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1-100: SUMMARY OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
MATRICES OF IMPACTS

The summary that follows is an abbréviated version of the
information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact N
Report and the Executive Summary of the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. The impact matrices for both beneficial and
adverse impacts of construction and operation are shown in

full with section references to discussions in the Draft EIR.
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1-110 Descriptibn of Project

The Downtown People Mover System would be an automated,
grade-separated circulation/distribution system linking 13
stations in downtown Los Angeles, including auto and bus
transfer stations at Union Station and Convention Center.

It would follow an alignment from the Convention Center to
Union Station via Figuerca Street, Fifth Street, 3rd Place,
Hill Street, First Street, Los Angeles Street and Arcadia v
Street, through the western and northern portions of the

Los Angeles Central Business District., Total trip time from
one end to the other is estimated at 15 minutes. At the
Convention Center a 1750 space parking garage would be !
constructed. At Union Station there would be a 2000 car f
parking garage and a three level bus station to connect the ‘
people mover with the El Monte Busway and AMTRAK rail ser-
vice, Approximately 72, 400 daily trips are projected for i
the DPM in-1990.

Implementation of the project would require the purchase of
necessary rights of way, and the purchase and installation

of a transit system consisting of approximatély 1.9 miles of .
dual lane aerial guideway, 1.8 miles of single lané aerial
guideway, 0.4 miles of single lane guideway in tunnel
through Bunker Hill, and 60 transit vehicles together with
necessary control, surveillance and maintenance systems.

Proposed sources of funds for construction include, but,
are not necessarily limited to:
U.S. Department of Transportation
Urban Mass Transportation Administration $122-126,000,000
Federal Highway Administration 25,000,000
State of California
16 -17,000,000
4,000,000
12 -13,000,000 !
$180 -185,000,000 '

Proposition 5 Funds
SB 1879 Funds
Los Angeles City and County

1-120 Background

The Community Redevelopment Agency had been studying the
traffic and transportation needs that would be generated
because of downto&n redevelopment projects, since 1969. 1In
1974 and 1975, CRA cooperated with regional transportation
agencies and expanded these studies to include the entire
downtown area. Table I gives an overview of the major
analytical tasks and the program milestones that have
occured between 1975 and the present.

1-121 Related Activities

In April, 1976, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
announced funding for a Congressionally mandated demonstra-
tion people mover program and issued a call for letters of
interest. The City Council approved submittal of a letter
from the Mayor to the Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion, notifying UMTA that the City of Los Angeles would be
interested in participating in the competition for funding.
The letter of interest and the proposal that followed
several months later allowed the City Council to keep funding
options open while they analyzed the results of the systems
level Alternatives Analysis prepared by CRA.

In December, 1976, the U.S. Department of Transportation
announced that Los Angeles and three other cities-Houston,
Cleveland, and St. Paul--had been selected as demonstration
cities for people mover funding. Los RAngeles received §1.3
million in federal funds for preliminary engineering and
environmental studies and a commitment of $125 million for
construction, pending final local approval.

In February, 1977, the Council voted to allow the Mayor
to submit a formal Capital Grant Application to UMTA specif-

ically for preliminary engineering and environmental analy-
sis of the Los Angeles People Mover Project. The



information generated in the preliminary engineering and
environmental studies would increase the level of information
available to Council prior to making a decision whether to
proceed with the Downtown People Mover Program.

In addition to this Environmental Impact Report, an Environ-
mental Impact Statement will be prepared by the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration and circulated prior to final
federal approval of the project.



Table T
OVERVIEW OF MAJOR AHALYTICAL TASKS

PROGRAIM MILESTONES

2. Comparative evaluation of route refinemeant options
). Detailed engincering nd environmental studies
of specific alignment .

1975 90-vay Interageancy SLudy 1975 1. 1lwocal agencles form group to study
i. obefinition of study purposa, scope and area downtown transportation needs
2. Establishment of Study Review Group 2. CRA Hoard acts on recommendation of
Phase I: Goals, OlLjectives and Key Assumptions interagency group and expands scope of
1. Definition of transportation qéals and objectives study
2. Identiflcation of Central City Community Plau 3. Interaguncy Study and Review Group
cemprehen;lvc Goals and Objectives and Public Involvement Program initi-
3. Definitlon of key agsumptions ated
a. employment 4. Interagency faview and consensus
b. residential on downtown yrowth trends and tran-
c. future transportation assumptions sportation assumptions
4. Assessment of unecds N .
1976 pPhasa II: Alternatives Analysis i ‘. | 1976- 1. CRA Board review of system LeVel
i l: Design of alternatives alternative analyses study
a. Analysis leading to design of alterl\;iive( 2. CRA recommendation that the City
1} evaluation of parking needs pursue opportunities for implomenting
2) evaluation of traasit operations a downtown puople mover (DPM})
- 3} evaluation of transit technologies 3. City Council approval of submitting
4) ‘location of intercepts and initial a letter of ianterest to Urban Mass
segment of guideway Transportation Administration (UttTA}
b. Comparative evaluation of system altornatives re: bDowntown People Mover (DPM)
¢. Recommendation for further study Dumonstration program
4. City Council approval to submit Down-
town feople Mover (DPM) proposal to
UMTA
§. SCAG inclusion of DPM in the Reglonal
Pransportation Improvement Prugram
6. SCRTD endorsement of DPM proposal
7. LA County Board of Supecrvisors
approval of DPM proposal
. 8. Project geceives CIQA clearance for
completion of systems analysis re-
quirements
9. State of California allocation of
- mopies to fund prelimipary enginecc-
ing and project level environmental
studics of OPM
10. Public hearing on the federal grant
. application for the Downtown People
Mover
11. U.S. DOT award selecting Los Angeles
—~ - e —_ as one of four DPM demonstration ci-
™~ ties
1977 1977 ). Allocation of local monies to fund
preliminary eagineering of the peopic
N mover .
: 2. City Council approval of 13-c resolu-
' tions required by UMTA: Agrecments
with affected labor unions signed
1978 Phaso I1I: Preliminary Engineering Studies on 1978 1. City Council approval of detailed
Downtown People Mover Service engineering and project leval environ-
1. Dafinition of route refincnént options mental studies for specitic alignment
2. SCRT design of a bus plan to comple-

ment DPM operations




1-130 Setting

The basic study area for impact analysis is the DPM Corri-
dor, as a five-minute walking distance on either side of the
proposed route (See Figure 1), In some insﬁances, the
impact study area is defined differently. For example, the
air quality analysis considered an area somewhat larger than
this, and the historic survey concentrated on a smaller area.
Negative impacts tend to occur directly on or adjacent to
the route and positive impacts occur both along the route
-and throughout the corridor.

The DPM Corridor includes twelve of the sixteen activity
areas in downtown Los Angeles and has been the focus of
recent development. 1In 1975, it accounted for 60 percent of
downtown employment north of Pico Boulevard. It also in-
cluded:

70 percent of office employment

94 percent of government employment

60 percent of the retail square footage

55 percent of retail employment

75 percent of service and hotel square footage
80 percent of Class A hotel rooms

3000 of the approximately 9400 dwelling units in

downtown

In 1990, without the DPM, the corridor will account for 79
percent of the new CBD employment, projected for the period
1975 to 1990. It will also include:
® approximately 80 percent of office employment and d
square footage
® 64 percent of retail square footage
® 84 percent of government employment
@ 83 percent of service and hotel square footage
o approximately 12,000 of the projected 20,000 resi~
dents v

1 - 140 Impacts

The impact matrices that follow outline the likely changes
that would occur with implementation of the DPM, Impacts
are organized by construction and operation and information
is_presented for both adverse and beneficial impacts. The
matrices were developed by applying the City of Los Angeles
Initial Study Checklist (see Appendix 5) to identify
potential impacts, Only those subject areas where potential
impacts are anticipated are discussed in this document.
Information about other impact areas studies, but not dis-
cussed in this document, can be found in the task termi-
nation reports listed in Appendix 3, Phase II Technical
Studies.

1-150

The DEIR discussed systems level alternatives, project level

alternatives and route alternatives in Chapter VII, in addition

to alternative uses of the project sites, alternative sites
for the project, and no project or postponing the project.



IoPM CORRIDOR STUDY AREA

Study Area Boundary

People Mover . _aEe '
--—Station / P et b
~=—=+lnderground
—»—Direction S ’\

{Sptct Alignment)

CENTER OF FIGUEROA ST. VARIATION

|Source: CRa, 1978



TABLE 2A

1/
MATRIX OF MAJOR IMPACTS OF CONSTRUCTION ~

1-7

LEVEL SECTION  TASK
PRIMARY . DMPACT oF m ORDER
CATEGORY OF IMPACT THMPACY AREA MEASURES DETERMIMATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION  REFPORT ]
‘Traffic Streets adjacent to Congestion Mverse Reduced capacity Partial v-140 4.12
route Lower speeds
Streets: parallel to| Diversion
route .
Noise and Vibration| Project sites & violation of legal Mverse Increased noise levels at Partial v-111 4.03
adjacent standards/health and noise sensitive receptoryg
annoyance criteria
Increased noise Increased noise levels
levels adjacent to construction
sitea
Regional Economics | Southern Califomia Increased activity in| Beneficial Oonstruction workers' None Iv-131 4.08 .
region regional econcamic payroll spent in region | reguired
. sectors increases economic
activity
Visual & Project site &... Perceived disorder Adverse Construction equipment & | fartial w-121 4.14
Asthetics vicinity barriers perceived as
unsightly
Business Displace- 1200 Block, South Nurber of businesses| Adverse Three businesses will| fartial wv-121 4.09
ment Figueroca Street displaced have to move

1/ Information in this matrix applies to both the west
gside of Figueora Street alignment and the center of
Figueora Street variation {(see Figure 10A).



TABLE 2A

Continued
LEVEL SECTION  TASK
PRIMARY IMPACT oF m ORDER
CATEGORY OF IMPACT IMPACT AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION ~ REPORT [}
Two vacant parcels
will not be availabld
for alternative uses
Residential Dis- Residential build- Number of residents § Adverse Noise, dust, vibration, | Partial v-131 4.33
ruption ings adjacent to hotel guests ’ visual annoyances
construction Inpaired acoess
Safety Project site & Potential for Adverse Pedestrians and motorists| Partial v-131 | 4.10
vicinity accidents exposure to accidents

increased

Source: CRA, 1978



TABLE 2B

1
MATRIX OF MINOR IMPACTS OF CONSTRUCTION Y

, LEVEL SECTION  TASK
PRIMARY IMPACT ar IN ORDER
CATEGORY OF IMPACT DMPACY AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION  REPORT ]
Archaelogical / Construction sites Disturbance of Potentially Potential for disturbing |Full v-122 4.31
Historical possible historic adverse historic remains if they
remains ) are present
Labor Force Southern California Mutber and types of Beneficial Increased employment of |None v-132 4.08
Region workers construction workers required
utility Disruption Construction sites Relocation Adverse Relocation of utilities [Full v-122 4.04
for construction will not 3.09
affect service to
customers
Air Quality Construction sites Amounts of pollutants| Very minor Slight increase in auto |Partial v-112 4.22
adverse emissions from construc-
tion equipment and workers
vehicles
Slight increase in fugititye

dust

1/ Information in this matrix applies to both the west
side of Figueora Street alignment and the center of
Figueora Street variation (see Figure 10A).



