (APE Map #3-1)

@ Los Angeles Central Library (APE Map #3-2)

® 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Mirror Building (APE Map #8-3)

@ Cathedral of Saint Vibiana (APE Map #8-12)

@& Cathedral of Saint Vibiana Rectory (APE Map #8-13)
e Higgins Building (APE Map #8-11)

The implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3, and
4.12.1.4.5 would reduce the potential impacts to a less than significant level.

4.12.1.3.4.4 Differential Settlement

According to the Description of Construction, at least eight NRHP and/or CRHR eligible
properties could be potentially affected by tunneling (TBM operation) and cut and cover
construction, including:

@ Standard Hotel (APE Map #2-13)

# California Club (APE Map #3-1)
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@ Walt Disney Concert Hall (APE Map #4-4)

& 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Former Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple (APE Map #7-19)
@ Los Angeles Times Building (APE Map #8-2)

e Higgins Building (APE Map #8-11)

@ St. Vibiana Cathedral (APE Map #8-12)

Implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3, and
4.12.1.4.4 (when applicable) would avoid potential adverse effects to historic properties and
reduce potential impacts to historical resources to a less than significant level.

Section 106 Effects Analysis for Historic Properties

Implementation of mitigation measures (as described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3, and
4.12.1.4.5) to protect and stabilize the ground near the following locations would avoid adverse
effects to all properties under this alternative:

@ Standard Hotel (APE Map #2-13)

e California Club (APE Map #3-1)

® 2" Street Tunnel (APE Map #4-3)

@ Former Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple (APE Map #7-19)
® Los Angeles Times Building (APE Map #8-2)

@& St. Vibiana Cathedral (APE Map #8-12)

If these mitigation measures are properly implemented, differential settlement would not directly
alter characteristics of historic properties in a manner that would diminish the integrity of each
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

The potential for differential settlement could constitute a substantial adverse change that would
impair the significance of any or all of the historical resources noted in this section.
Implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.2, 4.12.1.4.3, and
4.12.1.4.5 would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

4.12.1.3.4.5 NEPA Finding

Construction and operation of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not be
expected to result in any direct or indirect adverse effects to historic properties. On June 1,
2010, the California SHPO concurred with FTA’s finding of no adverse effect from the
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Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative (a copy of the SHPO concurrence letter is located in
Appendix X).

4.12.1.3.4.6 CEQA Determination

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would result in 1 direct significant
impact and 14 indirect significant impacts to historical resources. Implementation of mitigation
measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.1 through 4.12.1.4.5 would reduce these potential
impacts to a less than significant level. Project operation would not be expected to cause direct
or indirect impacts. Refer to Table 4.12.1-2 for additional information.

4.12.1.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would be identical to the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative west of Central Avenue. East of Central Avenue, a new underground station would be
built on the block bounded by 1% Street, Alameda Street, 2™ Street, and Central Avenue instead
of a portal.

The alignment and junction would be underground beneath the intersection of 1% and Alameda,
and two new portals would be constructed to connect to the at-grade Metro Gold Line tracks:

@ In the median of 1" Street between Rose and Garey Streets
@ Just northeast of Temple and Alameda Streets

Construction activities may cause noise, dirt, congestion, and limitations on access to the
project area, these activities would be short-term and not cause adverse effects to historic
properties or significant impacts to historical resources.

The potentially significant impacts and effects would be identical to those of the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative, except in the ways described in the following subsections.

4.712.1.3.5.1 Station Construction

A new station would be constructed at 2™ Street and Central Avenue. This underground station
may also include a small building at ground level on the southwest corner of 1 and Alameda
Streets to house ventilation fans. The entrances would be similar to those proposed for the
other stations and the changes would not result in a significant effect to the NRHP eligible John
A. Roebling’s Sons Co. Building (APE Map #7-35). The station would also be near the CRHR
eligible S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café, Sefior Fish, Coast Imports (APE Map #7-30), and
this building would be removed as a result of the open-cut method of construction in this
portion of the alignment.

CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources

The property acquisition and subsequent demolition of the S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café,
Sefior Fish, and Coast Imports building would constitute a substantial adverse change that
would impair the significance of the historical resource. However, implementation of the
mitigation measure described in Sections 4.12.1.4.1 and 4.12.1.4.5 would reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Page 4-193



Chapter 4 Environmental Analysis,

Consequences, and Mitigation
[

4.12.1.3.5.2 NEPA Finding

Construction and operation of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not be expected to
result in any direct or indirect adverse effects to historic properties.

4.12.1.3.5.3 CEQA Determination

Construction of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would potentially result in 1 direct
significant impact and 14 indirect significant impacts to historical resources. Implementation of
mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.1.4.1 through 4.12.1.4.5 would reduce these
potential impacts to a less than significant level. Project operation is not expected to cause
direct or indirect impacts. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would affect the same
properties as the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, and the CEQA determinations would
be the same. As such, the information in Table 4.12.1-2 would apply to both the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative and the Fully Underground LRT Alternative.

4.12.1.4 Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures would help reduce the Regional Connector Transit Corridor’s
potential construction-related impacts on historic resources to a less than significant level.
Effects on historic properties or impacts on historic resources as a result of project operations
would not occur, so mitigation measures for operations would not be required.

4.12.1.4.1 Historic Properties/Historical Resources Documentation

Documentation of historic properties and historical resources adversely affected by the project
would consist of the development of individual Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) submissions. The HABS/HAER documents would
be prepared so that the original archival-quality documentation could be donated for inclusion in
the Library of Congress if the National Park Service accepts these materials. Archival copies of
the documentation would also be offered for donation to local repositories, including the Los
Angeles Central Library and the Los Angeles Conservancy. The appropriate level of recordation
would be established in consultation with the California SHPO and formalized as a part of a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) as described in Section 4.12.1.4.5. The California SHPO
has reviewed the technical memorandum and concurred with the determinations of eligibility
and effect for the project on June 1, 2010. FTA is continuing consultation with the SHPO to
develop a Memorandum of Agreement to finalize the mitigation measures for adverse effects to
historic properties from the Project.

4.12.1.4.2 Pre-construction Baseline Survey and Geotechnical Investigations

A survey of historic properties and/or historical resources within 21 feet of vibration producing
construction activity would be conducted to assess the building category and the potential for
GBV to cause damage. The survey would also be used to establish baseline, pre-construction
conditions for historic properties and historical resources.
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Table 4.12.1-2. Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative NEPA Findings and CEQA Determinations

Can be Mitigated Below

NRHP CRHR . o CEQA Level of Significance?
Eligibility | Eligibility | Fotential Impact NS AR Determination
NEPA CEQA
2-1 Barker Brothers Eligible Listed Vibration Effect Not Adverse ﬁ,',%;ﬂfam N/A Yes
2-7 Roosevelt Building Listed Listed Vibration Effect Not Adverse ﬁ:]%r;zfant N/A Yes
S . . I Significant
2-12 General Petroleum, Mobil Oil Building Listed Listed Vibration Effect Not Adverse Impact N/A Yes
2-13 Superior Oil Company Building Listed Listed Vibration Effect Not Adverse Significant N/A Yes
Settlement Impact
31 | The California Club Eligible Listed Vibration Effect Not Adverse Significant NIA Yes
Settlement Impact
3-2 Los Angeles Central Library Listed Listed Vibration Effect Not Adverse ﬁ,',%;ﬂfam N/A Yes
Belmont Tunnel, Hollywood-Glendale-Burbank-San - - . No Historic Property Significant
3-4 Fernando Valley Tunnel Not Eligible | Eligible Partial Removal Affected Impact N/A Yes
) . - _ Vibration No Historic Property Significant
4-4 Walt Disney Concert Hall Not Eligible | Eligible Settlement Affected Impact N/A Yes
. N . . . Significant
7-19 Former Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple Listed Listed Settlement Effect Not Adverse Impact N/A Yes
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Table 4.12.1-2. Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative NEPA Findings and CEQA Determinations (continued)

Can be Mitigated Below

NRHP CRHR . o CEQA Level of Significance?
Eligibility | Eligibility | Fotential Impact MERS ARl Determination
NEPA CEQA
730 S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café, Sefior Fish, Not Eligible | Eligible Demolition No Historic Property Significant N/A Yes
and Coast Imports Affected Impact
8-2 Los Angeles Times Building Eligible Listed Settlement Effect Not Adverse ﬁ,',%;ﬂfam N/A Yes
8-3 | Mirror Building Eligible Eligible Vibration Effect Not Adverse %%r;zfant N/A Yes
) Higgins Building, General Petroleum Building, (Los - - Vibration No Historic Property Significant
8-11 Angeles) County Engineers Building Not Eligible | Eligible Settlement Affected Impact NIA Yes
. - - i, Vibration Significant
8-12 Cathedral of Saint Vibiana Eligible Eligible Settlement Effect Not Adverse Impact N/A Yes
. - . - S Significant
8-13 Cathedral of Saint Vibiana, Rectory Eligible Eligible Vibration Effect Not Adverse Impact N/A Yes
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During preliminary and final design of the project, subsurface (geotechnical) investigations
would be undertaken under this measure to evaluate soil, groundwater, seismic, and
environmental conditions along the alignment. This analysis would assist in the development of
appropriate support mechanisms for cut and fill construction areas. The subsurface
investigation would also identify areas that could experience differential settlement as a result of
using a TBM in close proximity to historic properties and/or historical resources. An
architectural historian or historical architect who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards would provide input and review of final design documents
prior to implementation of measures (36 CFR Part 61).

4.12.1.4.3 Building Protection Measures, Geotechnical and Vibration Monitoring, and
Post-Construction Survey

For those historic properties and historical resources that have the potential to be affected or
impacted by ground-borne vibrations and/or differential settlement, Metro would use building
protection measures such as underpinning, soil grouting, or other forms of ground
improvement, as well as lower vibration equipment and/or construction techniques. These
techniques, combined with a geotechnical and vibration monitoring program, would help
protect identified historic properties and historical resources. The historic property and
historical resource protection measures as well as the geotechnical and vibration monitoring
program would be reviewed by an architectural historian or historical architect who meets the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR Part 61) to ensure that
the measures would adequately protect the properties/resources. A post-construction survey
would also be undertaken to ensure that adverse effects or significant impacts had not occurred
to historic properties and historical resources.

4.12.1.4.4 TBM Specifications/Requirements Near Historic Properties and Historical
Resources

For those historic properties and historical resources that have the potential to be affected or
impacted by differential settlement caused by TBM construction, a contractor would be required
to develop and use an earth pressure balance or slurry shield TBM. The method of machine
operation would be based on the anticipated ground conditions near historic properties and
historical resources. These construction methods and machinery types would reduce the
potential for differential settlement near historic properties and historical resources.

4.12.1.4.5 Memorandum of Agreement

For those historic properties and historical resources that would be anticipated to experience
adverse effects, an MOA would be developed to resolve those adverse effects consistent with 36
CFR 800. This agreement, developed by FTA and Metro in consultation with the California
SHPO and other consulting parties would resolve and/or avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential
effects to historic properties and/or historical resources. The agreement would include
stipulations that outline the specific requirements for consultation and decision making between
the lead federal agency and consulting parties, specify the level of HABS/HAER recordation, and
outline specific requirements for pre- and post- construction surveys, geotechnical
investigations, building protection measures, and TBM specifications.
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4.12.2 Archaeological Resources

This section summarizes the existing archaeological resources located in the project area and
the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on these resources. Information in this
section is based on the Cultural Resources — Archaeology Technical Memorandum prepared for
the project and contained in Appendix Y of this DEIS/DEIR.

4.12.2.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA guidelines include compliance with related federal laws that require identification of
historic properties and consideration of project-related effects on those properties. This analysis
was prepared to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended, and with
regulations contained in 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800. These regulations
require federal agencies to consider the effects of proposed projects on historic properties as
part of the environmental assessment process. Historic properties may include archaeological
resources.

Other federal laws include the Archaeological Data Preservation Act of 1974, the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, and
the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1989, among others. Section 106
and NEPA procedures—particularly through involvement of Native American and other public
constituents in the identification, evaluation, and mitigation processes—might address impact
resolution through these other federal laws.

This analysis was also prepared to comply with requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines
(CERES 2009) as they apply to cultural resources. Under CEQA, it is necessary for a lead agency
to evaluate proposed projects for the potential to cause significant impacts on “historical
resources.” For CEQA conformance, historical resources include the built environment as well
as “unique paleontological resources” or “unique geologic features.” A proposed project that
may affect historical resources is submitted to the SHPO for review and comment prior to
project approval by the lead agency and before any project-related clearance, demolition, or
construction activities are commenced.

Properties that may be historic resources within the identified project APE were evaluated for
NRHP eligibility according to criteria set forth in 36 CFR Part 60.4. The age criterion for
inclusion in the NRHP is 50 years and older, except in cases of overriding significance (criteria
consideration G).

Properties were also considered for eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR; although there is no
established age threshold for the CRHR, the same 50-year cutoff was used for this project.
Under Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, the CRHR was established to serve as an
authoritative guide to the state’s significant historical and archaeological resources.

NEPA does not provide specific definitions or criteria for determining the significance of historic
properties. CEQ guidelines direct agencies to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA to be in
compliance with NEPA. In accordance with CEQA and Section 106 regulations, a project would
result in a significant impact on an archaeological resource if it would:
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@ Result in the physical destruction of an archaeological resource eligible for listing in the
NRHP and the CRHR.

4.12.2.2 Affected Environment

The project-specific APE was established through consultation between the lead federal agency,
FTA, the lead CEQA agency, Metro, the SHPO, and other consulting parties in accordance with
36 CFR 800.16(d).

For archaeological resources, the APE includes the proposed at-grade and underground right-of-
way and/or areas of direct ground disturbance. This includes areas with permanent site
improvements and areas for staging and temporary construction activities. The APE includes
the full width of the street, the adjacent sidewalks, any additional street segments or portions of
adjacent city blocks in areas of proposed stations, connections with existing rail lines, and
alignments that deviate from existing streets. The vertical APE extends to approximately 100 feet
below the existing ground surface.

A records and literature search indicated that 5 previously recorded archaeological resources CA-
LAN-887H, CA-LAN-3588, P-19-003097, P-19-003338, and P-19-003339) are located within the
APE (Table 4.12.2-1), and that all are historic archaeological sites. With regards to eligibility for
listing in the NRHP or CRHR, some resources are identified in Table 4.12.2-1 as “No
determination of eligibility,” which means that research has not been conducted to determine
the eligibility of the site. Resources are “presumed eligible” when, in the professional opinion of
a qualified archeologist, there are reasons to believe that it may be eligible for listing in the
NRHP or CRHR, but there are factors that inhibit excavation or direct examination of the
resource. Therefore, resources presumed eligible may or may not ultimately be determined
eligible, which is why “no determination of eligibility” is used in the table.

The records and literature search also identified 143 previously conducted cultural resource
studies within a 0.25-mile radius of the APE. Of these, 23 study areas are located within the
project direct APE.

Historic maps indicate that the direct APE was completely developed prior to 1888 and that
several streets within the project area have been realigned over the past 120 years. The Los
Angeles Zanja System, the City’s original water system which operated from 1781 through the
early 1900s, also crosses the direct APE in numerous locations.

The NAHC Sacred Lands File search indicated the presence of cultural resources important to
Native Americans in the project area. The NAHC response included a list of five Native
American contacts that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area. Location
maps, a description of the proposed project, and its APE were sent to these five groups via U.S.
mail; each letter was followed up with a telephone call. Responses were received from two of the
five Native American contacts. These responses are documented in Appendix Y.

In the course of the pedestrian survey, a single archaeological site (RC-1) was encountered
within the direct APE. This resource consists of a historic brick alignment, likely representing
part of a late 19"/early 20" century structure foundation. Available evidence suggests that RC-1
lacks sufficient integrity and is not eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR.
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None of the five previously recorded archaeological sites within the direct APE were observed
during the pedestrian survey. Site P-19-003097, a historic site consisting of 19" and 20" century
features and artifacts, was considered to be significant by its excavators. Data recovery in 2002
was conducted to mitigate impacts to this resource and the site was subsequently destroyed.
Site CA-LAN-3588, a historic site consisting of features and artifacts dating to circa 1880 to 1935,
is presumed eligible for listing on both the NRHP and CRHR due to its association with earliest
Japanese occupation of Little Tokyo.

Sites P-19-003338 and P-19-003339 are American period artifact deposits that have not been
formally evaluated. For purposes of this analysis they are presumed eligible for both registers.

The Los Angeles Zanja System (recorded as CA-LAN-887H, P-19-003103, and P-19-003352)
crosses the direct APE in numerous places. A segment of the Zanja System (P-19-003103) north
of the APE was nominated for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A at the local level of
significance for its direct role in the development of Los Angeles between 1781 and circa 1900.
The system as a whole is presumed eligible for listing in the NRHP and CRHR for the same
reason.

Resources are “presumed eligible” when, in the professional opinion of a qualified archeologist,
there are reasons to believe that it may be eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR, but there are
factors that inhibit excavation or direct examination of the resource. Therefore, resources
presumed eligible may or may not ultimately be determined eligible.

4.12.2.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequence
4.12.2.3.1 No Build Alternative

No operational or construction impacts to archaeological resources would occur under the No
Build Alternative since construction would not be performed as part of this alternative.

Cumulative impacts would not occur since the No Build Alternative would not result in
construction or operational impacts to archaeological resources.

4.12.2.3.1.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would not result in adverse or significant impacts to archaeological
resources.

4,12.2.3.2 TSM Alternative

Construction of the TSM Alternative has the potential to directly affect archaeological resources
within the APE, including previously unidentified archaeological resources and the Los Angeles
Zanja System. Such damage to archaeological resources would represent a significant impact.
Implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.2.4.1 and 4.12.2.4.2 would
reduce this potential impact to less than significant level. The TSM Alternative would not result
in operational impacts to archaeological resources.

Implementation of the mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.2.4.1 would reduce
construction-related impacts to previously unidentified archaeological resources to less than
significant level. Therefore, the TSM Alternative would not contribute to a cumulative impact on
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these resources. By providing documentation and interpretation of the Zanja System on a
system-wide scale, implementation of the mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.2.4.2
would reduce both direct and cumulative impacts to this resource to less than significant level.

Table 4.12.2-1. Previously Recorded Archaeological Resources
within the APE

National and CA

Recorded by and

Trinomial | Primary No. | Resource Description | Quadrangle Register Eligibility Year
o Segment north of
Historic: Segment of .
CA-LAN- P-10- the Zanja Madre | | péﬁ’?gfefeviﬂgzggﬂfe; Padon, B. 1999:
887H 000887 (water ditch) and 9 Sg ster’n resume é Costello, J. 1978
associated artifacts y P!
eligible
Historic: structural Applied
CA-LAN- P-19- remains and 3 privies Los Angeles Presumed destroyed, Eartth\)/cF:rks Inc
3097 003097 with associated 9 no longer eligible 2002 B
artifacts
CA-LAN- P-19- Historic: refuse No determination of Humpbhries, F.
3338 003338 deposit Los Angeles eligibility 2000
CA-LAN- P-19- Historic: refuse Los Angeles No determination of Humphries, F.
3339 003339 deposit 9 eligibility 2000
Historic: brick
CA-LAN- P-19- . Presumed NRFP and
3588 003588 foundations a_nd Los Angeles CA Register eligible Foster, J. 2006
refuse deposits

4.12.2.3.2.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

With implementation of mitigation, potential construction and cumulative impacts would not be
adverse or significant under NEPA or CEQA. Operation of the TSM Alternative would not result
in adverse or significant impacts to archaeological resources.

4.12.2.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative has the potential to directly affect
archaeological resources within the APE, including previously unidentified archaeological
resources and previously undiscovered portions of site RC-1.

Site RC-1, a historic brick alignment (see Section 4.12.2.2), may be affected during ground
disturbance from construction of a proposed pedestrian bridge at the intersection of Temple and
Alameda Streets. Site RC-1 appears to not be eligible for either the National Register or the
California Register. However, previously unrecorded parts of the site that retain substantial
integrity may be present.
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This alternative also has the potential to affect previously unrecorded archaeological resources
during ground disturbance from constructing new underground tunnel segments, stations, and
the automobile underpass and pedestrian overpass on Alameda Street at Temple Street. Such
damage to archaeological resources would represent a significant effect.

Implementation of the mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.2.4.1 would reduce
construction impacts to previously unidentified archaeological resources and previously
undiscovered portions of site RC-1 to a less than significant level.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in operational impacts to
archaeological resources.

4.12.2.3.3.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

With implementation of mitigation measures, potential construction and cumulative impacts
would not be adverse or significant under NEPA or CEQA. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative would not result in adverse or significant operational impacts to archaeological
resources.

4.12.2.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative has the potential to directly affect
archaeological resources within the APE, including previously unidentified archaeological
resources, the Los Angeles Zanja System, and site CA-LAN-3588. Although the precise location
and local integrity of the zanjas have not been established, the project’s 2™ Street alignment
likely crosses the system multiple times.

Archaeological remains associated with these sites may extend into the project area and be
subject to direct alteration. This would result in a significant effect. Construction of new
stations could affect any extant archaeological resources within their footprints. Construction of
new tunnel segments through deep tunneling, as opposed to cut-and-cover techniques, could
avoid effects to shallow archaeological resources, although the maximum depth of these
resources and minimum depth of construction would both need to be established to ascertain
actual effects. Implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.2.4.1 and
4.12.2.4.2 would reduce potential construction impacts to both identified and previously
unidentified archaeological resources to a less than significant level. The Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in operational impacts to archaeological resources.

Given that implementation of the mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.2.4.1 would
reduce potential construction impacts to previously unidentified archaeological resources to a
less than significant level, the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not contribute to a
cumulative impact on unidentified archaeological resources.