TABLE 2B Continued
LEVEL SECPION  TASK
PRIMARY IMPACT oF m ORDER
CATEGORY OF IMPACT IMPAC: AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION  REFORT §
Solid wWaste los Angeles County Quantities of waste Very minor 74,500 cubic yards is a |None Iv-122 4.28
' produced & capacity adverse minimal percentage of re-
of landfills maining solid waste land-
' fill capacity in the
county
Business Disrup- Aljacent to sites Decxease in sales Adverse Temporary traffic conges-|Partial v-132 4.09
tion : ’ tion & diversions could
result in decreased sales
Oommity Sexrvices Construction sites Oonstraints on Adverse Construction equipment & |Partial v-122 4.24
Fire/Folice & vicinity erergency acoess traffic diversions could
Additional potential impede emergency vehicles
for accidents
Vegetation Construction sites Removal, relocation, | Adverse None of vegetation is Partial Iv-112 4.29

or alteration of
existing vegetation

rare

Some mature trees will
be removed permanently

Othexr trees will be re-
located or pruned




TABLE 2B Continued
» '
f LEVEL SBECTION  TASK
PRIMARY MMPACT oF ™ ORDER
CATDGORY OF IMPACT IMPACT AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION  REPORT i
wildlife Construction sites Dislocation of Very minor Temporary dislocation of | None v-112 4.29
. habitat Adverse habitat
No endangered species

Pedestrian Sidewalks adjacent | ' Congestion - Adverse Reduced capacity of Partial v-142 [4.12
novements to construction Diversion sidewalks

sites

tuaber of pedastrians

- Slower walk times

Barriers to normal
pattems of movement

Source: CRA,

1978



TABLE 3A 14
MAJOR IMPACTS OF OPERATION ~

LEVEL SLCTION TASK
PRIMARY INPACT OF I URDER
CATEGORY OF IMPACT IMPACT AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTIOMN MITIGATION REPORT L
Visual/Resthetics DPM route and New vista for DPM passengers Potentially Improved visual access Partial Iv-221 4.06
+ adjacent to DPM corridor; .14
Change in cityscape Beneficialy
View obstructions, vista Adverse
obstructions, potential visual
incompatibilities
Transportation Central Busi- Bus miles, tramsit ridership, Bepeficial . Reduced bus miles down- None IV-241 4.23
Service ness District parking town .
: . Potential for improving
DPM Caorridor Travel time, costs, access to Beneficial o
. and linkages between activity CBD and minibus service
ceénters, auto trip miles Increased transit rider-
ship
Reduced need for addi~
tional parking facili-
ties in CBD
Reduced travel time for
C/D trips
Increased access to act-
ivity centers
\ Reduced auto trip miles
in 2" “ecause of inter-
cept parking
Land Use Changes Central Busi- Conformange with adopted . Beneficial Increased probgpility . None Iv-221 4.15,
ness District plans adopted plans will be 4.30
DPM Corridor realized 4.30
DPM Corridor Floor space, occupancy rates, Beneficial 1.0-1.1 million sq, ft, MNone 4.15

Office

timing of development

1/ Information in this matrix applies to both the west
side of Figueora Street alignment and the center of
Figueora Street variation (see Figure 10A).

of internally generated
commercial office space




TABLE 3A

CATEGORY OF IMPACT

Continued

PRIMARY

IMPACT AREA

INPACT
HEASURES

DETERMINATIOIN

LEVEL

OF
DESCRIPTION

SLCTION

IN

MITIGATION REPORT

TASK

UrER
%

Hotel

Residential

Retail

Tax Base

DPM Corridor

DPM Corridor

DPM Corridor

DPM Corridor

"

CBD capture of ropm night Beneficial
demand, occupancy rates,
timing and location of

development

Numbers of units, adsorption Beneficial
rate, timing, and location of
development

Total dollar volume, number Beneficial

of square feet

Increases in value Beneficial

700,000-300,000 sqg. ft, "
of regional office head-
quarters

accelerated development
3-5 planned projects

160,000 hotel room night None
demand increase

One additional 500-600
room hotel

Increased occupancy
rates at existing hotels

Additional 630 units of HNone
market rate housing in
Bunker Hill by 1990

Additional 1300 to 1500
units or market rate
housing in South Park by
1990

Increased absorption
rate of housing units in
Bunker }Hill and South
Park

Approximately $90,000,000 None
annual net increase in

sales volume

100,000 sq. ft. net in-

crease in retail space

50,000 sg. ft. net ip-~
crease in restaurant
space

Increases in land and None
improvement values

Increase in payrolls

Increase in per capital
expenditures

Iv-221

Iv-221

Iv-221

Iv-231

4.15
4.30

4.15

4.15,
4.30

4.16




TABLE 3A Continued
MAJOR IMPACTS OF OPERATION

LEVEL SLCTIOH TASK

PRIMARY INPACT oF N URDER
CATCGORY OF IMPACT INPACT AREA HEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION REPORT &
residential DPM Corridor Humber of people Beneficial Approximately 3,000 addi~ None Iv-231 4.15
Population tional residents by 1990

Change in demographic
and social mix of down-
town residents




TABLE 3A Concluded LEVEL SLCTION TASK
PRIMARY INPACT or In URDLR
CATEGORY OF IMPACT IMPACT AREA NEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION REPORT = %
Tax Revenues City, County, Dollar taxXes collected Beneficial Approximately $800,000 None Iv-231 4.16
state, federal annual 1990 :
taxing jur- increase in sales tax '
isdictions receipts to the City of
Los Angeles
Approximately $500,000 ”
annual 1990
increases in property
tax receipts to the City
of Los Angeles
Approximately $300,000
annual 1990
increase in hotel tax
receipts to City of Los
Angeles
Employed Poplu- bPY Corridor Numbers of employees Beneficial 8200 new employees in None Iv-231 4.13
lation . DPM corridor,
Elderly/Handi~ . DPM Corridor Access to specialized Beneficial Increased access to None Iv-231, 4.24
caoped Social services - special services at
Services '

Source: CRA, 1978

il

Bunker Hlill elderly
housing project

Improved access to other
governmental and Social
services




TABLE 3B 1/
MINOR IMPACTS OF OPERATION ~

LEVEL SECTION TASK
CATZGORY OF PRIMARY IMPACT OF IN ORDFR
IMPACT IMPACT AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTION MITIGATION REPORT ¥
Air Quality - Adr quality study Emissions, tons/day Beneficial Slight decline in Emmi;glons IvV-212 4.22
. area CO concentrations, Adverse ::tsl :?:;ss{ons in :g:emxtxg-
Intercepts PPM . udy
CO concentrations €0 partially
slightly higher at mitigable
. * parking intercepts
Noise DPM Corridor Lo and L, values Probably very DPM noise spectra are Partial v-212 4.21
at 82 reading polnts giggzlbene- quieter than buses
Violation of local Noise levels will 4.21
still exceed federal
and federal standards atandards
Historic Sites DPM Corridor Right of Way (ROW} Potentially Acquisition of ROW at Partial Iv-222 4.31,
and Parks . acquisition at adverse potential historic 4.32
certain sites . B landmarks
Visual obstruction Potentially Partial obstruction Partial
o of certain sjites ~adverse of views of some
New views of some Beneficial buildings
sites Incrcased visibility None
: i and new views of
. Accessibility Beneficlial some sites
Increased accessi- None
bility to some
A landmarks
* Agquisition of .06 Partial

1/ Information in this matrix applies to both the west

side of Figueora Street alignment and the center of

Fiqueora Street variation (see Figure 10A).

acres at Pershina
Square and ,123
acres of Father
Serra Park




TABLE 3B Continued
. LEVEL SLCTIOIl TASK
PRIMARY IHPACT OF I URDER
CATEGORY OF IMPACT IMPACT AREA MEASURES DETERMINATION DESCRIPTIONM MITIGATION REPORT &
Ppen Space DPM Corridor Accessibility Beneficial Increased accessibility llone Iv-222 4.32
to some sites
Mew views Beneficial Increased visibility and None
Visyal obstruction Potentially new views of some sites
- adverse Partial obstruction of Partial
views
Community Services
Fire/Police DPM Corridor Humber of personnel Very minor Additional foot patrols Partial IV-222 4.29
for parking structures
Emergency acess Adverse Gulideway could limit Partial
emergency access to cer-
tain buildings
Social Services DPM Corridor Access Beneficial Improved access to civic None IV-222 4.24
center and other munici-
pal/social services . .
along corrxidor
Energy Department of Annual KwH Very niinorx DPM energy requirements Partial Iv-212 4.25
Water & Power would constitute .02% of
area DWP demand in 1990
Traffic DPM Corridorxr Congestion Beneficial Decrease in ADT on tlone Iv-242 4.23
‘ streets in corridor
Safety DPM System Accident potential Probably Vehicle and systems . partial IV-232 4.26
; beneficlial safety should be of high
quality
Security DPM System Crime potential Very minor Vehicles, stations, par- Partial IvV-232 4.26
adverse king areas provide op-
- portunities for crimes
Regional Trans-
i Increase connections None Iv-242 4.
portation Region Connections with other modes Beneficial wieh ather modes ?3

>

1-17



1-200: SUMMARY OF MAJOR ADVERSE IMPACT, MITIGATION, AND
COMMITMENT TO MITIGATION MEASURES

The matrices that follow identify the major adverse impacts
discussed in the Draft EIR with mitigation measures proposed
in that document of received during the circulation period.
In addition to the major adverse impacts of construction

and operation, two minor adverse impacts are also identified
in this matrix as having a potential for significant effects.
These are archaeological resources and historic buildings
that are subject to the review requirements of the Natijonal
Historic Preservation Act and the Federal Highway Act. The
federal/review process will require a finding of eligibility,
a determination of effect, case studies for effected sites,
and memoranda of agreement incorporating mitigation measures.
These documents and findings are part of the federal environ-
mental process and will be agreed upon by the California
State Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation and the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration. The entire process, commonly known as the
"4(£f)" and "106" processes, will be reported in the Draft _“
EIS.



1-19

MAJOR ADVERSE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Potential Impact
Signi- Significant Reduced to Mitigation
' ficant Cumulative Acceptable Responsibility/
. Impact/Mitigation Impact Impact Level Commitment
! Major Construction :
1. Traffic CF, WF Na No
a) no closure of moving a) APP/Yes
lanes 7-9 a.m., 4-6 p.m. CF, WF
b) night and weekend con- CF, WF b) APP/Yes
struction where possible
c) use of precast guideway CF, WF c) APP/Yes
sections where possible
d) stage construction to CF, WF d) APP/Yes
minimize period of open
excavations
e) modify sigral timing CF e) Los Angeles Traffic
Department
! Los Angeles Department of
Transportation
f) deploy traffic control Ccr f) Los Angeles Police
officers ‘ Department
Los Angeles Department of
Transportation
q) appropriate construction CF, WF g) APP/Yes
signing and barriers
CF = Center of Figueroa WF = West of Figueroa APP = Applicant



1-20

MAJOR ADVERSE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS (Continued)

Potential Impact
Signi~  Significant Reduced to Mitigation
ficant Cumulative Acceptable Responsibility/
Impact/Mitigation Impact Impact Level Commitment
2, Noise CF, WF No No Mitigation measures can be
. imposed by Applicant in
contractor specifications

a) provide acoustical CF, WF a) Contractor/Yes
enclosures around .
stationary equipment . )

b) scheduling operations to CF, VIF -~ b) Contractor/Where possible
minimize noise levels E

c) modify pedestrian routes WP c) ‘Department of Public Works
to maximize distance from
construction

d) use lower noise gener- CF, WF - d) Contractor/Yes
ating equipment as much
as possible

e) place noise barriers near WF e) Contractor/Where feasible
doors and windows of
sensitive buildings

f) schedule construction so CF, WF f) Contractor/Where possible
as not to coincide with .
peak use of adjacent
buildings

g) use prefabricated struc- CF, WF g) Contractor/Where possible
tures

h) flexible mountings and CF, WF h) Contractor/Where feasible
shaft couplings on
machinery

i) provide noise specifica- CF, WF i) Contractor/Yes

tions when ordering
equipment



MAJOR ADVERSE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS (Continued)

Potential Impact
Signi~- Significant Reduced to Mitigation
. ficant Cumulative Acceptable Responsgibility/
Impact/Mitigation Impact Impact Level Commitment
2. Noise (continued)

j} provide personal protec- CF, WF j) Contractor/Yes
tive equipment for
construction employees

k) maintain OSHA standards A, CF, WF k) Contractor/Yes
on exposure

1) meet requirements of CF, WP 1) APP/Yes
municipal code and Contractor/Yes
ordinances '

m) use of mufflers on inter- CF, WF m) Contractor/Yes
nal combustion engines
and alr compressors

n) prohibit use of jack ham- CF, WF n) Contractor/Yes
mers near residences
except during daytime
hours

3. Visual CF, WF No Yes

a) directional signing to CF, WF a) Contractor/Yes

reduce disorientation Los Angeles Department of
Transportation

bh) barrier walls to screen CF, WF b) Contractor/Yes
activities from view N

c) perform more disruptive CF, WF c) Contractor/Yes, where
tasks during off hours possible

d) winimize construction CF, WF d)

periocd at any site

Contractor/Yes



MAJOR ADVERSE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS (Continued)

Potential . Impact
Signi- Significant Redyced to Mitigation
ficant . Cumulative Acceptable Responsibility/
) Impact/Mitigation Impact Impact Level Commitment
4. Business displacement CF, WF No Yes
a) payment of fair market CF, WF ' ) : a) APP/Yes
values
b} relocation assistance CF, WF ' b} APP/Yes
through Uniform Reloca-
tion Assistance Act
5. Residential disruption No No Yes
a) application of noise CF, WF . a) See #2 above
mitigation measures
b) application of traffic CF, WF -b) See #1 above
mitigation measures
c) application of visual CF, WF c) See #3 above
mitigation measures
6. Safety Yes No Yes
a) meet OSHA requirements CF, WP . a) APP/Yes
Contractor/Yes
b) meet applicable City of CF, WP b) APP/Yes
Los Angeles, County of Contractor/Yes

Los Angeles and State of
California safety
requirements
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MINOR ADVERSE CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS WITH POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANCE

Potential
Signi- Significant Reduced to Mitigation
ficant Cumulative Acceptable Responsibility/
Impact/Mitigation Impact Impact Comnitment
1. Archaeology If remains No

are present

a) meet requirements of CF, WF
the Advisory Council
on Historic Preserva-
tion (to be deter-
mined during EIS
process)

. a) Urban Mass Transportation

Administration/Yes



MAJOR ADVERSE OPERATIONAIL IMPACTS

Potential Imnpact
Signi~-  Significant Reduced to Mitigation
ficant ’ Cumulative Acceptable Responsibility/
Impact/Mitigation Impact « Impact Level Commitment
1. Visual/Resthetics CF, WP Yes Yes
a) Include design refine- a) APP/Yes
ments in final design
process that will reduce
visual impact, e.g.
1} optical devices to 1) APP/Yes

emphasize linear quality

2) seclection of colors and 2) APP/Yes
materials in harmony
with surrounding
environment

3) use of light "trans- 3) APP/Yes
parent" stations

4) integration with ped- 4) APP/Yes
ways to reduce station
amenities

5) integration with 5) APP/Yes
huildings to reduce
size of stations

6) creation of new 6) APP/Yes
landscaped areas '
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MINOR ADVERSE OPERATIONAL IMPACTS WITH POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANCE

Potential Impact
Signi- Significant Reduced to Mitigation
ficant Cumulative Acceptable Responsibility/
Impact/Mitigation Impact Impact Level Commitment
1. Historic Buildings CF,WF Possible To be deter- )
_adjacent to guideway Secondary mined during

or stations

a)

Meet require-
ments of the
Advisory Council
on Historic Pre-
servation (To be
determined during
EIS process)

EIS Process

a) Urban Mass Trans-
portation Admini-
stration/Yes



1-300 CERTIFICATION:

+
It is here certified that this Environmental Impact Report
has been completed in compliance with the California Environ-
mental Quality Act and current State and City Guidelines and,
based on information now available, may be considered final.
However, additional information may be accepted and consider-
ed prior to making a final decision on the project. The
decision-making body must certify that it has reviewed andg
considered the information contained in this Environmental
Impact Report prior to making such decision.

1] .

Submitted by: Approved by:

i ek

Myra L. frank

/
Senior Transportation Circulation/Distribution
Planner EIR/EIS Program

Community Redevelopment Community Redevelopment
Agency Agency

Daniel T. Townsend,Director . _
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CHAPTER 2: CORRECTIONS/ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter includes corrections and revisions to the Draft
Environmental Impact Report arranged according to Chapter;
Section and page in the original Draft report. In addition
to Errata, additional information has become available since
the publication of the Draft EIR and is inserted here as
appropriate. The major changes occur in the operating and
capital cost tables and in the Union Station Intercept Plan.
The cost changes reflect Urban Mass Transportation Admini-
stration review and generaliy consist of lower operating
(Table

Proposed sources of capital and

and capital costs than those shown in the Draft EIR.
II-39A and Table II-50A).
operating funds tables have also been revised. Generally,

the replacement for Table II-39B reflects greater detail for
sources of operating revenues than the original Table II-39B,
including additional information about costs in escalated

dollars.

of Capital Funds, shows lower capital costs than those in the

The replagement for Table II-50C, Proposed Sources

Draft EIR and a slightly different distribution of sources,
generally a smaller share of state funds and a slightly

larger share of local contributions.

The Union Station intercept plan (Figure II-24A) shown in
this document covers a smaller area behind Union Station
than the original in the DEIR. The station and parking areas
no longer extend north to Macy Street, and the busway connect-
ions are much closer to the Santa Ana Freeway than in the

original plan. This revised site development plan was the
basis for the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR, but final
drawings of the Union Station intercept were not complete

at the time of publication.

Other station site plans shown as replacements for the ori-
ginal figures in Chapter II reflect more detailed information

than was available at the time of original publication. The

basic site coverage has not changed significantly, except in the

the case of Union Station already discussed.

The corrections and revisions shown in this chapter represent
the best information available as of November 28, 1978, and
an attempt to correct other errors, typographical and other-
wise, that have been brought to or have come to the attention
of the agency during the circulation period.



ERRATA CHAPTER I

PAGE SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE . REMARKS
I-1 I-100 Left 3 12 “Agneles" should be Angeles
I-2 I-100 Left 2 13 Reference to SECTICN II-400 should be
SECTION II-330
I-2 I-100 Left 2 2 "Regional Transportation" should be
‘ Regional Transit
1-3 ?Agf)‘g Right 5 2 ‘"Pransportation” should be Transit




ERRATA CHAPTER II

REMARKS

PAGE SECTION COLUMN A PARAGRAPH
1I- 1 1I-110 Right

II- 4 1I-210 Left l
II-19 11-220 Right

II-19 11-220 Right

II-19 I1-220 Right

11-39 11-230 Left

1I-46 II-250 Left

11-59 II-362 Right

II-61 11-390 TABLE II-39A

I1-62 11-390 TABLE II-39B

II-67 1I-420 Left

11-71 II-500 TABLE II-50A

I1-73 1I-500 * TABLE II-50C

"1000" parking spaces should be 2000

"at the edge of the newly created curbline"
should be 1 1/2 feet from new curb lines

Delete "operation with"

"allows" should be in which

"to" should be would

"criterior" should be criterion
*requiring® should be require

"romote" should be remote

Revise TABLE II-39A to read as follows:
Revise TABLE II-39B to read as follows:
Insert or after "rail" and before “are"
Revise TABLE TI-50A to read as follows:

Revise TABLE II-50C to read as follows:




Cost Elements:

Labor (including overhead)
Power

Materials and spare parts
Contract services
Liability fund

Intercepts

TOTAL

REPLACEMENT FOR TABLE II-39A
ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS

(A1l costs iIn 1978 dollars)

West Side of Figueroa

Street Alignment

Center of Figueroa

Street Alignment

1983 1990 1983 1990
. $2,626,000 $2,626,000 $2,626,000 $2,626,000
529,000 568,000 524,000 563,000
253,000 272,000 251,000 269,000
323,000 323,000 . 323,000 323,000
226,000 254,000 226,000 254,000
410,000 410,000 410,000 410,000
$4,367,000 $4,453,000 $4,360,000 $4,445,000




REPLACEMENT FOR TABLE II-39B

PROPOSED
SOURCES OF OPERATING FUNDS

FISCAL YEAR

FISCAL YEAR

{Millions of 1978 vollars) (Millions of Inflated pollars'!)
1983-81 1984-85 1989-30 1994-95 1983-84 1984-85 1989-90 1994-95
DPM Passenger Revenues $0.93 $2.10 $2.10 $2.10 $1.30 $3.16 $ 4.73 $ 6.63
(10 Cents equivalent 2) . .
fare in 1976 dollars)
Parking Gross Revenuesl) 0,71 6.71 a.75 0.75 1.00 1.07 1.70 2,138
Bus Terminal Lease 0.0 0.10 0.190 0.10 0 0.15 0.2} 0.32
{
Private Sector Revenues
Ads and Concession Reantals 0.14 0.20 0.27 0.27 0.20 .30 0.60 0.84
Station Retail Leases 0.0 0.13 0.13 0.13 0 0,20 0.30 0.40
Air Rights Leasas 0.0 0.13 0.13 0.13 0 0.20 0.30 0.40
value Capture Revenues 0.0 1.20 1.29 1.29 0 1.80 2.90 4.07
Subtotal Private Sector $0.14 $1.66 §$1.82 $1.82 $0.20 $2.50 $ 4.10 $ 5.71
UMTA Section 6 Ddmonstration
Funds 2:59, 0 o ¢ 3.62 [} 0 (Y
‘Total Operating Funds
DPM and Intercepts . $4.37 $4.57 $4.77 $4.77 $6.12 $6.88 $10.71 $15.04
Less Operating Costs for
DPM and Intercepts 4.37 .97 4.45 4.45 6.12 6.57 10.03 14.07
Net Operating Contingency $0.0 $0.20 $0.32 §0.32 $0.00 $0.31 $ 0.73 $ 0.97
Net Contingeuncy Percentage 03 5% 7% 7% 0t 5% 7% 7

l}Based on an inflation rate of 7-83%, compounded annually.

2)A ten cent equivalent fare in 1976 dollars, when inFlated to 1983,
represents an average fare of 18 cents, or a 25 cent base fare with
Elderly and ilandicapped and monthly pass discounts.

3)Cavers the operating cost of intercept parking and the operating
cost of transporting parkers on the DPM. '

Source: Wilbur Smith and Associates, 1978




REPLACEMENT FOR TABLE II-50A

SUMMARY
PRELIMINARY CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE

(In thousands of 1978 dollars)

Center of West Side of
GUIDEWAYS . Figueroa Street Alignment Fiqueroa Street Alignment
Guideway Structures (Aerial) ¢ $ 15,226 $ 16,137
Allowance for environmental treatment
of guideway ) 2,000 2,000
Guideway Structures (Subway) 2,062 2,062
Guideway Switches 1,165 1,219
Street and fécilities.modifications . 2,147 1,847
Utility Relocation (by others) N/A N/A
SUBTOTAL $ 22,600 SUBTOTAL $ 23,265
STATIONS .
Convention Center $ 1,500 $ 1,500
9th Street 1,029 1,047
7th Street ' 994 969
5th Street 1,128 1,028
Library 855 ’ 855
Pershing Square 610 610
World Trade Center . 705 705
Bunker Hill 1,792 1,792
Hill Street 778 ’ 778
civic Center 896 : 896
Little Tokyo 1,050 1,050
Federal Building 1,050 1,050
Union Station 1,600 ) 1,600
Fare Collection and Signing at Stations 700 ) 700
SUBTOTAL $ 14,687 SUBTOTAL $ 14,500




PRELIMINARY CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE (Continued)

ELECTRIFICATION

COMMUNICATIONS AND CONTROL

MAINTENANCE & STORAGE FACILITIES

VEHICLES (60 at $300k)

DESIGN AND ENGINEERING MANAGEMENT

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

CONTINGENCY (15% of Direct Cost)

SYSTEM TESTING & START-UP

ESCALATION T011982

RIGHT OF WAY *
Direct Acquisition $2,296

City, County & State Land $2,516
{Available for local match)

CRA and Private Land and Associated
Improvements $9,203
{Available for local match)

TOTAL COST OF DPM SYSTEM

INTERCEPT FACILITIES COST
{Including Right of Way and Escalation)

Original Proposal

Multi Modal Terminal Concepts
o Convention Center $17,000
o Union Station $25,000

$ 7,300

$ 4,550
4,000

<>

18,000
14,000

1,840
10,671

1,800
18,525
14,015

W B W W o N

$131,988

$ 34,000
$ 42,000

$2,673
$2,517

$12,364

$ 7,470
$ 4,550
$ 4,000
$ 18,000
$ 14,000
$ 1,800
$ 10,671
$ 1,800
$ 18,685
$ 17,544

$136,614

$ 34,000
$ 42,000




REPLACEMENT FOR TABLE II-50C

PROPOSED SOURCE OF CAPITAL FUNDS
(Millions of Inflated Dollars)

West Side Center of
of Figueroa Figueroa

Federal Share Alignment Variation
UMTA Section 3 $121.0 $117.3
FHWA Interstate 25.0 25.0

Local Share

State Proposition 5 15.1 15.8

[e%]

State SB 1879 2.3 2.

City, CRA, County,
State, Private Land
Contributions 15.2 12.0

City and County
General Fund, or
Proposition 5 Funds 0.0 1.6

Total $178.6 $174.0




PAGE

I1-14
II-15

I1-21
I1-22
11-23
1I-24
II1-25
ir~26
11-27
I1-28
I1-29
I1-30
I1-31
II-33
II-34
11-35
IT-36
11-37
It-38

I1-44

I1-54
II-55
II-56
I1-57

ERRATA CHAPTER II (Continued)

SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS

Replace each of the figures listed below with
the updated figures, attached.