Potential destruction of portions of the Los Angeles Zanja System could contribute to a
cumulative impact to this resource. Implementation of the mitigation measure described in
Section 4.12.2.4.2 would reduce both direct and cumulative impacts to known archaeological
resources, including the Zanja System, to a less than significant level.
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4.12.2.3.4.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative has the potential to adversely affect
previously unknown resources. With implementation of mitigation measures, potential
construction and cumulative impacts would not be adverse or significant under NEPA or CEQA.
The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in adverse or significant
operational impacts to archaeological resources.

4.12.2.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

Construction of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative has the potential to directly affect

archaeological resources within the APE, including previously unidentified archaeological

resources, the Los Angeles Zanja System, and sites CA-LAN-3588, P-19-003338, and P-19-
0033309.

As with the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, archaeological features associated with
these sites may extend into the project area and be subject to direct alteration. This would result
in a significant effect. Implementation of mitigation measures described in Sections 4.12.2.4.1
and 4.12.2.4.2 would reduce potential direct impacts to identified and previously unidentified
archaeological resources to a less than significant level. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative
would not result in operational impacts to both identified and previously unidentified
archaeological resources.

Given that implementation of the mitigation measure described in Section 4.12.2.4.1 would
reduce potential construction impacts to previously unidentified archaeological resources to a
less than significant level, the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not contribute to a
cumulative impact on unidentified archaeological resources.

Potential destruction of portions of the Los Angeles Zanja System could contribute to a
cumulative impact to this resource. Implementation of the mitigation measure described in
Section 4.12.2.4.2 would reduce both direct and cumulative impacts to known archaeological
resources, including the Zanja System, to a less than significant level.

4.12.2.3.5.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Construction of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative has the potential to affect previously
unknown resources. With implementation of mitigation measures, potential construction and
cumulative impacts would not be adverse or significant under NEPA or CEQA. The Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would not result in adverse or significant operational impacts to
archaeological resources.

4.12.2.4 Mitigation Measures

Construction of the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project may impact one or more NRHP-
or CRHR-eligible archaeological sites along with an unknown number of previously unidentified
archaeological resources.

Since operational impacts to archaeological resources, including both previously recorded and
undiscovered resources, are not expected for any of the project alternatives, mitigation for
operation would not be required for this project.
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In the event that resource avoidance is not possible, and to mitigate impacts to previously
unidentified archaeological resources, the following mitigation measures related to construction
activities are recommended.

4.12.2.4.1 Treatment of Undiscovered Archaeological Resources

A detailed Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (CRMMP) would be prepared
prior to implementing this project, similar in scope to the CRMMP that was prepared for
Metro’s Eastside Gold Line Transit Corridor (Glenn and Gust 2004). Implementing a CRMMP
during ground disturbance in highly sensitive archaeological areas would ensure that cultural
resources are identified and adequately protected.

If cultural resources are discovered or if previously identified resources are affected in an
unexpected manner, the CRMMP would ensure that such resources receive mitigation to reduce
the impact to a less than significant level. This plan would include, but not be limited to, the
following elements:

e Worker training

@ Archaeological monitoring

@ The scientific evaluation and mitigation of archaeological discoveries
@ Native American participation, as needed

@ Appropriate treatment of human remains

@ Reporting of monitoring and mitigation results

Worker Training

Prior to initiating ground-disturbing activities, a qualified archaeologist would conduct a short
awareness training session for all construction workers and supervisory personnel. The session
would explain the importance of and legal basis for protecting significant archaeological
resources.

Each worker would also learn the proper procedures to follow in the event cultural resources or
human remains are uncovered during ground-disturbing activities. These procedures include
work curtailment or redirection and the immediate contact of the supervisor and the
archaeological monitor.

This worker education session could include visual representations of artifacts (prehistoric and
historic) that might be found in the project vicinity, and it could take place on-site immediately
prior to the start of ground disturbance.

Supervisory personnel may benefit from longer training sessions, while a brief training would
suffice for non-supervisory workers. The brief (approximate 30- to 45-minute) training session
may be conducted on-site by video, PowerPoint presentation, or similar media.
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Archaeological Monitoring, Evaluation, and Mitigation

Due to poor surface visibility and high archaeological sensitivity of the direct APE, an
archaeological monitor would be present during ground-disturbing activities in archaeologically
sensitive areas. This would reduce the potential level of impact to buried archaeological
resources to a less than significant level. This work would be completed under the direction of
an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for archaeologists. An
adequate number of monitors would be present to ensure that all earth-moving activities are
observed and would be on-site during all grading activities for areas to be monitored.

During the original excavation of previously undisturbed soils, the archaeological monitor(s)
would be on-site at a frequency determined by the lead archaeologist. Inspection frequency may
vary based on the rate of excavation, the materials excavated, and the presence and abundance
of artifacts and features. Full-time monitoring is warranted within one-half block of potentially
significant archaeological resources that are known or suspected to be present within the direct
APE.

If potentially significant archaeological resources are exposed during ground-disturbing
activities, the project manager would be notified immediately. Archaeological monitor(s) would
have the authority to divert or temporarily halt ground-disturbing operations in the area of
discovery to allow the resources to be evaluated. Excavation work would halt until the
archaeological monitor makes a determination of the significance of the archaeological resource.
Construction activities may continue in other areas.

Evaluation of such resources is typically accomplished by a test-level excavation designed to
determine the horizontal and vertical extent of the resource, and to characterize its contents. If
the discovery proves to be potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR and project
plans cannot be altered to avoid affecting the site, then an adverse effect would result within the
project area. This adverse effect may be resolved by implementing a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between Metro and the SHPO.

Before construction activities are allowed to resume in an affected area, artifacts would be
recovered and features recorded using professional archaeological methods. The lead
archaeologist operating under the direction of the MOA would determine the amount of material
to be recovered for an adequate artifact sample for analysis.

All cultural material collected during the construction monitoring program would be processed
using professional archaeological methods. An appropriate sample of recovered materials,
selected by the lead archaeologist, would be curated at a curation facility that meets federal
standards per 36 CFR Part 79 and made available to other archaeologists and researchers for
further study.

Native American Participation

If Native American cultural resources (i.e., prehistoric or ethnohistoric-period artifacts, food
remains, or features associated with Native Americans) are exposed during project-related
ground disturbance, Metro would contact the Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians and the Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation. Both groups have expressed interest
in the project. One or both of these groups would be asked to provide the services of a trained
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Native American consultant to monitor ground-disturbing work in the area containing the Native
American cultural resources. This monitoring would occur on an as-needed basis, and would be
intended to ensure that Native American concerns are taken into account during the
construction process.

Human Remains

The discovery of human remains is always a possibility during ground disturbance. For example,
an unmarked early Spanish period Native American cemetery was recently discovered near the
APE (Applied Earthworks 1999).

The State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 addresses what should be done
when human remains are found during construction. This code section states that when human
remains are encountered, no further disturbance would occur until the County Coroner has
made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 5097.98. The County Coroner would be immediately notified of the find.

If the human remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner would notify the Native
American Heritage Commission, which would determine and notify a Most Likely Descendant
(MLD). The MLD shall complete inspection of the site within 48 hours of notification and may
recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items
associated with Native American burials. Impacts to human remains may remain significant
even after mitigation.

Reporting

If cultural resources are not discovered in the course of construction monitoring, a brief letter to
that effect would be prepared by the consulting archaeologist, indicating that the monitoring
activities have been satisfied. If previously unidentified cultural resources are discovered in the
course of construction monitoring, a report would be prepared following Archaeological
Resource Management Report (OHP 1990) guidelines that documents field and analysis results
and interprets the data within an appropriate research context.

4.12.2.4.2 Treatment of Known Archaeological Resources

Destruction of a resource that is eligible for listing in the NRFP or CRHR would be a significant
adverse effect. This effect may be resolved through by implementing an MOA between FTA,
Metro, and the SHPO, as well as other interested parties.

Four archaeological sites that are either within or immediately adjacent to the direct APE are
presumed eligible for listing on both the NRHP and the CRHR. These include the Los Angeles
Zanja System (the Zanja Madre, CA-LAN-887H, and numerous unrecorded numbered zanjas)
and sites CA-LAN-3588, P-19-003338, and P-19-003339.

Effects to the data potential of archaeological sites can be mitigated to a less than significant
level by preparing and implementing a data recovery plan under Section 106 and CEQA. The
actual mitigation measures agreed upon in the MOA may vary in substance and degree, but the
MOA would include a process to resolve any adverse effects upon archaeological resources
within the direct APE that are eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR. The treatment of sites

Page 4-206 Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Environmental Analysis, Chapter 4

Consequences, and Mitigation
|

CA-LAN-3588, P-19-003338, and P-19-003339 may include systematic and scientific exposure,
evaluation, and if necessary, archaeological data recovery.

Los Angeles Zanja System

The Los Angeles Zanja system was an extensive and integrated water conveyance network that
served large areas of the City for multiple generations. Generally speaking, previous
construction projects in downtown Los Angeles have unexpectedly encountered and
documented limited exposures of a single zanja segment, often after the segment has been
damaged by construction equipment. This incomplete approach does not permit the overall
Zanja system to be evaluated, given the requirements that the OHP clarified in its recent letter
(Toffelmier 2009).

It is likely that other projects (such as emergency utility repair) have damaged segments of the
Zanja system without documentation. This repeated damage (both monitored and unmonitored
construction impacts) constitutes a cumulative effect that should be mitigated. Construction
monitoring alone is insufficient mitigation to address this effect, particularly given the likelihood
of damaging the zanjas prior to discovery during project construction process.

Inadvertent project-related damage to the zanjas may constitute an adverse effect under the
Criteria of Adverse Effect, “physical destruction or damage” (36 CFR Part 800.5(a) (2) and
material impairment as defined in CEQA. This action would contribute to, rather than mitigate,
these cumulative effects.

Both Section 106 of the NHPA (as amended) and CEQA require identification, documentation,
and evaluation of historic properties/historic resources in a project area (or direct APE). Fora
poorly mapped and buried linear resource like the Zanja system, identification alone is
challenging.

Rather than a costly archaeological excavation program or a remote sensing (ground-penetrating
radar, etc.) survey that is unlikely to produce clear-cut results, a proactive identification and
documentation program that would facilitate preservation or mitigation in a cost-effective
manner is recommended.

This would include using additional documentary research to identify, as accurately as possible,
the precise alignments of the zanjas within the APE. Where these alignments are expected to be
affected by the proposed project, particularly where cut-and-cover or other near-surface
construction techniques (as opposed to tunneling 20 or more feet below the ground surface) are
planned in the vicinity of mapped zanja segments, full-time archaeological monitoring would be
instituted to ensure documentation.

The archaeological monitors would work closely with equipment operators to ensure that every
effort is made to avoid damaging zanja segments prior to their adequate documentation.

Documenting and evaluating the Los Angeles Zanja system would be best accomplished with a
system-wide approach that incorporates historical, archaeological, and engineering research and
documentation. This systemic approach to documentation and evaluation is a particularly
appropriate mitigation measure for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project, which has
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potential to impact multiple zanja segments. Documentation of the zanja segments’
nments and slopes would have the added benefit of enabling future projects to more

accurately predict the location of zanja segments outside of the project area.