I1-210 FIGURE 1I-21J
II-210 FIGURE II-21K
I1-220 FIGURE II-22A
II-220 ’ FIGURE II1-22B
11-220 FIGURE 1I-22C
11-220 FIGURE 1I-22D
II-220 FIGURE II-22E
11-220 FIGURE II-22F
II-220 FIGURE II-22G
I1-220 FIGURE II-22H
I1-220 FIGURE II-22I
I1-220 FIGURE 1I-22J
I1-220 FIGURE 1I-22J1
II-220 FIGURE II-22K
I1-220 FIGURE II-22K1
I1-220 FIGURE II-22L
II-220 FIGURE II-22L1
II~-220 FIGURE II-22M
11-220 Sy ~ FIGURE II-22N
II-240 FIGURE II-24A
II-340 FIGURE II-34A
II-340 FIGURE II-34B
I1-340 : FIGURE II-34C
II-340 ) FIGURE II-34D

Add the following new figures:

FIGURE II-24C
FIGURE II-34B1
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-217
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-21K
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE 1I-22B {
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22D
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22G
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURECII—22H
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22I
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE IX-22J
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22J1
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22K
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22K1
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE »II—ZZL
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II -22L1
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22M
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-22N
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-24A
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-34B
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-34C
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REPLACEMENT FOR FIGURE II-34D
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NEW FIGURE 1I-24C
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NEW FIGURE II-34Bl
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Station length dimensions may vary
to match train length except where
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ERRATA CHAPTER III

PAGE SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS

III- 1 III-000 Left 1 4 "San Bernardino" should be Santa Monica Freeway

ITE- 9 I111-180 Right 1l Last SECTION III-210 should be SECTION IV-212.2

ITI-12 I111-192 TABLE III-19C See response to DWP comment

ITI-13 III-192 TABLE III-19D See responsé to DWP comment

I1I-25 I11-212 Right 1 10 Reference to SECTION IV-210 should be
SECTION 1IV-221

I11-27 I1I-212 Left 1 2 Reference to SECTION IV-210 should be
SECTION IV-221 [

III1-31 I111-223 Left 2 Last Reference to SECTION III-211 should be
SECTION III-212

III-49 ITI-333.1 Left 3 2 "an" should be and




ERRATA CHAPTER IV

PAGE SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS

Iv- 1 IV-000 Right 1 Last "Phase 1II Technical Studies" ghould be
Phase III Technical Studies

Iv-11 Iv-111 Left Last 4 "fegd" should be feet

Iv-13 Iv-111 Left 3 2 Reference to TABLE IV-13B should be

’ : TABLE IV-13D

v-13 1v-111 Right 4th "bullet” 2 "power” should be lower

Iv-14 Iv-11l1 Right Last Eliminate this parégraph

IV-15 Iv-112.1 Right 4 1 which should be inserted between "spillage”
and "shall"

Iv-19 Iv-121.1 Left 3 16 "wither" should be either

Iv-29 Iv-131.1 " Left 1st “"bullet™ 2 "of an" should be the

Iv-29 Iv-131.1 Right 2 é "111 million” should be $111 million

1v-43 IV-141 Right 1 Last "no" should be not =

1V-49 Iv-141 Right 2 Last End sentence after "Clﬁbft

IV-50 Iv-141 Right 3 9 "udring” should be during =

Iv-51 Iv-141 Left 2 4 "eignal"™ should be signal

Iv~-53 gefggh 5 t2 Add to Description: Partial obstruc?ion of
views of some buildings; Change in cityscape

IvV-56 IvV-200 TABLE.IV—ZOB should be TABLE IV-20A

Iv-58 Iv-200 TABLE IV-20B should be TABLE IV-203

Iv-64 Iv-212.1 Left 3 5 "twelve" (parking levels) should be seven

Iv-71 1v—é12.1 Left 1 Add ﬁhe following: Microscale

dispersion analysis for the revised Union
Station plan indicates that carbon monixide
emission levels for vehicles using the
facility are essentially the same for the
new configuration as for the old. Moving
the station closer to the freeway increases
the background CO levels because of free-
way emissions.




ERRATA CHAPTER IV {(Continued)

PAGE SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS

Iv- 74 1v-212.2 -Left 3 1l "Federal-Aid Highway Program Manual Trans-
‘ mittal 205" should be Federal-Aid Highway
Program Manual 7-7-3 N

N

Iv- 79 Iv-221.113 Left 2 6 . Delete "the guldance to"
—_— v~ 80 Iv-221.113 Right 1 3 Délete the period after "station" ; .
T : decapitalize "Could" ; "schieve" should be
achieve
IvV- 82 Iv-221.12 TABLE 1IV-22A 1 Segment 3a : "+" station rating should be x
Iv- 88 Iv-221.12 FIGURE 1IV-22G Delete FIGURE 1IV~22G; insert REPLACEMENT FOR
FIGURE IV-22G (see following page)
Iv- 93 Iv-221.12 Left 1 All Delete this paragraph
IV-100  IV-221.2 TABLE IV-221.2A Add to "Bunker Hill" list:
. 23 The Park (under construction)
1v-102 1v-221.2 TABLE 1IV~221.2A Add to Committed Refurbishment for
Olive/Hill Streets:
17 0ld Auditorium e 59,500 sq. ft. 1980
. Office Bulilding
IV-100  Iv-221.2 TABLE IV 221.2A Add to Major 'éxi’é‘t’ih«j’ﬁé&ei"ébments:
46 Los Angeles Mall e 115,000 sq. ft.
retail

Delete under "Bunker Hill":
46 Los Angeles Mall e 115,000 sq. ft.

retail
Iv-100 Iv-221.2 TABLE IV 221.2A Add to Major Committed Developments:
: 49 GSA Parking e 1,300 parking 1979
Structure spaces

Delete under "Bunker Hill":
49 GsA Parking e 1,300 parking 1979
Structure spaces




PAGE

Iv-108

Iv-108

Iv-113

REMARKS

SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH
1v-221.2 TABLE IV-221.2C
Iv-221.2 TABLE IV-221.2C
1v-221.21 Left Last

Add to Committed Development:
17 014 Auditorium Olive
Office Bldg. & 5th St.

1980 59,500

(sq.ft.)

Delete "0ld Auditorium Office Building” from
1ist of Proposed Developments

Insert the following after "1985" : Also,
office space directly linked to DPM statlons

Is expected to command an additlonal §$.50/sq.ft.

In lease rates In the near term to building
owners of prime office space; after 1985 such
space is expected to command an additional
81.00/sq. Et.

REPLACEMENT FOR

FIGURE 1V-22G

J 1L L)

L hed L)L

j

DoOo0onoon
I | o o T

0

Source:

Archiplan, 1978

STREET AT GF{\NBJL\YENUE LOOKING WEST
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ERRATA CHAPTER IV (Continued)

PAGE SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS

Iv-113 Iv-221.21 Right 3 . 5 *genant" should be tenant

1vV-119 1v-221.22 Right 3 7 Insert occupancy rate after "57%"

Iv-124 Iv-221.22 Left 2 5 Reference to TABLE 221.2J should be
TABLE IV-221.2J

IV-125 1v-221.22 Left 3 1l "residential®” should be hotel

IvV-145 Iv-221.24 Right 1 3 Reference to SECTION 1IV-231.2 should be
SECTION IV-231.3

Iv-150 1v-221.24 Right ‘ Last Last *efficience"” should be effiqiencx

IV-152  IV-221.25  Left 1 4 "outline” should be outlined

IV-152 IV-~221.25 Left 2 Laaé Reference to TABLE 221.20 should be

) TABLE IV-221.2U0

Iv-153 IV-221.25 TABLE 221.20 TABLE 221.20 should be TABLE 1V-221.2U

1v-169 ‘

1V-174 1v-222.1 Left 3 -3 "3000" (feet) should be 400

IV-174 Iv-222.1 Right 3 4 "and” should be of

Iv-177 Iv-222.1 Left 2 2 “tracts* should be tracks

Iv-1717 Iv-222.1 Left 3 3 "tracts" should be tracks

IVv-179 1v-222.2 Right .2 - "woul® should be would

Iv-183 iv-222,2 Left Last 1 “The only other" should be Another

40




PAGE

ERRATA CHAPTER IV (Continued)

SECTION COLUMN = PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS

Iv-183

IVv-202

1v-204

IV-217

.

1v-222,2 Right 2 ' The following should be added to this section:

The only other designated park along the
DPM route 1s the lawn area surrounding Cit
Hall (see FIGURE 1V-22V In the EETE_E%E__*X
number 7 in the key to that figure). The
DPM guideway will require taking sufficient
land in this park for five column footings.
Depending on the column size FlInally adopted,
the taking for column footings could range
from fifty square feet to 180 square feet
{see Page II-40 of the DEIR for column
footlng dimensions).

3 The DPM guideway’ has been located behind the
flrst row of trees on the City Hall grounds
to minimize the visual Impact on City Hall.
Two other options would be to move the
guldeway In front of the trees, closer to
the sldewalk, or onto the sidewalk itself;
both of these were judged to be more visually
harmful to the view of City Hall than the
proposed alignment.

Iv-231.4 TABLE IV-23F Delete existing TABLE IV-~23F and insert
REPLACEMENT FOR TABLE IV-23F (see attached)

Iv-241 Left 3 9 Refefence to SECTION II-~254 should be
SECTION I1I-330

IV-242 Right 2 Additional information about VMT calculations
are contained in responses to bavid Dubbink
Comment $#5, Chapter 3 of this document.




SR
REPLACEMENT FOR TABLE IV-23F

SUMMARY OF NET DPM IMPACTS IN CITY TAX REVENUES
(millions of constant 1978 dollars)

1990 1990 Net DPM Impact
1978 Baseline with DPM vs 1990 Baseline
2 $_Change

Annual Net Property Tax Re~
venues to Citv from cmpl) $ 4.26 $ 6.75 $ F.18 0.43 6.4%

Cumulative (1978-1990) Net
Property Tax Revenues
to City from CBD N/A 72.25 74.13 1.48 2.6%

Annual Net Retail Salesl)

Tax Revenues to City
from CBD 5.35 5.84 . 6.34 0.50 8.6%

Cumulative (1983-1990)
Net Retail Sales Tax
Revenues to City from CBD N/A 72.74 75.99 3.25 4.5%

Annual Hotel Tax Revenues
to City from CBD 3.42 5.75 6.17 0.42 7.3%

Cumulative (1983-1990)
Hotel Tax Revenues
to City from CBD N/A 59.61 62.34 . 2.73 4.6%

1]
Annual Misc. Tax Revenues
{(Businesg Taxes and Fees)
to City from CBD .31 0.50 0.60 6.10 20%

Cumulative (1983-1990)
Misc. Tax Revenues
to City from CBD " N/A 6.2 7.1 .9 14.5%

s 1) .
Total Annual Net Citv
Revenues from CBD ) $13.34 $ 18.84 20.29 $1.45 7.7%

Cumulative (1978-1990) Net
Citv Revenues -
from CBD N/A $210.80 "$219.56 38.76 4.2%

1) wyegn City taxes are exclusive of intra-city transfers.

Source: Robert J. Harmon and Associates, 1978



SECTION

FRRATA CHAPTER V

No corrections or additions.

ERRATA CHAPTER VI

.

PAGE COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS
vIi-12 vi-310 TABLE VI-31A Add to "Resulting DPM Growth-Inducing Effect"
for "Office" :
(2) Building space directly connected by the
DPM Initially would command an additicnal
$ .50/8q. ft. in lease rates; post 1985,
such space would command an additional
$1.00/aq. ft.
vi-13 vIi-310 TABLE VI-31A In column headed 'DPM—Inducéd Demand® under

(3) (a), line 2, delete "million" after "30"




ERRATA CHAPTER VII .

PAGE SECTION COLUMN PARAGRAPH LINE REMARKS
VII-20 VII-122 Left 2 Lagst Add to end of paragraph: gram's goals_and

| objectives. (See Phase I reports listed in the

Technlcal Appendix.} i
Vii-24 VII-130 Left Last 3 *will” should be would
VIiI—-32 VII-240 Right Last Last Add l after "DPM*
VII-40 VII-400 Right 1 6 Add the after “and"
ERRATA APPENQICES

APPENDIX 4 Chapter 6 of this document identifies the

agencies and individuals who received copies
of the DEIR and also notes those who commented.

ERRATA MISCELLANEOUS

All references in the DEIR to the Department of Engineering
(City of Los Angeles) should be to the Bureau of Engineering.




CHAPTER

WRITTEN COMMENTS REQUIRING RESPONSE
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as follows:

CHAPTER 3: WRITTEN COMMENTS REQUIRING RESPONSES ' Private Organizations
0 Automobile Club of Southern California
The following chapter includes the written comments from 0 League of Women Voters
agencies, organizations, and individuals which have been y o Jonathon Club
i ub riod t - . '
received during the public review pe » together with re © National Association for the Advancement of Colored
sponses to those comments., In order to facilitate cross People
references between the comments and responses, comments have Individuals
been assigned numbers which are shown in the right hand margins.
The corresponding responses are included immediately after 0 Anonymous
each written submission. ° D:‘ David Dubb;nk
o Mr. Sherman Griselle
The ordering of written comments presented in this chapter ig 0 Mr. Vincent Hodge
o Mr. Mike Poleinski

Federal Agencies

o General Services Administration
o Federal Highway Administration

State Agencies

california Department of Conservation
California Health and Welfare Agency
California Department of Transportation, District 07

c ¢ 0 0

California Department of Parks and Recreation

County Agencies

o Los Angeles County Transportation Commission

City Agencies

Los Angeles Fire Department

Los Angeles Departmént of Water and Power

Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
Los Angeles City Planning Department

Los Angeles City Traffic Department

0000 OO

Los Angeles City Bureau of Engineering

Other Public Organizations

o Southern California Rapid Transit District



A General Services Administration - Region 9
525 Markel Street
San Francisco. CA 94105 .

oT 27 1978 4 =
acT 27 _ %,
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! o‘*’,o
ale: saatis &
Actions ..j:L‘fY.kh—r&-{l.&l.t.&!ﬁhf:}-’f {’?
Mr. Edward N. Helfeld

Comnmunity Redevelopment Agency
Attention: Ms, Myra Frank

727 “est seventh Stteet, S“Lte [’00 | reestsernuevsensanterrir s s
Los Apgeles, California 90017

B FOLL veveecsrseossssassasastasnseniansraisrassasnnar

Dear Mr. Helfeld:

We have reviewed your letter of September 12 and the Draft Enviroomental
Impact Report for the proposed Downtoun People Hover. The goals of the
system are certainly commendable., We refterate, however, that the
guideway alignment and station location on Federal property in fronmt of
the Federal Building at 300 North Los Angeles Street ara not acceptable.