To mitigate potential impacts to the Los Angeles Zanja system, the project MOA would provide
that the system be adequately documented under the direction of an experienced archaeologist

and

an experienced historical architect, architectural historian, or historian, both meeting the

Secretary of the Interior’s qualification standards. This documentation would include a
combination of historical research, archaeological testing, and architectural documentation, and
would be followed by a formal evaluation of NRFP and CRHR eligibility.

It should be noted that substantial documentation already exists for the Zanja system in the
form of maps and engineering records, published books and articles, unpublished technical
reports, and site records. The collation of available data for the system as a whole would
accomplish much of the documentation effort that is proposed here, while intensive, original
research would be restricted to the zanja segments that cross the direct APE.

Research and documentation may include such specific measures as:

Historical research using historical maps, photographs, and other written sources to
document creation, maintenance, modification, and abandonment of the system.

Archaeological research to establish the physical condition, presence of associated features
and artifacts, and precise location of each zanja segment within the project’s direct APE by
using physical exposure through controlled excavation following its discovery during
construction monitoring. Resources would be documented using DPR series 523 primary
and detail forms, maps, and photographs. The results would be presented in a detailed
technical report following Archaeological Resource Management Report (OHP 1990)
guidelines. The report would address research questions and assess the NRHP and CRHR
eligibility of the system.

Architectural documentation of exposed zanja segments by producing narrative records,
measured drawings, and photographs in conformance with Historic American Engineering
Record (HAER) standards prior to any alteration or demolition activity.

Preserving the results of the historical, archaeological, and historic architectural studies in
repositories (e.g., the local main library branch, the lead agency headquarters library, and
with identified non-profit historic groups interested in the subject matter).

Interpretation of the Los Angeles Zanja system for the public through signage along the
project alignment, visual representations of zanja alignments using colored pavement, or
other appropriate means such as a dedicated internet website.

4.12.3 Paleontological Resources

This section summarizes the existing paleontological resources located in the project study area

and

the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on these resources. Information in this
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section is based on the Cultural Resources — Paleontology Technical Memorandum prepared for
the project and contained in Appendix Z of this EIS/EIR.

4.12.3.1 Regulatory Framework

Fossils are classified as nonrenewable scientific resources and are protected by various laws,
ordinances, regulations, and standards across the country. The Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology (SVP) (1995) has established professional standards for assessment and
mitigation of adverse impacts to paleontological resources. Regulations and standards that are
applicable to paleontological resources within the project area include:

@ American Antiquities Act of 1906

# The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

@ National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

@ Federal Land Management and Policy Act of 1976

@ Federal Land Management and Policy Act of 1962, Section 2

@ Paleontological Resources Preservation Act (PRPA)

@ California Environmental Quality Act

@ Public Resources Code (Section 1.7), Sections 5097.5 and 30244

@ City of Los Angeles General Plan, Conservation Element

@ Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP)

In its “Standard Guidelines for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to

Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources,” the SVP (1995:23) defines three categories of

paleontological sensitivity (potential) for sedimentary rock units:

@ High Potential. Rock units from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils or suites
of plant fossils have been recovered and are considered to have a high potential for
containing significant nonrenewable fossiliferous resources. For geologic units with high
potential, full-time monitoring typically is recommended during any project-related ground
disturbance.

# Low Potential. Reports in the paleontological literature or field surveys by a qualified
vertebrate paleontologist may allow determination that some areas or units have low
potentials for yielding significant fossils. Such units will be poorly represented by specimens

in institutional collections. For geologic units with low potential, protection or salvage
efforts typically are not required.

# Undetermined Potential. Specific areas underlain by sedimentary rock units for which little
information is available are considered to have undetermined fossiliferous potentials. For
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geologic units with undetermined potential, field surveys by a qualified paleontologist are
usually recommended to specifically determine the paleontologic potential of the rock units
present within the study area.

In general terms, for geologic units with high potential, full-time monitoring typically is
recommended during any project-related ground disturbance. For geologic units with low
potential, protection or salvage efforts typically are not required. For geologic units with
undetermined potential, field surveys by a qualified paleontologist are usually recommended to
specifically determine the paleontologic potential of the rock units present within a study area.

For this project, a paleontological collections records search was conducted, a detailed review of
museum collections records was performed to identify any known vertebrate fossil localities
within at least 1 mile of the proposed project and to identify the geologic units within the project
area and vicinity, and published geologic maps were consulted.

4.12.3.2 Affected Environment

For paleontological resources, the APE includes the proposed at-grade and underground right-
of-way and/or areas of direct ground disturbance. This includes areas with permanent site
improvements and areas for staging and temporary construction activities. The APE includes
the full width of the street, the adjacent sidewalks, any additional street segments or portions of
adjacent city blocks in areas of proposed stations, connections with existing rail lines, and
alignments that deviate from existing streets (Figure 4.12.3-1). The vertical APE extends to
approximately 100 feet below the existing ground surface.

According to geologic mapping published by Yerkes and Graham (1997a; 1997b) and records
maintained by the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County, the project area is underlain
by the following geologic units, from oldest to youngest:

@ Miocene Puente Formation

@ Pliocene Fernando Formation
@ Quaternary terrace deposits
@ Quaternary alluvium

These geologic units and respective paleontological resource sensitivity are depicted on Figure
4.12.3-2 and Figure 4.12.3-3, respectively. Museum records revealed that at least 12 previously
recorded vertebrate fossil localities have been documented either along the proposed project
alignment or within a 2-mile radius from the same sedimentary deposits underlying the project
(Table 4.12.3-1). Information from previous finds in similar rock formations outside of the APE
help to determine the sensitivity of the geologic units within the APE.

The combined results of the museum records search and literature review indicate that the
geologic units underlying the project area have a paleontological sensitivity ranging from low to

high.
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4.12.3.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequence

Direct adverse impacts on surface or subsurface paleontological resources are the result of
destruction by breakage and crushing, typically in construction-related excavations. In areas
containing paleontologically sensitive geologic units, surface disturbance has the potential to
adversely impact an unknown quantity of surface and subsurface fossils. Without mitigation,
these fossils, as well as the paleontological data they could provide if properly salvaged and
documented, could be adversely impacted (destroyed), rendering them permanently unavailable.

Direct adverse impacts can typically be mitigated to below a level of significance by
implementing paleontological mitigation. Mitigation also creates a beneficial effect because it
results in the salvage of fossils that may never have been unearthed via natural processes. With
mitigation, these newly salvaged fossils become available for scientific research, education,
display, and preservation into perpetuity at a public museum.

Indirect adverse impacts typically include those effects that result from normal ongoing
operations of facilities constructed within a given project area. They also occur as the result of
constructing new access roads in areas that were previously less accessible. This increases
public access and therefore increases the likelihood of the loss of paleontological resources
through vandalism and unlawful collecting. No indirect impacts are expected as the result of
this project because the area of potential effect is highly urbanized.

The incremental loss of paleontological resources over a period of time as a result of project-
related ground disturbance has the potential to result in significant cumulative effects because it
could result in destruction of nonrenewable paleontological resources and irretrievable loss of
scientific information. However, when paleontological monitoring and mitigation is
implemented prior to and during project construction, fossils are protected and information is
obtained. By implementing monitoring and mitigation where feasible, the cumulative effects to
paleontological resources resulting from the project would be negligible. Further, any
scientifically significant fossils discovered prior to or during ground disturbances related to the
proposed project would benefit the scientific community by increasing knowledge associated
with the fossils.

4,72.3.3.1 No Build Alternative

Since construction would not occur under the No Build Alternative, construction or operational
impacts also would not occur to paleontological resources. Since the No Build Alternative
would not result in construction or operational impacts to paleontological resources, cumulative
impacts are not anticipated.

4.12.3.3.1.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would not result in adverse or significant impacts to paleontological
resources.

4.712.3.3.2 TSM Alternative

Construction of the TSM Alternative has the potential to directly affect paleontological resources
within the project area should excavations related to the construction of new bus stations occur
in paleontologically sensitive geologic units.
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Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce potential adverse impacts to a less than
significant level. The TSM Alternative would not result in operational impacts to paleontological
resources.

Given that construction-related impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with
implementation of mitigation and operational impacts would be less than significant, the TSM
Alternative would not contribute to a cumulative impact on paleontological resources.

4.12.3.3.2.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative could have adverse effects on paleontological resources. With
implementation of proposed mitigation, potential construction and cumulative impacts would
not be significant under NEPA or CEQA. Operation of the TSM Alternative would not result in
adverse or significant impacts to paleontological resources.

Table 4.12.3-1. Previously Discovered Paleontological Resources
In and Around the Direct APE

LACM Locality Number(s) and Geologic
Approximate Location Formation
LACM 5845, Western Avenue and Quaternary Pleistocene Mammutidae (fossil mastodon)
Beverly Boulevard alluvium
LACM 3250; east of Vermont Avenue Quaternar
near Madison Avenue and Middlebury ! y Pleistocene Mammuthus (fossil mammoth)
alluvium
Street
Myliobatis (eagle ray), Carcharodon
. ath . carcharias (white shark), Isurus
::ﬁgm 2%(13 Zth Zzg Elitl)lvg: eittrseets, Fernando Pliocene oxyrinchus (bonito shark), Carcharhinus
! (requiem shark), Semicossyphus
(sheepshead)
LACM 3868; Wilshire Boulevard and Fernangjo Pliocene Carcharodon sulcidens (white shark)
Lucas Avenue Formation
LACM 5961; 1% and Hill Streets Puente. Late Miocene | Cyclothone (bristlemouth fish)
’ Formation
LACM 6198- 6203; Wilshire
Boulevard from intersection of ngmnt;tion Late Miocene | Osteichthyes (bony fish), Cetacea (whale)
Alvarado Street west to past Vermont y y '
Avenue
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4.12.3.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative has the potential to adversely impact paleontological
resources at the surface and at depth within the project area as a result of ground disturbance
related to construction of new underground tunnel segments between 7" and Hope Streets and
at new proposed stations at Flower/6"/5" Street, 2"/Hope Street, Main/1* Street, and Los
Angeles/1" Street. Any ground disturbances in areas of high sensitivity (See Figure 4.12.3-3) will
have the potential to impact paleontological resources at the surface and at depth; areas of
ground disturbance in areas of sensitivity ranging from low to high have the potential to impact
paleontological resources at a depth of 5 feet or greater below the ground surface. In areas
where mitigation measures can be implemented, potential impacts could be reduced to a less
than significant level.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in operational impacts to
paleontological resources. In areas where mitigation measures can be implemented, potential
impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level, thus reducing any cumulative impact on
paleontological resources to less than significant.

4.12.3.3.3.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative could potentially have adverse effects on
paleontological resources. With implementation of mitigation, potential construction and
cumulative impacts would not be adverse under NEPA. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
would not have significant effects on paleontological resources with implementation of
proposed mitigation measures. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in
adverse or significant operational impacts to paleontological resources.

4.12.3.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative involves ground disturbance
associated with excavations of a new underground tunnel along most of the alignment; new
underground stations at Flower/5"/4" Street, 2"/Hope Street, 2™ Street station (either at
Broadway or at Los Angeles Street); an automobile underpass on Alameda Street between 2™
Street and Temple Street; and a proposed pedestrian bridge at the intersection of Alameda and
1% Streets. Any ground disturbances in areas of high sensitivity (See Figure 4.12.3-3) will have
the potential to impact paleontological resources at the surface and at depth; areas of ground
disturbance in areas of sensitivity ranging from low to high have the potential to impact
paleontological resources at a depth of 5 feet or more below the ground surface. In areas where
mitigation measures can be implemented, potential impacts can be reduced to a less than
significant level. In areas where new underground TBM segments would be constructed,
mitigation for paleontological resources would not be feasible and are thus unavoidable.

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in operational impacts to
paleontological resources.

In areas where mitigation measures can be implemented, potential impacts can be reduced to a
less than significant level thus reducing any cumulative impact on paleontological resources to
less than significant. In areas where mitigation measures cannot be implemented, such as areas
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where new underground TBM segments would be constructed, cumulative impacts may be
unavoidable.

4.12.3.3.4.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

Construction of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative could potentially have adverse
effects on paleontological resources. With implementation of mitigation, potential construction
and cumulative impacts would not be adverse under NEPA. The Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative would not have significant effects on paleontological resources with implementation
of proposed mitigation measures with the exception of areas where tunneling operations cannot
be mitigated. In areas where new underground TBM segments would be constructed, mitigation
for paleontological resources would not be feasible and thus construction and cumulative
impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in adverse or significant
operational impacts to paleontological resources.

4.12.3.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative involves ground disturbance associated with excavations
to construct four new stations and an entirely underground tunnel located from the 7"
Street/Metro Center Station to east of the intersection of 1" and Alameda Streets. Any ground
disturbances in areas of high sensitivity (See Figure 4.12.3-3) will have the potential to impact
paleontological resources at the surface and at depth; areas of ground disturbance in areas of
sensitivity ranging from low to high have the potential to impact paleontological resources at a
depth of 5 feet or more below the ground surface. In areas where mitigation measures can be
implemented, potential impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level. In areas where
new underground TBM segments would be constructed, mitigation for paleontological
resources would not be feasible resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts.

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not result in operational impacts to
paleontological resources.

In areas where mitigation measures can be implemented, potential impacts can be reduced to a
less than significant level thus reducing any cumulative impact on paleontological resources to
less than significant. In areas where mitigation measures cannot be implemented, such as in
areas where new underground TBM segments would be constructed, cumulative impacts may
be unavoidable.

4.12.3.3.5.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative could have adverse effects on paleontological resources.
With implementation of mitigation, potential construction and cumulative impacts would not be
adverse under NEPA. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have significant effects
on paleontological resources with implementation of proposed mitigation measures with the
exception of areas where tunneling operations cannot be mitigated. In areas where new
underground TBM segments would be constructed, mitigation for paleontological resources
would not be feasible and thus construction and cumulative impacts would be significant and
unavoidable.
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The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not result in adverse or significant operational
impacts to paleontological resources.

4.12.3.4 Mitigation Measures
4.12.3.4.1 Construction Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures have been developed in accordance with the SVP (1995)
standards and guidelines and meet the paleontological requirements of CEQA.

A qualified paleontologist would produce a Paleontological Monitoring and Mitigation Plan
for the proposed project and supervise monitoring of construction excavations.
Paleontological resource monitoring would include inspection of exposed rock units during
active excavations within sensitive geologic sediments. The monitor would have authority to
temporarily divert grading away from exposed fossils to professionally and efficiently recover
the fossil specimens and collect associated data.

All project-related ground disturbances that could potentially affect the Puente Formation,
Fernando Formation, and Quaternary older alluvium and terrace deposits would be
monitored by a qualified paleontological monitor on a full-time basis (where feasible)
because these geologic sediments are determined to have a high paleontological sensitivity
(Figure 4.12.3-3). Very shallow surficial excavations (less than 5 feet) within Quaternary
younger alluvium would be monitored on a part-time basis to ensure that underlying
sensitive units are not adversely affected (Figure 4.12.3-3). Construction monitoring during
any tunneling activity is not warranted as any potential fossil specimens present within
sensitive geologic units would be crushed and destroyed by the nature of tunneling
methodology.

At each fossil locality, field data forms would be used to record pertinent geologic data,
stratigraphic sections would be measured, and appropriate sediment samples would be
collected and submitted for analysis.

Due to the likelihood of the presence of microfossils, matrix samples would be collected and
tested within the Puente Formation and Fernando Formation. Testing for microfossils
would consist of screen-washing samples (approximately 30 pounds) to determine if
significant fossils are present. Productive tests would result in screen-washing of additional
bulk matrix up to a maximum of 2,000 pounds per locality to ensure recovery of a
scientifically significant sample.

Recovered fossils would be prepared to the point of curation, identified by qualified experts,
listed in a database to facilitate analysis, and reposited in a designated paleontological
curation facility (such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County).

The paleontologist would prepare a final monitoring and mitigation report to be filed, at a
minimum with Metro and the repository.
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4.12.3.4.2 Operational Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required because operational impacts to paleontological resources are not
expected for any of the project alternatives.

4.13 Parklands and Other Community Facilities

This section identifies existing parklands and community facilities along and/or within 0.25
miles of either side of proposed project alignments, stations, and sites associated with
construction activities and the project’s potential to affect these facilities. Information in this
section is based on the Parklands and Other Community Facilities Technical Memorandum
prepared for the project and contained in Appendix AA, Parklands and Other Community
Facilities of this DEIS/DEIR.

4.13.1 Regulatory Framework

The following regulatory framework was used to guide the parkland and community facility
impact evaluation: Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966, Uniform Fire Code (UFC), Title 24 of
the California Building Code (CBC), California Education Code (CEC), Los Angeles County
General Plan, City of Los Angeles General Plan, Central City Community Plan, and Central City
North Community Plan. More information regarding the regulatory and analytical framework is
available in Appendix AA.

NEPA does not have specific thresholds related to potential impacts on parklands and
community facilities. In accordance with CEQA, a project would normally have a significant
impact on parklands if it could:

@ Result in substantial adverse physical impacts from new or physically altered government
facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, and construction that
could cause significant environmental impacts to maintaining acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for parks.

® Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other regional facilities to
the extent that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

@ Include recreational facilities or require construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that might have a physical effect on the environment.

As indicated in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (City of Los Angeles 2006), significant impacts
to community/public facilities would occur if the project could:

@ Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with providing new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities,
and construction that could cause significant environmental impacts to maintaining
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for police
protection, fire protection, schools, or other public facilities.

@ Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan.
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4.13.2 Affected Environment

An inventory was conducted of parklands and community facilities located within 0.25 miles of
the proposed Regional Connector Transit Corridor project alignments. Results of the inventory
are summarized below. Table 4.13-1 summarizes the number of parklands and community
facilities located within 0.25 miles of the proposed project alignments. The parklands and
community facilities that service the area or are within 0.25 miles of the proposed project
alternatives alignments and stations are detailed in Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-12 and Tables
4.13-2 through 4.13-4. Detailed information regarding the existing parklands and community
facilities within the project area is available in Appendix AA.

Table 4.13-1. Summary of the Parklands and Community Facilities Located
Within 0.25 Miles of the Alternative Alignments

Project Alternatives
Facility Type
Parks 5 5 5 5
Recreational Facilities 7 6 6 6
Police Services 4 3 3 3
Fire Services 2 2 2 2
Libraries 9 4 3 3
Day-Care and Pre-School 13 6 7 8
e Senenayand | o : o
Public High Schools 3 2 2 2
Colegen uerstien & | 1z : 9 1
Private Schools 0 0 0 0
Government Offices 13 13 12 12
Medical Facilities 1 1 1 1
Religious Facilities 13 10 11 11
Museums 6 6 4 4

Source: CDM 2009
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Table 4.13-2. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives

Type of Facility

Approx
Size
(acres)

Location

Regulatory
Agency

Proximity to
Alignment
(miles?)

1 Grand Hope Park |Special Features: 25 919 S Grand |City of Los 0.16 ALRT
e Decorative sidewalks Avenue Angeles 0.16 ULRT
¢ 2 fountains 0.16 FLRT
e Clock tower 0.16 LTSM
° Pergo|a3 0.25 UTSM
e Children’s play area
e Displays of various

artists’ work
2 Pershing Square |Special Features: 5.0 532 S Olive |City of Los 0.24 ALRT
¢ Ice Skating Rink Street Angeles 0.24 ULRT
(seasonal) 0.24 FLRT
* Stage 0.24 LTSM
e Sunken Amphitheatre 0.01 UTSM
Other Programs:
e Earth Day
e Shakespeare in the Park
¢ Special Events Concert
e St. Patrick’s Day Parade
3 City Hall South Landscaped grounds of City 4.0 200 N Main City of Los 0.04 ALRT
Lawn Park Hall Street Angeles 0.14 ULRT
0.14 FLRT
0.14 LTSM
0.13 UTSM

4 | Civic Center Mall |Special Features: 5.0 Block County of Los |0.14 ALRT
¢ Large fountain bounded by S |Angeles 0.14 ULRT
¢ Multi-story parking Hill Street, S 0.14 FLRT

garage for county Grand 0.14 LTSM
employees underneath Avenue, W 1 0.01 UTSM

¢ Coffee shop Street, & W

Temple Street

5 Los Angeles Special Features: 7.0 125 Paseo de |City of Los 0.25 ALRT
Plaza Park e Part of El Pueblo de Los la Plaza Angeles 0.25 ULRT
Angeles (see Museums) 0.25 FLRT
¢ Restaurants and Shops 0.10 LTSM
e Olvera Street 0.01 UTSM
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Table 4.13-2. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Approx Proximity to

Type of Facility

Size

(acres)

Location

Regulatory
Agency

Alignment
(miles?)