The Federal Building has a high volume of visitors, many of vhom are
unfamiliar with downtown Los Angeles. The high visibility and easy
recognition of the building are essential for the effective operation '1
of our public contact oriented tenant agencies. The curxently proposed
guideway alignment and station location would be a definite hindrance.

. 1
The visual impact on the Federal Building is another serious concern. l :!
We disagree with your judgment in the DEIR that the station, uith {ts
attendant escalators and elevator, would "adorn" our building, The
massiveness of the building requires the balance of the now uncluttered,

deep setback, Further, while the guldeway as you propose to locate

it might possibly be pexceived from the City Mall as a "slender spine

floating high above the street", it would perceived frowm the Federal

property as a massive detraction,

the station is east of the Federal Building as~was originally agreed
upon. Our parking structure, soon to be under construction on the east
side of the bullding, was pl d to acc date the People Mover station
at significant sacrifice of design flexibility on our part, Please note
that in August 1977 your agency advised our environmental consultant
that, “The projects would, in fact, appear to complement each other

with a People Mover station incorporated into the parking structure.®

GSA was not advised until June 1978 thidt you proposed to locate on
Federal property, directly in front of our building.

Our preference of an alternative guideway alignment and location for |3

As we have noted previcusly the other alternatives of alignment on City-

owned property on the west side of Los Angeles Street, or down the center

of that street would also be acceptable to GSA. Certainly the location :;
on the west side of Los Angeles Street would provide the most convenient
access possible to the City Mall.

We very much sppreciate the opportunity to review your draft environmental
impact report, and we hope that our comments will be helpful.

Sincerely

Trigui o/ BARTON

Re onaf Commissioner
Ppblid Buildings Sexvice
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RESPONSES TO THE GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION:

1 The currently proposed guideway alignment and station
location provide a Federal Building station with very
convenient access and a high recognition value for the
"high volume of visitors"” to the building.

:! The final design of all of the stations will be carefully
coordinated with the surrounding visual environment.
The question of whether a station will adorn or detract
from the visual environment is a subjective one.
However the kinds of architectural and design conside-
rations outlined in Section IV-221.11 will be even more
stringently observed during the final design phase.

:3 Each of the potential alignments along Los Angeles
Street was exagined by urbdn planners, architects and
engineers in developing a preferred alignment. The
west side alignment provided the best access to the
Los Angeles Mall and Civic Center buildings. The turn
from First Street to Los Angeles Street within the
allowable radius cannot be made to the west side, there-
fore, the guideway would have to swing out to the center )
of the street and back to the west side and again cross
over at the freeway.

v
The multiple crossings of the guideway provides a visual '
discontinuity that disturbs the linear quality of the
whole Los Angeles Street corridor.

The center of Los.Angeles Street alignment provides

equal access to both sides of the Street. 1Its major
disadvantage is the limitation of left turn lanes along
Los Angeles Street in both directions. The reconstruction
of left turns would add to traffic congestion in the area
as cars would be forced to circle the area to use parking

facilities at the L.A. Mall, The Parker Center and The
Federal building.

The east side alignment was selected as having the least
impact on the total corridor. Careful attention will

be given to column design and spacing along the street
to allow visual recognition of the various structures.

As part of the preliminary engineering studies started in
January, 1978, the City Council requested that a route
refinement analysis be conducted to determine an optimalv
route and station location. The Council requested that the
results of the route refinement study and recommended align-
ment be brought to them for approval.

An excerpt from the route refinement analysis overview is

attached.

Also, the City Council's report and actions relative to

the route refinement analysis states, in amendment 6,
"To incorporate feasible parts of the pedway plan
with special consideration to be given to the
pedway over Los Angeles Street to provide access

to the City Hall and over the Hollywood Freeway
to provide access to the Olvera Street area."

EXCERPT ROUTE REFINEMENT ANALYSIS OVERVIEW APRIL, 1978

The Route Refinement Evaluation was conducted in a mannerx
similar to that of the Phase II Alternatives Analysis.
During Phase II, Program Goals and Objectives were synthe-
sized into a seé of performance, impact and cost criteria.
During the current set of analytical tasks each route re-
finemeht option was reviewed according to this comprehensive
list of criteria to determine if there were significant
differences among the options. A detailed analysis was
conducted in each case to identify significant differences.

-

e e



Figures I and II summarize the major differences among the
route options. As shown in Figure I, the options do not vary
significantly in terms of patronage, travel time, comfort
and convenience of the ride, and operating costs.

Major differences appear, however, ;n terms of capital cost,
direct access to activity centers, visual, noise and historical
site impact, and joint development opportunities. Furthermorg,
as shown in Figure II, Option C covers a greater service
area because of the split alignment. '

Previous DPM analyses indicated that significant opportunities
for joint development exist in downtown Los Angeles and there
is a potential for a commitment of private sector monies to

operate and maintain the system.

Figure III identifies near-term developments along each
corridor. Current urban design and financial analyses in-
dicate that opportunities for joint development exist pri-
marily along Figueroa Street and in the Bunker Hill and Hill

Street areas.

Design solutions to visual, noise and historical site impacts
were developed during this stage of analysis. Routing the
system behind St. Paul's Cathedral is a solution to the visual,
noise and historic site impacts at that site. (see Option F
in Figure I1I). Locating a single station in front of the
Federal Building and providing pedestrian linkages to the Los
Angeles Mall and Olvera Street offers design improvements
particularly for the El Pueblo State Historic Park. (see
Option E in Pigure II). Given these two proposed modi-
fications, there appear to be minimal visual and noise impact
differences among the alternatives. There are more local

historic sites and parks along Option C.



FIGURE I:

SUMMARY OF F1HDI:!!GS

Recommended Basellne Route Options Significance
CLASURE Aliinment A B C ) L F o
Service Measwes
Patronage estimates ~ dally 84,200 78,300 79,500 84,700 81,000 79,300 78,300 Q
total
Typical Trilp times -~ minutes O
a) City Hall to Broadway  13.6 12,5 - 10.6  13.6 12,4 12,5 127
Plaza .
b) Convention Center to 8.2 - 11.1 11.5 8.2 11.1 11.1 11.3
Biltuore lotel . .
¢) Conventlon Center to , 12.6 . 9.9 10.3 12.6 9.3 9.9 10.1
Security Plaza
Street traffic loads ‘
Nuwiber of locations with 3 i 2 6 3 j 1 (6]
V/¢ geater than .8
Activity centers served e
Maxlinun service 26 18 i 18 25 19 18 18
L. t:’haﬁ 3 minute walk 9 9 9 7 9 9
3 minute walk 10 10 3 11 10 10
Guideway curves and grades
Hormad 1zed factor 125 100 106 99 89 96 125 O




F1GURL XI: SUMMARY OF FI1:.DINGS {continued)
Recommended Baseline Route Options Significance
ASHEE Alignment A B c D E F
Impact Measures
Minimize construction impacts
utility relocations -
normalized factor NA 100 65 143 109 113 90 O
Construction
difficulties- .
normalized factor NA 100 . 102 123 112 93 109 O
Business disruption during
construction number of
business parcels NA 315 267 317 284 - 315 310 C)
| I
Environmental Areas
Number of visually sensitive
areas 1 2 1 2 1 0 Q
Nnmbcr of/noise sensitive use o 2 0 0 0 0 0 c;
areas
Mistoric Sites and parks
rederal register 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 G;
Local 5 4 3 7 4 q 3
conformance to adopted plans Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes- Yes Yes
. better
Expansion Flexibility Yes Yes Yes- Yes- Yes Yes Yes (:)
better

N. A. Not available but approximately equal to C




FIGURE I: SUMMAiZ OF FinDIiigs  (continued)
Recormmended "Baseline Route Options Significance
CLIZASURE Allgnrent A B - e D £ F o
Pinanclal Measures

Operating & Malnt. Costs - - N/A 100 101 105 101 99 101 O
normalized factor
Private Sector Revenue 104 100 57.5 104 99 100 94.4 O
potential normalized factor
Parldng substitution 122 100 82 10} 100 100 100 @
potent.ial
Potent1al Developments Served @
Ketatl/Comcrctal Million sq.fe.h.8 3.75 2.25  3.5% 3.7 3.75 A.c

Lotel unlts [ 3770 2351 1305 3770 2851 2740 2851

New Residential Units 1100 1100 1800 1100 256 1100 1100
Operat g Revenue to Gost ratios 108 100 101 108 103 100 100 &)
Capltal Costs Nowalized 97 100 99 95 87 99 101 (1)
Max hiwan Local Share Pundling
Saved — — — — _— -

CiLy LM ]

County M M

State ' .M M
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Figure II

Completion of Phase [I1
AMicrnative Analysts

FLOWER ST. (5th St. to the Sth and 3rd ONE WAY SPLIT GRAND AVERUE (Connects

Convention Center via Flower) ALIGONMENT (Integrates Buanker N1l with the
013ve /i1l Ste. and Civic Center Mall)
Bunkey 1L11)

Allgoment Alternatives A, B, C, D




GRAND AVENUE/HILL STRFERT
(Scrves both Clvic Center Hall

and W11 Sireet)

Figure II

FLOWEN ST./5th and 3rd SPLIT/
LOS ANGELES ST.

Alfgoment Alternatives ', BCR, AFCE
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(O LEAST FAVORABLE
& MID-RANGE
© MOST FAVORABLE

Activity Centers/Buildings

Figure III
SERVIZE TO ACTIVITY CENTERS

Altermate Alizuments

BJC|’D

A. Existing

(0 LEAST FAVORABLE
@ MID-RANGE
@ MOST FAVORABLE

SERVICE TO ACTIVITY CEHTERS
(continued)

Alternate Alienments

Convention Center

Broadway Plaza

Hilton Hotel

0o

St. Paul's Cathedral

©

Jonathan Club

California Club
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@D
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Central Library

B. Proposed

°

1. Convention Center Hetel

2. South Park Housing (Phase I)

3. Tth % Pigueroa Mixed-use Project
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oo R0

A. Existing
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Activity Centers/Buildings c

Existing

1. Los Angeles Times 1IN -BE E)
2. City Hall 0D O DO D]
3. lLos Angeles lall fv\_ Q G @ @ G__
4, Federal Building @ (21K @_J_Q_J
5. New Otani Hotel O @ O O D
6. El Pueblo de Los Angeles O O O O @ Q
7.. Union Statiou Q @ @ Q O @
Proposed

1. NewsState office (st ¢ Spring) | D | D/ O[O | | O
2. Little Tokyo Mall @ @ @ 9 @ @
3. GSA Parking Structure 00 09| w

Bonaventure Hotel

tiorld Trade Center

OO

Security Pacific Bank

Bunker Hill Housing

fusic Center

N

@ i)

County Courts

Grand Central Market

Broadway District
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s US. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Hawan
FEDERAL IHGHWAY ADMINISTRATION Anearcaw Sanne

Embarcadero Center, Suite $30

]
Hov q \d us M "m:n Francisco, California 94111 November 6, 1978

I REPLY REFER TO

HED-09
Ms. Myra L. Frank
Senior Transportation Planner
Community Redevelopment Agency
727 West Seventh Street, Suite 400
Los Angeles, California 90017
Dear Ms. Frank:
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Los +

Angeles Downtown People Mover in Los Angeles County, California, and
provide the following comments:

Section IV-141

1.

Section IV-242

1.

To minimize freeway traffic operational impacts during construction,
consideration should be given to divert through traffic away from

the construction area by use of alternata freeway routes, @.g., for work 1
on Route 101 divert traffic onto Routes 11 and S by advance signing

and public informational technigues. .

Include discussion on freeway operational impacts during construction
of the proposed eastbound Route 10 off-ramp from directional connector 2
ramp to Pico Boulevard.

With the existing freeway operational problems due to substandard geo-
metrics at the westbound on~and off-ramps at Vignes Street and with
the anticipated Increase {n ramp traffic contributed by the Union
Station intercept, further discussion concerning freeway operational
problems and necessary corrective measures is requiraed.

Discuss freeway operational effects from the proposed eastbound off- ' 4
ramp from Route 10 connector ramp to Pico Boulevard.

Expand discussion on potential freeway traffic problems from Con-

vention Center intercept generated traffic in the p.m. peak, e.g.,

need information to determine if the freeway facility will be able to
accommodate the added traffic from the llth Strcet on-ramp. Also, to
facilitate access to the freeway ramp at llth Street in itself, as 5
suggested on page IV-216, will not alleviate the traffic problem at

this locatlon if the freeway cannot accommodate any additional ramp
traffic without mainline upgrading. Lo .