Museum of Museum devoted to N/A 250 S Grand |City of Los 0.09 ALRT
Contemporary | contemporary art Avenue Angeles 0.09 ULRT
Art (MOCA) 0.09 FLRT
0.03 LTSM
0.04 UTSM
The Geffen Museum devoted to N/A 152 N Central |City of Los 0.09 ALRT
Contemporary | contemporary art, it is part of Avenue Angeles 0.09 ULRT
at MOCA MOCA 0.09 FLRT
0.03 LTSM
0.04 UTSM
Los Angeles Not open to the public yet. 1.3 310 N Main Private 0.06 ALRT
Children’s Beginning fabrication of Street 0.32 ULRT
Museum exhibits. 0.28 FLRT
0.18 LTSM
0.03 UTSM
El Pueblo de A living museum whose role 44.0 500 Block of |City of Los 0.24 ALRT
Los Angeles is as a historic and symbolic N Main Street |Angeles 0.50 ULRT
State Historical |heart of the City 0.20 FLRT
Monument 0.08 LTSM
Attractions include: 0.03 UTSM
¢ Avila Adobe
e Chinese American
Museum
¢ Plaza Firehouse Museum
e Sepulveda House
e [talian Hall Museum
e Pico House
e Olvera Street
Japanese Museum to promote N/A 369 E 1% Private 0.13 ALRT
American understanding and Street 0.02 ULRT
National appreciation of America’'s 0.02 FLRT
Museum ethnic and cultural diversity 0.01LTSM
by sharing the Japanese 0.13 UTSM
American experience.
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Table 4.13-2. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Approx Requlator Proximity to
Type of Facility Size Location g y Alignment
Agency .
(acres) (miles?)
Museum of Museum to encourage N/A 136 W 4™ Private 0.26 ALRT
Neon Art learning and curiosity through Street 0.26 ULRT
(MONA) the preservation, collection, 0.26 FLRT
and interpretation of neon art. 0.13LTSM
0.35 UTSM
The Walt Disney |Concert House, Los Angeles 3.6 111 S Grand |County of Los |0.06 ALRT
Concert Hall Music Center Avenue Angeles 0.06 ULRT
0.06 FLRT
0.04 LTSM
0.08 UTSM
Union Center for | Exhibition space for LA N/A 120 Judge Private 0.10 ALRT
the Arts Artcore where new and John Aiso 0.14 ULRT
original art works are Street 0.14 FLRT
displayed each month. 0.14 LTSM
0.10 UTSM
Ahmanson Performance Center N/A 135 N Grand |County of Los |0.29 ALRT
Theatre Avenue Angeles 0.29 ULRT
0.29 FLRT
0.29 LTSM
0.03 UTSM
Maryknoll Nonprofit organization N/A 222 S Hewitt |Private 0.20 ALRT
Shotokan Karate | dedicated to teaching Street 0.20 ULRT
Club traditional karate. 0.10 FLRT
0.16 LTSM
0.34 UTSM
Japanese Mission is to present, N/A 244 S San Private 0.13 ALRT
American perpetuate, transmit and Pedro Street, 0.07 ULRT
Cultural and promote Japanese and Suite 505 0.07 FLRT
Community Japanese American arts and 0.07 LTSM
Center culture to diverse audiences, 0.13 UTSM
and to provide a center to
enhance community
programs.
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Table 4.13-2. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Requlator Proximity to
Type of Facility Location 9 y Alignment
Agency .
(miles?)
6 Dorothy Concert House, Los Angeles N/A 135 N Grand |County of Los |0.14 ALRT
Chandler Music Center Avenue Angeles 0.14 ULRT
Pavilion 0.14 FLRT
0.14 LTSM
0.03 UTSM
7 Mark Taper Performance Center N/A 135 N Grand |County of Los |0.25 ALRT
Forum Avenue Angeles 0.25 ULRT
0.25 FLRT
0.25LTSM
0.04 UTSM

Source: CDM, 2009

" Map numbers correspond to Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-4.

? Distance to At-Grade Emphasis (ALRT), Underground Emphasis (ULRT), Fully Underground LRT Alternative (FLRT),
Transportation System Management (TSM) Lower Grand Shuttle Bus (LTSM) and TSM Upper Grand Shuttle Bus (UTSM) unless
otherwise noted. Some distances may be greater than 0.25 miles since a facility would be included if it is within 0.25 of at least
one of the proposed alignment and it may be further away from other alignments.

Note: Distances are approximate following a straight line from location to the alternative line.

Page 4-228 Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Environmental Analysis, Chapter 4

Consequences, and Mitigation
I

Table 4.13-3. Public Services and Religious Facilities
Within 0.25 mile of the Project Alternatives

Map Not Facility Address Proximity to Alignment (miles)?

Police Services3

1 LAPD Parker Center 150 N Los Angeles Street 0.00 ALRT
0.14 ULRT
0.14 FLRT
0.14 LTSM
0.12 UTSM

2 New LAPD 100 W 1st Street 0.01 ALRT
Headquarters 0.00 ULRT
0.00 FLRT
0.01LTSM
0.17 UTSM

3 LAPD Central Division 251 E 6th Street 0.40 ALRT
0.40 ULRT
0.40 FLRT
0.24 LTSM
0.70 UTSM

4 Los Angeles Federal 535 N Alameda Street
Metropolitan Detention
Center

0.10 ALRT
0.20 ULRT
0.20 FLRT
0.01LTSM
0.01 UTSM

Fire Services

1 Fire Station #3 108 N Fremont Avenue 0.25 ALRT
0.25 ULRT
0.25 FLRT
0.15LTSM
0.25 UTSM

2 Fire Station #4 450 E Temple Street 0.20 ALRT
0.20 ULRT
0.20 FLRT
0.20 LTSM
0.20 UTSM

Libraries

1 Little Tokyo Branch 203 S Los Angeles Street 0.02 ALRT

Public Library 881 |L=J|I__F|§'|T

0.32 LTSM
0.02 UTSM
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2

Proximity to Alignment (miles)?

Table 4.13-3. Public Services and Religious Facilities
Within 0.25 mile of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Facility

Los Angeles County
Law Library

Address

301 W 1st Street

0.13 ALRT
0.13 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.13LTSM
0.16 UTSM

Los Angeles Central
Library

630 W 5th Street

0.09 ALRT
0.09 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.09 LTSM
0.03 UTSM

Nonprofit Resource
Library

1000 N Alameda Street, Ste 250

0.25 ALRT
0.25 ULRT
0.25 FLRT
0.25LTSM
0.02 UTSM

la

United States Court
Library

Los Angeles City Hall

312 N Spring Street, #G8

200 N Spring Street

0.08 ALRT
0.29 ULRT
0.29 FLRT
0.29 LTSM
0.02 UTSM

0.03 ALRT
0.20 ULRT
0.20 FLRT
0.20 LTSM
0.07 UTSM

1b

City Hall East/Annex

200 N Main Street

0.00 ALRT
0.11 ULRT
0.11 FLRT
0.12LTSM
0.01 UTSM

Los Angeles County
Archives & Records
Center

222 N Hill Street

0.11 ALRT
0.25 ULRT
0.25 FLRT
0.25 LTSM
0.03 UTSM
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Within 0.25 mile of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Chapter 4

Facility Address Proximity to Alignment (miles)?
3 Los Angeles Superior 110 N Grand Avenue 0.15 ALRT
Stanley Mosk 0.15 ULRT
Courthouse 0.15 FLRT
0.15LTSM
0.08 UTSM
4 Los Angeles Superior 111 N Hill Street 0.15 ALRT
Stanley Mosk 0.15 ULRT
Courthouse 0.15 FLRT
0.15LTSM
0.14 UTSM
5 State of California 300 S Spring Street 0.13 ALRT
Administrative Offices 0.13 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.01LTSM
0.32 UTSM
6 State of California 320 W 4th Street 0.26 ALRT
Department Offices 0.26 ULRT
0.26 FLRT
0.13 LTSM
0.22 UTSM
7 Former Site of State of |107 S Broadway 0.09 ALRT
California Department 0.09 ULRT
Offices 0.09 FLRT
(Planned Federal ggi Il_J1:|'SS|\I<|A
Courthouse Site) '
8 United States Federal 251 S Olive Street 0.09 ALRT
Government Offices 0.09 ULRT
0.09 FLRT
0.04 LTSM
0.07 UTSM
9 United States Federal 255 E Temple Street 0.01 ALRT
Building (Roybal Center) 0.23 ULRT
0.18 FLRT
0.23 LTSM
0.03 UTSM
10 United States Federal 312 N Spring Street 0.06 ALRT
Courthouse 0.30 ULRT
0.30 FLRT
0.30 LTSM
0.03 UTSM
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Table 4.13-3. Public Services and Religious Facilities
Within 0.25 mile of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Caltrans — District 7

Address

100 S Main Street

Proximity to Alignment (miles)?

0.01 ALRT
0.00 ULRT
0.00 FLRT
0.02 LTSM
0.25 UTSM

Los Angeles Superior
Courthouse — Clara
Shortridge Foltz Criminal
Justice Center

210 W Temple Street

0.10 ALRT
0.23 ULRT
0.23 FLRT
0.23 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

Medical Facili

Kenneth Hahn Hall of
Administration

ties

500 W Temple Street

0.25 ALRT
0.23 ULRT
0.23 FLRT
0.23 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

1 Veterans Administration |351 E Temple Street 0.02 ALRT
Los Angeles Ambulatory 0.17 ULRT

Care Center 0.15 FLRT

0.05 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

1 Third Church of Christ  |730 S Hope Street 0.10 ALRT
Scientist 0.10 ULRT

0.10 FLRT

0.10 LTSM

0.07 UTSM

2 Higashi Hongwaniji 505 E 3rd Street 0.13 ALRT
Buddhist Temple 0.13 ULRT

0.13 FLRT

0.12LTSM

0.10 UTSM

3 Koyasan Buddhist 342 E 1st Street 0.18 ALRT
Temple 0.05 ULRT

0.05 FLRT

0.04 LTSM

0.18 UTSM
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Table 4.13-3. Public Services and Religious Facilities
Within 0.25 mile of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Facility

Address

Chapter 4

Proximity to Alignment (miles)?

4

Union Church of Los
Angeles

401 E 3rd Street

0.19 ALRT
0.12 ULRT
0.12 FLRT
0.01 LTSM
0.36 UTSM

Centenary United
Methodist Church

300 S Central Avenue

0.22 ALRT
0.22 ULRT
0.22 FLRT
0.09 LTSM
0.45 UTSM

St. Francis Xavier
Chapel Japanese
Catholic Center

222 S Hewitt Street

0.19 ALRT
0.19 ULRT
0.15 FLRT
0.13LTSM
0.33 UTSM

Zenshuji Soto Mission

123 S Hewitt Street

0.12 ALRT
0.13 ULRT
0.08 FLRT
0.12LTSM
0.23 UTSM

Nishi Hongwaniji
Buddhist Temple

815 E 1st Street

0.28 ALRT
0.20 ULRT
0.01 FLRT
0.22 LTSM
0.28 UTSM

Jodo Shu North America
Buddhist

442 E 3rd Street

0.13 ALRT
0.13 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.01 LTSM
0.36 UTSM

10

Vision Full Gospel
Church

420 S Grand Avenue

0.15 ALRT
0.15 ULRT
0.15 FLRT
0.15LTSM
0.01 UTSM

11

Church Federation of
Southern California

401 E 3rd Street

0.01 ALRT
0.13 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.13LTSM
0.36 UTSM
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Table 4.13-3. Public Services and Religious Facilities
Within 0.25 mile of the Project Alternatives (continued)

Facility Address Proximity to Alignment (miles)?

12 Cathedral of Our Lady of | 555 W Temple Street 0.30 ALRT

0.30 ULRT
0.30 FLRT
0.30 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

Source: CDM, 2009
! Map numbers correspond to Figures 4.13-5 through 4.13-8.
2 Distance to At-Grade Emphasis (ALRT), Underground Emphasis (ULRT), Fully Underground LRT Alternative (FLRT), TSM

Lower Grand Shuttle Bus (LTSM), and TSM Upper Grand Shuttle Bus (UTSM) unless otherwise noted. Some distances may be

greater than 0.25 miles since a facility would be included if it is within 0.25 of at least one of the proposed alignment and it may be
further away from other alignments.