General Comment

Table I1I-50C on page II-73 lists the Federal Highway Administration as

the source for $25 million. Use of Federal-aid highway funds for park-
ing and highway elements of the plan was suggestad by Secretary Coleman

in his December 22, 1976 letter. Highway funds may be used for the above
purposes under sections 137 and 142 of Title 23, U.S, Code, Highways.

The rules for such use are found in part 810.2 of Title 23, Code of Federal
Regulations.

However, before FHWA may make funds available it will be necessary to
identify the plan elements for which highway funds are sought, and to ob-
tain tha approval of the Regional Transportation Planning Agency. To
meet this latter requirement, CRA will have to work through the Los
Angeles County Transportation Commission and the Southern California
Associlation of Governments. '

In addition, for other than Federal aild Urban funds, application must be
made through CALTRANS to the Federal Highway Administration.

we appre;:iate this opportunity to review the subject Draft EIS and would
like to receive a copy of the Final Statement when it becomes available.

Sincerely yours,

R. G. S. Young, Director
Office of Epnvironment and Design




RESPONSES TO THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION:

1

As indicated in Section IV-141, most DPM construction
activity in proximity to Route 101 can be accomplished
without affecting freeway flow. However, all service
interruptions will be addressed in accordance with Cal-

trans standards.

A discussion of the freeway operational impacts due to
the construction of the off-ramp at Pico Boulevard from
the eastbound Santa Monica Freeway was not included due
to the absence of specific design details at this time.
All construction activities would be staged to minimize
the impacts on freeway traffic, particularly during peak
demand periods,

Ease of access is the key to full utilization of the in-
tercept facilities. At the Union Station intercept,
Vignes Street will be widened and straigh%ened, and the
driveways have been designed to maximize ease of ingress
and egress. There are a variety of access routes that
are available from both freeways and surface streets. 1In
addition, the extension of the San Berqafdino Freeway
busway will accommodate carpools and buses, decreasing
freeway demand.
is not anticipated that a sufficient number of vehicles
will utilize the Vignes Street ramps to significantly
affect freeway operations.

As indicated in Section 1I-332, "the ramp modifications
'will not eliminate or significantly change existing

traffic patterns”, with thg exception of trips destined
to the intercept which are discussed in Section IV-242.

t

Based on a corridor demand analysis, it

!
i

The DPM will not significantly affect CBD trip demand.
However, some trips that would have continued into the
CBD core will be intercepted at Union Station and the
Convention Center. This should improve freeway flow at
critical locations along the west and north sides of the
downtown area. The same number of trips would then be
added back into system during the P.M. peak. Therefore,
the DPM will not significantly affect freeway system

As indicated in Section IV-242, the 44-foot
width of 11th Street under the Harbor Freeway acts as the

major capacity constraint at that location.

demand.

Diversion to
surface streets and other freeway ramps was considered as
a:part of the traffic analysis and was determined not to
be significant (Section IV-242).

The program staff has worked with the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission and the Southern California

Association of Governments during the current and previ-
ous planning phases. The need to continue this coordi-
native effort is well recognized. Several meetings have

also been held with Caltrans and FHWA to discuss specifi-

. cally the matter of Federal-aid highway funding and the

process for securing both FAI and FAU funds.



5 o b et . RESPONSE TO CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

Mcmorandum
A geology and soils engineering report was requested of the

Yo L. Frank Goodson Date: crober §, 1978 City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, for the area
Projects Coordinator ‘ -
The Resources Agency ) of potential DPM construction, in September, 1976. The re
Alb perd port which was submitted, including a subsequent addendum,

ert eraon :
fity of Los Angeles . ' ' indicated that DPM construction activity, or the resulting
Zg; gn;:?e:trgit 90017 ) structures, presented no particular or unusual difficulty,
. D 4, Yol Conge vatl 1 % N . . PR
From Departm mm‘."‘“ merve elephone; ATSS 6403560 ~ from the points of view of geology, soil, and seismicity.

107 Seuth Srewdwoy, Los Angeles 90012 This was further reinforced by the recognition of required

Subject: Review of: Draft Environmental Impact Report - The Los Angeles Downtown ,
People Mover Program  Los Angeles County SCH 78072467 compliance with the City of Los Angeles Conservation Plan and

Building Code, which take these considerations into account.
This document is unacceptable from a geologic standpoint as it is almost

entirely lacking in the evaluation of geologic hazards and impacts. Contrary For these reasons, the applicable geology reports were not

to the statement in section I1I-110, geology, topography and soils are .

definitely affected or involved by those portions of the people mover route : included in the Draft EIR. . However, for the sake of complete
through Bunker Hill. Additionally, those portions of the project which are reporting, the applicable geology and soils reports are re-
above ground are potentially subject to ground shaking and secondary earthquake :

affects. Among the secondary affects which should be evaluated are the » printed in their entirety. Also included, _501‘ reference pur-

potential for liquefaction in the areas underlain by alluvium, and slope g a a o 1 s s s
stability problems in the Bunker Hill area. Even if geologic considerations are poses, are maps of both the geology and soils condition

thoroughly analyzed in other referenced reports, the conclusions regarding . in the Central business district.. These maps were prepared
specific hatards should be presented in the final EIR. : .
P ! P . for an earlier Draft Environmental Impact Assessment, which

was one input to the preparation ofvthe pPraft EIR.

Jerome A. Treiman 1IN addition, it should be noted that soil core borings, and

Geologist subsequent analysis, will be accomplished as part of the final
APPROVAL: design of the DPM. Such analysis will be translated into
appropriate structural design requirements, relating to slope
-stability and seismicity. Also, compliance with the approp-

//'l/ : APPROVED: , & . riate sections of the City of Los Angeles Building Code will
James F. Davis A . . e Z. )
State Geologist fand Resourcs-Frotection ULt be completefi before DPM construction begins.

RG 3468

JAT:JFD:br - .




CITY OF 10 ANGSLES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Burcau of Eugincering

STREET OPENING AND WIDENING DIVISION

GEOLOGY AND SOILS ENGINEERING SECTION
REPORT

September 20, 1976
166-179

SUMMARY OF GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS ALONG THE ROUTE OF THE PROPOSED
DOWNTOWN PEOPLE iOVER SYSTEM - W. Q0. 61966

INTRODUCTION

The following information was compiled in response to a request

dated September 8, 1976 from the Community Redevelopment Agency of
Los Angeles. Much information and data were obtained from two
published sources: "Geology of the Elysian Park-Repetto Hlills

Area, Los Angeles County, California" and "Maximum Credible Rock
Acceleration from Earthquakes in California," Map Sheet 23, “
both published by the California Division of Mines and Geology.
Additional sources of information are contained in the Bibliography
in the Appendix.

GENERAL GEOLOGIC CONDITIONS

Alluvium of Pleistocene to Recent age covers most of the region and
aoverlies continental (non<marine) terrace deposits in the northeast
and southwest segnents of the proposed circulation routes. However,
over most of the region, alluvium overlies marine strata of -
Pliocene and Miocene ages. The alluvium consists of unlithified
horizontal layers of sand, gravel, silt and clay. The Pliocene

and Hiocene formations consist of sandstone, siltstone, shale,
diatomaceous shale (locally) and, in some arcas, oil-bearing sediments.
However, no producing oil field is within the boundaries of the
proposed circulation routes. The porthern boundary of the ancarest
oil field (Union Station 01l Field) is 1800 feet south of Union
Station.

Bedrock strata in the eastern half gf the scglon strike east-west

and dip south at various angles (10  to 83"). The western half of
the vegion contains anticlinal and synclinal structures whose axes
trend from east-west to northwest-southeast.

Nearby active faults which might possibly affect the site are
approximately 6 miles northeast (Raymond 11i11 Fault) and 6 miles
southwest ( a scgment of the Newport-Inglewood Fault System). In
addition, the active San Andreas Fault lies approximately 20 miles
northeast and, though more distant, would protably have some eflfect
on the site.

Upper limits of ground water zones are found in the area From
21 feet to 33 feet from the surface. This water contains dissolved

L3

Septcmber 20, 1976
166-179

minerals and is probably "perched” ground water. Sulfate ions are
predominant components of the aminerals analyzed. Potable drinking
water is tapped by wells averaging 120 feet in depth in the gencral
area.

SOILS

The surface soils along the proposed route have been classified as
several types of loam (mixtures of sand, silt and clay) by the
Department of Agriculture. These classifications (Hanford Loam,
Hanford Fine Sandy Loam, Ramona Loam and Altamont Loam) have similar
engincering properties and can be classified as silty sand or sandy
silt for the purpose of foundatlon design.

Extensive grading has been done throughout the area in past years;
therefore, man-made fill of unknown extent and quality could be
encountered almost anywhere along the propesed route.

SEISMIC CONDITIONS

No accurate prediction can be made as to the occurrence of "liquefaction®
effects from seismic activity. Nevertheless, since some ground water
occurs l&ss than 50 feet from the surface over most of the area,
liquefaction could possibly result from strong seismic motion. This
should be considered during the investigation for foundation design.

Using charts and data in the State Division of Mines and Geology
publication, Map Sheet 23 (1974), an approximation of possible bedrock
acceleration for. probable earthquakes was obtained. Tﬁis publication
indicates that the Raymond Hill Fault could have an earthquake of
magnitude 7.5 on the Richter scale at some future date. Basced on

this data, an expected 0.53 g bedrock acceleration could be expected
in the area of tKa proposed circulation system. The Newport-Inglewood
fault system might experience an earthquake of 7.0 magnitude on the
Richter scale. This could result in an expected 0.48 g bedrock
acceleration at the site. In both cases, the active or potentially
active faults are approximately 6 miles away. The more distant San
Andreas might experience an earthquake of magnitude 8.25 on the Richter
scale, Bedrock acceleration at the site could rcach 0.34 g from a
seismic event of that magnitude.

Also listed in the data are approximations of durations of shaking caused
by fault movement. At magnitudes of 7.0 or greater, a duration of
24 to 35 seconds of shaking might be expected.

The gbove data are not to. be considered as authoritative official
stondards, but agre only approxiwations based on information available
when Maﬂ Sheet !3 was published. More recent findings indicate that
the peak accelerations listed in Map Sheet 23 are questionable.

This is because “ground velocity'" and "ground displacement” are not
taken into account. JMoreover, “harmonics' of the ground and/or a
proposed structure are not considcred. "Harmonics™ may differ or
coincide, causing either a dampening effect or an increase in
predicted peak accelerations., Much more study is nceded to reach
valid conclusions regarding seismicity and this proposed project.
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CONCLUSTIONS

Tunneling for the subway portion of the proposed Circulation
Distribution System will have no appreciable detrimcntal effect

on the geologic environment that can be ascertained at this time.
Likewise, standard footings or foundations to support the overhead
portions of the System should have no detrimental effect on the
underlying geologic and soils conditions.

J'_kﬂ oL Lfékin‘z‘
€ AT Rickards
Engineering Geologist I

.:i2#lal:(4‘fi,é{(in} D “
G

T G. Walters ‘44,: 7 .
Project Soils Engineer <::::j/’:;_ e

Art Dennis, Division Engineer
Street Opening § Widening Division

CAR/HGW /hz
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ADDENDUM TO SUMMARY OF GEQLOGIC CONDITIONS ALONG THE ROUTE OF THE
PROPOSED DQUWNTONN PEOPLE MOVER SYSTEM - W. 0. 61966 .

This additional information is supplied in response to an orail

request (September 28, 1976) from a representative of the

Community Redevelopment Agency. This information is desired in

. order to clarify and interpret certain items and comments contained
in our report dated September 20, 1976 (File No. 166-179).

The first item needing clarification concerns the proposed short
section of tunnel which f% needed to facilitate construction of
the '"People Mover." The tunnel will traverse the Bunker Hill arvea.

COMMENT

No special problems will be encountered in constructing the tunnel.
Going below existing utilities would cause the tunnel to traverse
the Lower Pliocene Shale formation (as mapped by Dr. John Buxalda

in 1941). The formation contains olive gray and brownish gray silty
shale with occasional sandstone, pebbly and conglomeratic beds. The
strata are indistinctly bedded, poorly to moderately coasolidated,
and relatively soft. Tunneling can be accomplished by conventionatl
methods without difficulty. Inasmuch as bedding strikes east-west
and dips steeply to moderately south, components of dip will project
into the northeast side of the tunnel. Additional shoring may be
required unless a tunneling machine is utilized. Gas may be
encountered in the tunnel excavation, but ground water will be no
problem. -

The second item needing clarification is the mention of upper limits
of ground water -zones. The September 20, 1976 report states that
such limits are found from 21 to 33 feet from the surfate. Enphasis
is placed on the fact that these water zones are probably "perched
water.” "Perched water" is of limited quantity and pressure, not
truly representing the "water table,” which is found probably 120
feet below the surface. Footings for the people mover or the
proposed tunnel will be well above the water table. Should "perched
water' be encountered, drainage might occur into the tunnel if the
bottom of the water zone is above the fnvert of the tunnel. The
drainage would continue until the water zone is sufficiently drained
so that a "hydraulic head" no longer exists Q{etween the tunncl opening
and the waterzone. With flowage limited by such gravity flow, the
minimal qualtities of "perched water" can be easily pumped out of
the tunnel.