®The Central Community Police Station of the Central Bureau serves the project area, but is not located within 0.25 miles of the
proposed project alternatives.

Note: Distances are approximate following a straight line from location to the alternative line.
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Table 4.13-4. Educational Facilities Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives

Proximity to

Location Alignment (miles)?

1 | Nishi Hongwanii Child Development Center 815 E 1* Street 0.28 ALRT
0.20 ULRT
0.01 FLRT
0.22 LTSM
0.28 UTSM

2 |Lumbini Child Development Center 505 E 3" Street 0.33 ALRT
0.08 ULRT
0.08 FLRT
0.02 LTSM
0.32 UTSM

3 |Cal Tot Child Care Center-a Serendipity 300 S Spring Street 0.13 ALRT
School 0.13 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.01LTSM
0.41 UTSM

4 |H. Pregerson Child Care Center 255 E Temple Street 0.01 ALRT
0.26 ULRT
0.20 FLRT
0.26 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

5 |Grace Lino Child Care Center 231 E 3" Street 0.12 ALRT
0.11 ULRT
0.11 FLRT
0.03LTSM
0.36 UTSM

6 |Bright Horizons 550 S Hope Street 0.09

7 |Tiny DOTs — Early Education Center 100 S Main Street, suite 130 0.01 ALRT
0.00 ULRT
0.00 FLRT
0.02 LTSM
0.25 UTSM

8 |Joy Picus Child Development Center 111 E 1% Street 0.02 ALRT
0.13 ULRT
0.13 FLRT
0.13 LTSM
0.13 UTSM
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Table 4.13-4. Educational Facilities Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives
(continued)

Proximity to

Location Alignment (miles)?

1 |california Academy for Liberal Studies Early |700 Wilshire Blvd, 4™ Floor 0.07 ALRT
College High School 0.07 ULRT
0.07 FLRT
0.07 LTSM
0.04 UTSM

2 |Oscar de la Hoya Animo Leadership Charter |350 S Figueroa St, Ste 100 0.07 ALRT
High School 0.07 ULRT
0.07 FLRT
0.01LTSM
0.23 UTSM

3 |High School for the Visual and Performing 450 N Grand Ave 0.40 ALRT
Arts (formerly known as Central Los Angeles 0.40 ULRT
Area New High School #9) 0.40 FLRT
0.40 LTSM
0.15 UTSM

1 |The Colburn School of Performing Arts 200 S Grand Avenue 0.02 ALRT
0.02 ULRT
0.02 FLRT
0.02 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

2 |The Colburn School Conservatory of Music 200 S Grand Avenue 0.02 ALRT
0.02 ULRT
0.02 FLRT
0.02 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

3 | Chicago School of Professional Psychology 617 W 7" Street, 8" Floor 0.12 ALRT
0.12 ULRT
0.12 FLRT
0.12 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

4 | Bukkyo University Los Angeles Extension 442 E 3" Street 0.27 ALRT
0.12 ULRT
0.12 FLRT
0.01 LTSM
0.35 UTSM
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Table 4.13-4. Educational Facilities Within 0.25 Miles of the Project Alternatives
(continued)

Proximity to

Location Alignment (miles)?

5 |Golden Gate University 725 S Figueroa Street, Suite 1550 0.08 ALRT
0.08 ULRT
0.08 FLRT
0.01LTSM
0.08 UTSM

6 |Fashion Institute of Design & Merchandising 919 S Grand Avenue 0.19 ALRT
(FIDM) 0.19 ULRT
0.19 FLRT
0.19LTSM
0.27 UTSM

7 |University of Southern California (Annenberg |300 S Grand Avenue, Suite 3950 0.02 ALRT
School for Communication; Institute for 0.02 ULRT
Justice and Journalism; Western Knight 0.02 FLRT
Center for Specialized Journalism) 0.02 LTSM
0.04 UTSM

8 |University of Southern California (Marshall 444 S Flower Street, Suite 1000 0.08 ALRT
School of Business; Institute for 0.08 ULRT
Communication Technology Management; 0.08 FLRT
Sports Business Institute) 0.04 LTSM
0.01 UTSM

9 | Southern California Institute of Architecture  |960 E 3" Street 0.35 ALRT
0.30 ULRT
0.20 FLRT
0.30 LTSM
0.35 UTSM

10 |University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA [261 S Figueroa Street 0.16 ALRT
Extension at Figueroa Courtyard) 0.16 ULRT
0.16 FLRT
0.02 LTSM
0.23 UTSM

Source: CDM, 2009

" Map numbers correspond to Figures 4.13-9 through 4.13-12.

% Distance to At-Grade Emphasis (ALRT), Underground Emphasis (ULRT), Fully Underground LRT Alternative (FLRT), TSM
Lower Grand Shuttle Bus (LTSM), and TSM Upper Grand Shuttle Bus (UTSM) unless otherwise noted. Some distances may be
greater than 0.25 miles since a facility would be included if it is within 0.25 of at least one of the proposed alignment and it may be
further away from other alignments.

Note: Distances are approximate following a straight line from location to the alternative line.
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4.13.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequence

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential parkland and community facility
impacts for each alternative. Table 4.13-5 summarizes the results of the analysis.

Table 4.13-5. Summary of Potential Impacts
to Parklands and Other Community Facilities

New or

Alternative Parklands : Deter!o_rate Expanded Emergengy Response Mitigation
Condition 2 . Time 4 Measures
Facilities 3
No Build None None None None None
TSM None None None None None

Adverse effect near
Temple and Alameda

At-Grade LRT None None None avoided through None
coordination
Beneficial effect near
Underground LRT None None None Alameda and 1% Street None
Fully Underground None None None None None

LRT

A direct impact could occur if a park or recreational facility were to be acquired, an easement obtained, or access blocked to the
ark.

E)An impact would occur if use of a facility is increased to the extent that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur

or be accelerated.

% An impact would occur if the use of a facility is increased to the extent that expansion or construction of new facilities is required.

* An impact could occur if there is an effect on emergency response times.

4.13.3.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would maintain existing transit service through the year 2035. New
transit infrastructure would not be built aside from projects currently under construction or
identified in Metro’s 2009 LRTP. Therefore, the No Build Alternative would not affect parklands
and other community facilities.

The No Build Alternative would not result in significant adverse physical impacts. Potential
impacts could occur if there was a need to provide new or physically altered parks or community
facilities. The No Build Alternative also would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities to the extent that substantial physical deterioration
would occur or be accelerated at the facility. The No Build Alternative would not require
construction or expansion of parklands and recreational resources that might then have a
physical impact on the environment. The No Build Alternative would not have the beneficial
impact of increasing non-auto access to recreational and community facilities throughout the
region, including to and from downtown.
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4.13.3.1.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The No Build Alternative would not result in adverse or significant impacts on parklands and
community facilities.

4.13.3.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative would add two shuttle bus routes to provide a transit link between 7"
Street/Metro Center and Union Stations. The TSM Alternative would be operated within existing
public right-of-way (i.e., streets) and would not physically affect or increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other community facilities to the extent that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.

The TSM Alternative would not result in physical environmental impacts that might otherwise
occur if new or physically altered parks or community facilities were required. The alternative
would not affect existing community facilities’ ability to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for police protection, fire protection, and other
public services. The TSM Alternative would neither physically affect an adopted emergency
response plan or evacuation plan, nor would it expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death.

4.13.3.2.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The TSM Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts on parklands or other
community facilities.

4.13.3.3 At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

Table 4.13-6 summarizes potential impacts related to the physical property (acquisitions),
access, and parking associated with parklands and recreational resources located within 0.25
miles of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Parklands and other community facilities could
experience potential impacts during construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

However, impacts would be temporary and would not significantly affect the amenities or access
to facilities.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not result in direct impacts to parkland or other
community facilities. The proposed At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would potentially make
surrounding parklands and other community facilities more accessible. However, the alternative
would not increase use of existing parklands or other community facilities to the extent that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, nor would it
require the construction or expansion of parklands or other community facilities.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative could potentially affect emergency vehicle routes in the
vicinity of Temple and Alameda Streets, due to the proximity of the proposed junction and
underpass to the fire station located near Temple and Garey Streets (Fire Station #4). However,
Metro would coordinate with the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) to minimize or avoid
impacts to emergency vehicle response times. This alternative would not expose people or
structures to any significant risk of loss, injury, or death.
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Table 4.13-6. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Proposed At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative

Proximity to | Within % Loss of Affect Barrier to
. . . Land ; .
Location Alignment mile of S street vehicle Pedestrian
. . Acquisition .
(miles) station parking access Access
Parklands
1 |Grand Hope Park 919 S Grand 0.16 Yes No No No No
Avenue
2 |Pershing Square |532 S Olive 0.24 Yes No No No No
Street
3 |City Hall South 200 N Spring 0.04 Yes No Yes No Yes®
Lawn Park Street
4 | Civic Center Mall |Block bounded 0.14 Yes No No No No
by S Hill Street,
S Grand Ave,
W 1% Street,
and W Temple
Street
5 |Los Angeles 125 Paseo de 0.25 No No No No No
Plaza Park la Plaza
1 |Museum of 250 S Grand 0.09 Yes No No No No
Contemporary Art | Avenue
(MOCA)
2 |The Geffen 152 N Central 0.09 Yes No Yes? Yes® Yes®
Contemporary at |Avenue
MOCA
3 |Los Angeles 310 N Main 0.06 Yes No No No No
Children’s Street
Museum
4 |El Pueblo de Los |500 Block of N 0.24 Yes No No No No
Angeles State Main Street
Historical
Monument
5 |Japanese 369 E 1% Street 0.13 Yes No Yes Yes Yes®
American
National Museum
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Table 4.13-6. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Proposed At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative (continued)

Proximity to | Within % Loss of Affect Barrier to
. . : Land ; :
Location Alignment mile of o street vehicle Pedestrian
. : Acquisition .
(miles) station parking | access Access
6 |Museum of Neon |136 W 4" 0.26 No No No No No
Art (MONA) Street
1 |The Walt Disney |111 S Grand 0.06 Yes No Yes? No No
Concert Hall Avenue
2 |Union Center for |120 Judge 0.10 Yes No No No No
the Arts John Aiso
Street
4 |Maryknoll 222 S Hewitt 0.20 Yes No No No No
Shotokan Karate |Street
Club
5 |Japanese 244 S San 0.13 Yes No No No No
American Cultural | Pedro Street,
and Community |Suite 505
Center
6 | Dorothy Chandler 135 N Grand 0.14 Yes No No No No
Pavilion Avenue
7 |Mark Taper 135 N Grand 0.25 Yes No No No No
Forum Avenue

Source: CDM, 2009
' Map numbers correspond to Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-4.

4.13.3.3.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts to
parklands or other community facilities.

4.13.3.4 Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Table 4.13-7 summarizes impacts related to the physical property (acquisitions), access, and
parking associated with parklands and recreational resources located within 0.25 miles of the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not
have direct or indirect adverse impacts to parklands or community facilities..
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Although most of construction and operation of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative
would be underground, several public service and educational facilities could experience
potential impacts during construction. These impacts, however, would be temporary and less
than significant.

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not displace existing parklands. This
Alternative would have the beneficial effect of potentially increasing accessibility to parklands
and other community facilities adjacent to the alignment. However, the Alternative would not
increase use of existing parklands or other community facilities to the extent that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, nor would it require the
construction or expansion of parklands or other community facilities.

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not affect adopted emergency response
plans or emergency evacuation plans or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death.

This alternative may improve response times for emergency vehicles traveling on Alameda Street
through the intersection with 1% Street because traffic would be grade separated.

Table 4.13-7. Parklands and Recreational Resources Within 0.25 Miles
of the Proposed Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

Proximity to | Within % Loss of Affect Barrier to
street vehicle Pedestrian

parking access Access

Land
Acquisition

Location Alignment mile of
((UES) station

1 Grand Hope Park (919 S Grand 0.16 Yes No No No No
Avenue
2 Pershing Square |532 S Olive 0.24 Yes No No No No
Street
3 City Hall South 200 N Spring 0.14 Yes No No No No
Lawn Park Street
4 Civic Center Mall |Block 0.14 Yes No No No No
bounded by S
Hill Street, S
Grand Ave, W
1st Street,
and W
Temple Street
5 Los Angeles 125 Paseo de 0.25 No No No No No
Plaza Park la Plaza
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Proximity to | Within Y4 Loss of Affect
. : . Land .
Location Alignment mile of S street vehicle
. - Acquisition .
((QUES) station parking access

1 Museum of 250 S Grand 0.09 Yes No No No No
Contemporary Art |Avenue

Barrier to
Pedestrian
Access

Map
No*

(MOCA)

2 |The Geffen 152 N Central 0.09 Yes No Yes Yes? Yes?
Contemporary at |Avenue
MOCA

5 |Japanese 369 E 1° 0.02 Yes No Yes Yes Yes?
American National | Street
Museum

6 |Museum of Neon 136 W 4" 0.26 No No No No No
Art (MONA) Street

Recreational Facilities

1 The Walt Disney |111 S Grand 0.06 Yes No Yes? No No
Concert Hall Avenue
2 Union Center for 120 Judge 0.14 Yes No No No No
the Arts John Aiso
Street
4 Maryknoll 222 S Hewitt 0.20 Yes No No No No
Shotokan Karate |Street
Club
5 |Japanese 244 S San 0.07 Yes No No No No
American Cultural |Pedro Street,
and Community | Suite 505
Center
6 Dorothy Chandler |135 N Grand 0.14 Yes No No No No
Pavilion Avenue
7 Mark Taper 135 N Grand 0.25 Yes No No No No
Forum Avenue
Source: CDM, 2009
! Map numbers correspond to Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-4.
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4.13.3.4.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts on
parklands or other community facilities.

4.13.3.5 Fully Underground LRT Alternative

Table 4.13-8 summarizes impacts related to the physical property (acquisitions), access, and
parking associated with parklands and recreational resources located within 0.25 miles of the
Fully Underground LRT Alternative. The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not result in
direct or indirect impacts (i.e., acquisition or easement) to any parkland or recreational resource.

Although most construction and operation of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would be
underground, several public service and educational facilities could experience potential impacts
during construction. However, these impacts would be temporary and not significant.

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would result in a beneficial impact by potentially making
the parklands and community facilities adjacent to the alignment more accessible. However, the
Alternative would not increase the use of existing parklands and other community facilities to
the extent that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated or
require the construction or expansion of parklands and other community facilities.

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not affect adopted emergency response or

emergency evacuation plans or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death.

Effects on emergency vehicle response times are not anticipated.

4.13.3.5.1 NEPA Finding and CEQA Determination

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative would not have adverse or significant impacts on
parklands or other community facilities.

4.13.4 Mitigation Measures

Adverse construction or operational impacts to parklands and other community facilities would
not occur, and the project would comply with applicable regulations. Therefore, mitigation
measures would not be required for this project. However, permanent replacement bus loading
spaces should be identified near the JANM for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative and the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. Temporary replacement spaces should be identified for
the Fully Underground LRT Alternative during construction.
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Table 4.13-8. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Proposed Fully Underground LRT Alternative

Art (MONA)

Recreational Facilities

Proximity to | Within % Loss of Affect Barrier to
Map : . . Land : .
Location Alignment mile of S street vehicle Pedestrian
Not . . Acquisition .
(miles) station parking access Access
Parklands

919 S Grand
Grand Hope Park Avenue 0.16 Yes No No No No
Pershing Square |532 S Olive Street 0.24 Yes No No No No
City Hall South 200 N Spring 0.14 Yes No No No No
Lawn Park Street

Block bounded by

S Hill Street, S
Civic Center Mall |Grand Avenue, W 0.14 Yes No No No No

1st Street, and W

Temple Street
Los Angeles 125 Paseo de la 0.25 No No No No No
Plaza Park Plaza
Museum of
Contemporary Art i?/grigrand 0.09 Yes No No No No
(MOCA)
The Geffen
Contemporary at if/i rﬂj é‘:entral 0.09 Yes No Yes Yes Yes?
MOCA
El Pueblo de Los
Angeles State 500 Block of N
Historical Main Street 0.20 No No No No No
Monument
Japanese
American National 369 E 1% Street 0.02 Yes No Yes Yes Yes?
Museum
Museum of Neon ;35\ 4 gireet 0.26 No No No No No
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Table 4.13-8. Parklands and Recreational Resources
Within 0.25 Miles of the Proposed Fully Underground LRT Alternative (continued)

Proximity to | Within ¥4 Loss of Affect Barrier to
. . . Land ; ;
Location Alignment mile of S street vehicle Pedestrian
. . Acquisition .
(miles) station parking access Access
The Walt Disney |111 S Grand
Concert Hall Avenue 0.06 Yes No Yes No No
Union Center for |120 Judge John
the Arts Aiso Street 0.14 Yes No No No No
Maryknoll 222 S Hewitt Street
Shotokan Karate 0.10 Yes No No No No
Club
Japanese
American Cultural [244 S San Pedro
and Community | Street, Suite 505 0.07 Yes No No No No
Center
Dorothy Chandler |135 N Grand
Pavilion Avenue 0.14 Yes No No No No
Mark Taper 135 N Grand 0.25 Yes No No No No
Forum Avenue

Source: CDM, 2009
" Map numbers correspond to Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-4.

4.14 Economic and Fiscal Impacts

This section evaluates potential impacts to local and regional economies during construction
and operation of each project alternative. The analysis for construction and property tax-related
impacts focused on properties that would abut the proposed alignments. Information in this
section is based on the Economic and Fiscal Impacts Technical Memorandum prepared for the
project and contained in Appendix BB, Economic and Fiscal Impacts of this DEIS/DEIR.

4.14.1 Regulatory Framework

NEPA does not include specific guidelines on measuring adverse economic impacts. Therefore,
impacts were measured based on multipliers from the U.S. Department of Commerce
(developed to estimate potential construction-related employment spending and economic
impacts).

The DEIS/DEIR process must adhere to CEQA guidelines which state that economic changes
resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Economic
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effects of a physical change, however, may be used to determine that the physical change is a
significant change to the environment (CEQA 15358b).

In the absence of specific thresholds of significance for economic impacts, CEQA guidelines
encourage each public agency to develop its own set of thresholds. The following thresholds of
adverse significance were applied in the analysis of economic and fiscal impacts of the Regional
Connector Transit Corridor project alternatives.

@& The alternative would substantially reduce the amount or value of taxable property in the
project area.

@ Construction of the alternative would have substantial, adverse effects on businesses along
the alignment.

4.14.2 Affected Environment

The project area for purposes of evaluating economic and fiscal impacts is generally the same as
in Section 4.16, Growth-Inducing Impacts. The analysis for direct and indirect regional
economic and fiscal impacts focused on downtown Los Angeles and areas served by the transit
lines that would connect to the Regional Connector in Los Angeles County (Long Beach,
Pasadena, Culver City, and East Los Angeles).

The project area lies within the geographic scope of the City of Los Angeles Council of
Governments (CLACG), a subregion of SCAG, which includes Los Angeles, San Fernando and
portions of unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. The analysis of potential property tax
and construction-related impacts focuses on properties directly abutting the proposed
alignments.

Table 4.14-1 shows employment growth for the project area, City of Los Angeles, and CLACG
subregion. The table shows that the project area is expected to gain approximately 12,630 new
jobs by 2035. This would be an increase in employment of approximately 0.26 percent per year
between 2008 and 2035. The annual rate of growth for the project area would be similar to that
in the City, but lower than in the CLACG subregion.

Table 4.14-1. Local Area Employment Growth 2008-2035

2000-2008 2008-2035 Annual

Employment Change |  Average % Change
CLACG 1,839,988 2,037,473 197,485 0.40
City of Los Angeles 1,879,666 1,994,137 114,471 0.23
Project Area 169,328 181,962 12,634 0.26
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Windshield surveys were conducted to identify and categorize local businesses by use. Vehicular
and pedestrian access was identified for each business along the proposed alignments.
Properties adjacent to proposed alignments include high-density multi-family, commercial,
industrial, and government-related uses. Approximately 112 businesses and commercial office
buildings are in areas that could be impacted along the proposed alignments.

Under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, 56 privately owned properties would directly abut
the alignment. These businesses represent a total tax base of $21,867,759.

With the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, 82 privately owned parcels would abut the
alignment. This represents a property tax base of $24,280,2438.

With the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, 90 privately owned properties would directly abut
the alignment. These properties represent a property tax base of $24,365,168.

4.14.3 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The following sections summarize the evaluation of potential economic and fiscal impacts for
each alternative. Table 4.14-2 summarizes the results of the analysis.

Table 4.14-2. Summary of Potential Impacts to Economic and Fiscal Measures

Alternative

No Build

Tax Revenues?

None (No beneficial effects
either)

Effects on Businesses

None (No beneficial effects
either)

Mitigation Required

None

TSM

None

Potential effect would be
mitigated if occurs

Mitigation measures
proposed

At-Grade LRT

Reduction in property tax
base due to acquisition less
than significant

Adverse construction
effects not significant after
mitigation

Beneficial operational
effects

Mitigation measures
proposed

Underground LRT

Reduction in property tax
base due to acquisition less
than significant

Adverse construction
effects not significant after
mitigation

Beneficial operational
effects

Mitigation measures
proposed

Fully Underground
LRT

Reduction in property tax
base due to acquisition less
than significant

Adverse construction
effects not significant after
mitigation

Beneficial operational
effects

! Includes property values and economic activity which affect tax revenues

Mitigation measures
proposed
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Construction activities under build alternatives could affect the mix of business and government-
related uses along the alignment. Acquisitions of privately owned properties would affect city,
county, and state property tax generation in this area. Each build alternative would require some
acquisitions with a potential impact on property tax revenues.

Property tax losses would not occur from acquisitions of government-owned parcels. Thus, only
partial and full takes of privately owned parcels are analyzed. Using Los Angeles County Tax
Assesso