October 7, 1976
166-179 Addendum

The third and last item concerns the type classifications given

to the soils in the area. For planning purposcs, it is useful to
refer to the "Soil Survey of the Los Angeles Area, California,” .
USDA, 1919 and the "Report and Genmeral Soil ‘Map, Los Angeles County,
California," Soil Conservation Service, 1967. Howcver, these are
very fenerallzed studies done primarily for agricultural purposes.
The field work for these studies was done prior to the extensive
downtown development which has occurred in the past 50 years.

Soil investigations done for other projects in the vicinity of the
proposed people mover project generally show the presence of

silty sand and sandy silt, with some poorly graded sands and gravels.
These soils would be rated as "moderate" with respect to "Degree

of Soil Limitation" in the 1967 Soil Conservation Service report.
Other limitations such as those caused by soil swelling and
shrinkdge, or excessive settlement are mot usually cncountered in

the area of the proposed project.

The presence of man-made fill and underground utilities, structures,
and tuanels, those abandoned or those still in use, will be a major
concern, when building the project. Some of these obstructions can
be predicted from old rccords; however, many more are of unknown

extent, and will not be discovered until construction is underway.

It is recommended that a thorough soil and geologic investigation
be made along the actual route of the project prior to any design.

2, 27 ['

T rklnr s
C. A. Richards
Engineering Geologist I . N

'/} A a2 T a—

Henry G,/ Halters % .
Project Soils Engincer * ~<f vl

Art Dennls, Division Engineer
Street Opening § Widening Division

CAR/HGW/hz .
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CONTOUR & SOILS MAP of Downtown

Los Angeles
SOURCE: U. S. Dept. of Agriculture, Bureau of Soils, 1919
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of Celifornia

Memorandum

To

From

.- Services

” ‘l‘n"a
AR L
Hlealth and Welfare Ajency Dare : OCT 13 1978
Attention Assistant to the
Secretary, Operations . Subjeet:  SCH 78072467
915 Capitol Mall, Room 200 Los Angeles Downtown
People Mover Prcgram

Environmental Health Services 8ranch

The Office of loise Control within the California Department of Health Services
has reviewed the Draft EIR for the Los Angeles Downtown Peaple Mover Program
and offers the following comments.

1. The reference in the last sentence of page I11:9 to Section [11-210 does
not refer to the Results section of the noise survey. It is belleved that
this should be changed to Section 1V-212-2 on page 1Y-71.

2. Possible construction noise abatement techniques are adequately delineated
in Section IV-117; however, the section s too vague in its explanation of
how the noise sources impacting the ared will be mitigated. For example,
the section might state that the contractor will be required to take
specific noise abatement procedures such as using quiet alr compressors,
substitute high noise generating equipment with quieter ones, etc. In
addition, absolute standards can be su?gested for maximum noise exceedance
values such as 85 dBA for daily operation between the hours of 7 a.m. to
7 p.m. except Sundays and legal holidays. During Sundays and holidays
and between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m. the noise should not exceed 70 dBA.

3. It should be explained how, 1f the center Figueroa variation 1s selected,
the noise levels due to construction will result in decreased noise levels
on the west side of the street as stated in the paragraph entitled, "Un-
mitigated Construction Noise Impacts”, on page IV-14.

4. The statement regarding the decreased noise levels on the west side of
Figueroa Street {and increased onithe east side) is repeated verbatim
under the section: Construction Vibration Sources. This statement may
have resulted from incorrect printing of the report but in any case
should not be found in the section under Vibration.

5. References to Municipal Codes and City Ordinances on page IV-14 should be
more specific, stating either the title of the saecions or a brief (1 sen-
tence) summary explaining to the lay person what is contained in sections
of the Code or Ordinances. .

6. It is stated that due to the computer predictions, the OPM should have no
significant impact on noise levels. This statement is supported by most
of the presented data; however, Positions 9 and 11 (Francisco Street E/S
between Figueroa Street and Harbor Freeway and Fremont Street W/S between
Sth Street and 6th Street respectively) show predicted increases of 8 dB

Bcpartment of toalth

Health and Welfare Agency o =2-

in Lyg and Leq for 1990 with the OPM Project. These differences should
be explained. In addition, the arithmetic sound level 2verage of all
posftions in the area (bottom of page 1V-73) {s acoustically meaningless.

Origlnal_aigﬁed by
Kezneth Buell

Kenneth Buell, Chief



RESPONSES TO THE CALIFORNIA HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY:

1.

The reference should be changed to read:

"The results of the survey are discussed in Section
wv-212.2."

See the response to the Los Angeles County Transportation

Commission comments.

If the center of Figueroa variation were selected, the
location of construction activity along Figueroa, between
the Convention Center and 7th Street would be shifted from
the area of the west sidewalk to the centerline of the
street. This would increase the distance of construction
activity to west side land uses and decrease the distance
to east side land uses.
sensitive land uses located on the west side of the street,
both would experience a decrease in construction noise of
about 12 dB{A). Of the five sensitive land uses located

on the east side of the street, construction noise increases

would range from 4 to 8 dB(A).
Delete the last paragraph on page IV-14.

See the response to the comments of the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission.‘

The computer program output for positions 9 and 11 was
verified with another run, and the results as shown on page
IV-73 were reaffirmed. However, on the basis of data and
results at all remaining noilse measurement positions, the
8 dBA differential appears inconsistent. Looking: at the
Ambient Noise Survey (ANS) data and the 1978 computer pre-
dictions, which should be comparable levels, one finds that
the noise level differences are about 8 dBA at position 9

and about 6 ABA at position 11. (For the vast majority of

The net result is that of two '

all other positions along the route, the differences
between 1978 measured and 1978 predicted were not
significant.) This indicates that there is as much of a
question on the reliability of the 1978 and 1990 Null
output at these two positions as for the 1990 DPM output.
Comparison of the ANS levels and the predicted 1990

DPM Ly, levels indicates an increase of 0 dBA at
position 11.

We recognize that the average levels shown on page IV-73
have no acoustical meaning; these numbers were put in to’
afford the lay person some idea of the overall noise level
variations between the three cases. Considering the rather
narrow'range of values for all positions, the averaging

does not present a misleading idea of anticipated noise

impacts.
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Yo« JIM BORDEN, Deputy Division Chief Dote: October 13, 1978
Pivision of Transportation Planning Proposition 5 - The $16.6 million indicated is well within the
Department A-95 Coordinator File 1+ A-95 REVIEW avallable State Highway Proposition 5 funds. However,
1120 N Street it will be in competition with other proposals. $17
Sacramento, California 95814 . Telephone: ATSS ( ) million + per year.is the maximum avallable.

( )

Attention: Mr. A. C. Lichtman SB 1879 - These funds will not be committed by the State

Legislature until January 1979.
from s DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
KEITH E. McKEAN - District 07 Los Angeles - Are these Proposition 5 or general fund?
City & County
Subject: Project Review Comments
2. The proposed sources of Capital Funds appear to be extremely
optimistic. The source of $25 million in Federal Highway _18
Administration (FHWA) funds is unknown. If this 1is any
SCH NUMBER category other than Interstate, then other currently planned
projects will have to be deleted.
DEIR - The Los Angeles Downtown People .
78072467 Mover Program 3. ,The possibility appears remote that the Federal and State
A agencies involved will contribute over 93% of the cost of 1b
the project and not expect the local share tc consist of more
than donated County and City rights-of-way.

We have reviewed the DEIR and submit the following comments for

your consideration. Union Station Intercept
Funding The DEIR does not discuss the most current plan being considered
. which is a reduced transportation center with an "On-line " bus 2
1. Table II - 50C (Table 7 in Exec. Summary) shows five sources station situated on the Busway Extension, Shown is the “0ff-line”
of capital funds. There should be a discussion of these ; ‘1 station which costs approximately $50 million.
sources. . |

Proposed Improvement at the Convention Center

UMTA - Are these Section 3 or Section 57 Any encouragement ‘ ‘
from Federal Department of Transportation? ’ . The DEIR discussed one possible modification to the LA-10/11

connections to northbound Route 11, A potentially significant

FHWA - Are these Interstate or FAU? . impact of additional traffic due to the modification and added
. off-ramp to Plco Boulevard was not considered. We have studied an
o FAU could be spent on most any aspect of the guideway, ! alternative eastbound Santa Monica Freeway off-ramp to the :;
stations or vehicles. If FAU, where would they come . Convention Center locatiom and suggest widening the existing N/B
from? L.A. County as a whole receives $35,000,000 per ' connectors to provide an off-ramp to 12th Street. However, .
year, of which $11,000,000 goes to City of Los Angeles. feasibility of the 12th Street off-ramp has not been, at this time,
In the past, 20% of the FAU funds, or §7 million per supported by preliminary engineering.
year, has come off the top for "Reglonal Transit and
* Transit Related” projects (SCRTD and Caltrana). ! Coordination and Consultation
i
o Interstate funds could not be used for the guideway i Because of some major short-term transportation service facility
and vehicles., Poesibly the interface between the DPM . interruptions (i.e. freeway lanes closures and traffic re-routing)
and an Interstate freeway or busway at the terminals during the construction stages, CALTRANS recommends that an intra-
could be eligible, In any event, this project is not 4a sgency task force be estsblished to provide additional traffie |
in the Interstate estimate and 1is not in Caltrans draft construction mitigation plans or measures for inclusion in the FEIS
5 year STIP. If eventually included in the Interstats : and project plans. It should also be noted that all construction

estimate and program, this project would have to ccmpete activity within CALTBANS right-of-way requires permits and early
with other projects statewlde for early funding. If Route ., 5u3¢ation., CALTRANS staff liaison for these concerns is Robert
105 is delayed, it could serve as a temporary substitute Noad (620-2206).
to expend available I funds. .

M
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Jim Borden -3- October 13, 1978

Program/Policy Conformance

Aside from some funding concerns, discussed previously, CALTRANS

finds the L.A, DPMP supportive of and in conformity with its multi-
modal plans and programs (i.e., El Monte Busway Extension, Freeway
Transit (Bus-On-Freeway), Ridesharing, and Elderly and Handicapped

Programs). .

Alr and Noise Assessments )

The DEIR appears to adequately analyze these environmental concerns.,

Reference to transmittal 205 (DEIR page 74) should be FHPM 7-7-3.

Patronage

During April 1976, a subcommittee of the LARTS/SCAG Modeling Task

Force reviewed preliminary CRA/CDS modeling assumptions, methods
and findings to that date. Several concerns were raised. (See
letter of May 13, 1976 CALTRANS to SCAG). Two in particular have
not subsequently been resolved. These are a
noon-hour and peak-hour trips are similar an
is relatively insensitive to fare.
concerns are resolved in a final report to be published soon.
LARTS has an opportunity to review the report, it cannot offer
constructive comments regarding this issue.

.

KEITH E, McKEAN, Chlef
Environmental Planning Branch
Transportation District 07
Clearinghouse Coordinator

For information, contact Jim Danley
(ATSS) 640-5567 or {213) 620-5567

(b) that patronage

Attachment

} an assumption that

It is LARTS understanding these
Until

6

5

RESPONSES TO CALTRANS,

DISTRICT 07:

1.

UMTA funds are proposed to be derived from the Section 3,
To date, D.O.T. has committed
$100 million to the People Mover.

discretionary program.

FHWA funds are proposed to be derived from the Federal
Aid Interstate program. Caltrans and FHWA representa-
tives indicated that inclusion of the People Mover pro-
gram in the June, 1978; update of the Interstate estimate
was not necessary for the program to receive Interstate
funding. Preliminary discussions are in progress to
determine the process for securing these funds. Formal
applicatidns and requests for funding will>follpw City

Council review and action on program recommendations.

FHWA has informally advised that the City should pursue
both FAI and FAU funding options.
represent additional dollars to the City, whereas FAU

Interstate funds would

funds would represent an allocation of existing dollars.
If FAU funds are to be used, the FAU Committee and the
Countvaransportation Commission will have to approve
whatever plan is developed. BAll transportation projects
must compete for limited transportation dollars. The use
of highwéy’funds for the highway-related elements of the
Pecple Mover program could help District 7 in expending
Over $100

million in highway funds go unused begause projects to

the minimum funding levels prescribed by law.

which these funds have been committed are not moving
forward.

Since Proposition 5 was approved by the voters in 1974,

$86 million (98%) of Proposition 5 funds have been spent
on highway projects rather than transit projects as man-
dated by the public.
amount of highway-diverted transit funds available under

This funding level represents the

the percentage formula (25% from 1978 and beyond).

{100
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1b.

3-23

, .

Proposition 5 provided for expenditure of all State high- 2.
way funds on transit projects--a total of $450 million
since 1974. The level of available transportation fund-

ing is constantly declining.

This makes it imperative that the most cost-effective
programs receive the highest priority for funding; the
People Mover's demonstrated cost-effectiveness gives rea-
son to use these limited funds for this project:

Los Angeles City and County funds could come from several
sources, including Proposition 5, general funds, tax in-
crement funds, land contributionsg, parking revenue funds,

and others. The City Council and Board of Supervisors

will each decide which of these sources or combinations

thereof is the best.

The proposal-to use FHWA funds came from the Secretary of
the U.S. Department of Transportation.

The financial plan as proposed calls for Federal and ¢
State agencies involved to contribute 923 toward the cost

of the project. The City, County, and private sector

will contribute eight percent toward the project cost. 4.
The value of land donated to the projgct represents a

real cost to local entities. For example, one parcel of
City-owned land required for the project was recently re-
moved from auction. This parcel would have provided the

With-

out the ability to use this land as part of the local

share, the City would have to sell the land and then buy 5.

it back, probably at an inflated price.

City several hundred thousand dollars in revenues.

The use of land
already owned represents a potential savings in total
project cost and reduction in State and Federal funding

requirements.

A change has been made to Chapter II to reflect the re-
vised configuration of the intercept facility at Union
Station.

Section IV-242 contains a discussion of traffic impacts
near the Convention Center. This discussion includes the
assumption that access is provided from the eastbound
Santa Monica Freeway to Pico Boulevard. Trips destined
to the Convention Center intercept were assigned accord-
ing to corridor approach desires. Except for trips to
the intercept, it was not anticipated that modifications
to the freeway connections would significgntly alter the

existing traffic pattern in the area.

If the proposed ramp were to be located at 12th Street,
further analysis of the traffic circulation to the inter-
cept would be necessary.

We look forward to continued coordination with Caltrans
in order to develop the best possible solution for im-
proving access to the People Mover from the eastbound
Santa Monica Ereeway.

Since close coordination and cooperation between Caltrans
and the DPM Program is an absclute necessity, we can only
agree that inter—agency'communication and cooperation
continue and that jointly agreed-to plans concerning
mitigation measures relating to traffic interruptions be
included in the plans f&r final project implementation.

During April, 1976, a subcommittee of the LARTS/SCAG
Modeling Task Force reviewed preliminary CRA/CDS modeling
assumptions. One concern that was raised at that time
was whether the differences between noon-hour and P.M.
peak hour trip characteristics had been adequately taken

into account. Another concern, as expressed in a letter



to William Ackermann, Jr. of SCAG, was that models were continuing, comprehensive and cooperative coordination
"overly sensitive to changes in costs." ’ which was carried out during the preliminary engineering

phase, as well as during previous planning phases. We
There is no question that the trip purposes change be- look forward to continuing this coordinative effort dur-
tween noon hour and P.M. peak hour. fThat is why separate ing the next phase.

models were developed for each time period. These models
are described in detail in Models and Estimates of Los
Angeles DPM Demand (Cambridge Systematics, Inc., 1978).
Four demand models were developed--two to account for

noon-hour circulation trips by workers and non-workers,
and two to predict CBD distribution trips by auto users
and regional transit users in the P.M. peak hour. The
report fully describes the utility functions for each of
the four models. The differences between the market
groups, modes, and time periods are specified by the
time, cost, and modal constants in'the,utility functions.
{See Chapter II of the CSI report.)

During the Preliminary Engineering Phase of the DPM pro-
ject, a major effort was made to refine and update the
DPM demand models. Special attention. was given to refin-
ing cost and time coefficients to correct for oversensi- '
tivity to transit fares. Beginning on pégé I1I~-30 of the
CSI report is a section called. "Sensitivities to Travel
Costs." The problem with the models as originally cali-
brated is described, and the rationale for adjusting the
model coefficients is fully outlined. Briefly, the time
and cost coefficients, as originally estimated, implied

an extremely low value of time. The solution to the
problem was to adjust-the cost coefficient, thereby es-
tablishing an implied value of time more in line with

other recognized demand models and accepted literature.
This adjustment effectively corrected for the oversensi-
tivity to travel costs. o .

6. The People Mover's conformity with and support of the

Caltrans multimodal plans and programs results from the
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DEPARIMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

£O. 8OX 2790
LCRAMENIO 93811

(916) 445-7067

STAIE OF CAUFORMIA~ THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND 0. SROWN IR, Goresnor RESPONSE TO STATE PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

This comment from the State of California Parks and Recrea-~

3ee 2| 9 o6 M '8 tion Department was received during the comment period for
the DEIR but actually represents a comment on the Notice of
Intent to prepare a Draft EIR sent to that Department in

i June, 1978. In the meantime an Archaeological Survey has
Mr. Dauniel T. Townsend, Director

Circulation/Distribution Program been prepared (CRA, June, 1978) and submitted to the State
'él;:yc::mg:txn::g::elopmt Agency . . Historic Preservation Office for review. Mitigating mea-
;g:‘:go"‘h Street ' ’ sures to preserve or protect archaeological resources along
Los Angeles, Californis 90017 the route will be part of memoranda of agreement prepared

- Atteantion Ms. Myra Fraok ] ‘ by the State Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory
Dear Mr. Townsend: Council on Historic Preservation and the Urban Mass Trans-

portation Administration as part of the federal Environ-
Loas Angeles Downtown Peocple Mover

: mental Impact Statement process according to the requirements
The Resource Preservation and Interpratation Division of thes State Departwment s
of Parks and Recreation has reviewed the Route Refinement Analysis and the of the National Historic Preservation Act as amended and the .

Summary EIA for the undertaking referenced above. Federal Highway Act.

We are concermed.that the various route options for the project all

appear that they will involve impact to the Father Serra Park area of

El Pueblo de Loa Angclu State Hiatoric Park. Any ground disturbance in

this area (at the corner of Alameda and Arcadia Streets) will have a high
pocential for disrupting uignitiuat ucheolag:lcal temins. ’

The Los Angeles Plaza Historic Mutict (i.e., E1 Pueblo de los Angelu State
Historic Park) is listed oan the National Register of Historic Places. This
designation applies to the complex of.hisroric buildings and the archeological
remsing within the District.

Should you have any questions oxr comments, please contact Jeff lingh&n of the
Cultural Hetitage Section by calling (916) 322-8578..

Sincerely youta »

Interptctn:ion Division K

0/10-01

17

L/Z go/c/en uqlmwe’zsaw [ m Slaz‘e *zk le('m
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Mr. Townsend

QCIC

. ”i
LOS ANGELES COUNTY IRANSPORIATION COMMISSION » 311 SOUTH SPRING STREET - SUITE 1208, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA oma « (213)626-0370

DCI l] ” ol

October 16, 1978

¢ JEROME C. PREMO
ECUIVE DIRECTOR

. B

Mr. Daniel T. Townsend

C/DS Program Manager

Community Redevelopment
Agency

727 West 7th Street

Suite 400

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Dan:

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC)
staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report

on the Cowntown People Mover (DPM). The document is a
comprehensive one covering a multitude of potential impacts;
you and your staff have done a good jobh of trying to consider
all possible areas of concern.

Based on our review of the report, we have the following
comments or gquestions:

"1. The annual operating costs for the system are
estimated to be roughly $4.6 million in 1978
dollars. The report should explain the methods
used in making this estimate.

2. The financing sources for operating costs include
$1.4 million from a varlety of private sources.
1f possible, there should be more detail given on
which of the private financing mechanisms will be
used, how much each will raise, and how each will
work. We realize that all of this information may
not be available now.

3. The financing sources for operating costs also
includes $1.0 million annually from parking revenues.
It should be explained how this figure was derived.

Ddta,
Action;

The basis for making the capital cost estimate
for the DPM should be explained.

The capital cost estimate indicates that $11.7
million worth of land needed for the project is
eligible as a local share contribution. The
capital financing program outlined in the report
cites $12.3 mill?on from Los Angeles City and
County. It i3 not clear whether the value of
the land is included in the City and County con-

tribution.

We have a couple of questions concerning the
relationship between the DPM and the proposed
Wilshire Rail Line. First, the descriptions of
the DPM stations at 7th and Figuerca and Civic

. Center make no reference to them being the main

transfer locations for movements between the DPM
and Wilshixe Line. While we realize that detailed
statements concerning the physical relationship
between the two systems may not be possible at this
point, we believe the question of ease of transfer
between them should be addressed. Secondly, the
report (P. IV-213) indicates that the impact of the
Starter Line on DPM patronage will be minor, an
additional 98 riders in the 1990 peak period at the
7th and Figueroa Station. The SCRTD, however, has
indicated in the past (by letter to you of Febru-
ary 13, 1978) that they project an additional 3,400
riders entering and leaving the DPM at 7th and
Figueroa in the peak period as a result of the
Wilshire Line. This apparent major discrepancy
should be addressed due to its impact on the design
and operation of the DPM.

It was not clear to us in the assessment of noise
impacts during construction {Section IV-111)} whether .
a commitment is being made to employ the mitigation
measuras cited and, if employed, whether they would
reduce the anticipated noise levels below the maximum
allowable levels cited in the section, especially in
sensitive areas.

Section IV-221 of the report includes an extensive
analysis of the. positive development impacts the DPM
is likely to have along its corridor. However, very

October 16, 1978

|4

©
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Mr. Townsend -3~ October 16, 1978
little is included on the likely impacts on the r‘()
east side of downtown. Is it possible to deter-

mine whether further development of the west

side, aided by the DPM, will result in lieu of
possible intensification of east side development,
or as a result of further vacating of east side
commercial space? .

ye

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your

Draft Environmental Impact Report and look forward to receiving

the final report as well as your financial plan for the project.
s

Sincerely,

g s

JEROME C. PREMO
Executive Director

RR:ca

RESPONSE TO THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION:

1

System Cost Estimates

Detailed estimates of system capital and operating costs
are required to serve as the basis for financial
planning and for the commitment of federal and local
funds to the construction of the Los Angeles Downtown
People Mover (LADPM) system, Development of these
estimates was accomplished through a disciplined and
logical sequence of tasks. These tasks and the general
flow of information and work are illustrated in the ‘
at;ached figure.

System Definition -~ The first of these tasks was the
definition of the baseline system. Based upon existing

hardware, this definition included an operating plan,
designed to respond to ‘the anticipated patronage. The
plan specified the numher of vehicles required and the
operating schedule.

.

Definition of Cépitai Cost Elements - Capital costs

are those investments assoclated with the design and
construction of the permanent facilities required for
the operation and maintenance of a transportation
system. The major elements of capital are the con-
struction of guideway, stations, maintenance, and storage
facilities; the manufacture and installation of track
guidance, controls and communications; power collection
and distribution, and vehicle equipment; acquisition
costs of right-of-way; agency costs for engineering and
construction management; and contingencies.

The first step in developing capital costs was to
develop cost categories which would realistically
describe the system costs and allow direct comparisons
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with established historical data. In developing cost
categories, it was also important to consider
flexibility in recosting modified system alignments,
For example, vehicle components and guideway components
of the control system were costed separately to facili-
tate control system recosting in the event of rxevisions
of the fleet size.

Unit and Capital Costhuild—up ~ Having broken the

system into suitable categories, unit costs were
developed for the individual categories. Because
historical cost data show marked variations due to
differences in location, time, periéd of implementa-
tion and system characteristics, a site specific
approach was used for the design and costing of most
major elements. Each system element was priced using
unit costs for typical designs. The resultant costs
were then compared with current data for similar types
of equipment and construction. The estimated costs for
site modifications were developed based upon guantities
of excavation, curb and gutter, sidewalks, and dra%nage
structures; street and traffic signal modifications;
the need to malntain traffic; and other miscellaneous
costs. The cost of certain elements, such as the

' vehicles, were derived from historical data with inputs

from various suppliers.

Based upon the preliminary designs, quantities were
established and standard estimating procedures were
implemented to assemble system capital costs. These
costs reflect material and labor wage rates applicable
to the Los Angeles area.

Ly
Establishment of Operating Parameters - The costs

associated with the operation and maintenance of a
transportation system are largely related to hours of

operation and total miles traveled by the vehicles.
These 'parameters were derived from the fleet size and
operating schedule established in the operating plan.

Equipment Replacement Costs - Applying the experience

others have gained in operating the systems at the
Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport (AIRTRANS), University of

West Virginia (Morgantown), and others, an estimate was
made of the requirements of equipment replacement for
the LADPM operating plan. Using the unit costs
established in the capital costing effort, equipment
replacement costs were established.

Power Costs - The vehicle miles traveled and the
equipment operating hours largely determine the amount
of power required by a transportation gystem. Once
these parameters were established, power rates for
similar users in the Los Angeles area were used to
establish the estimate cost of power for the system.

Staff Costs - Based upon the experience gained by
others, the tasks required to operate and maintain the
LADFM system against the operating plan were determined.
Each of these tasks were.assigned to a skill level,

and an estimate was made of the time required to

perform them. From this and the operating schedule,

the size of the required staff was established.

The cost estimate for the operating and maintenance
staff was established using current iabor rates for
similar tasks performed at SCRTD and in other city
agencies. These were also compared with prevailing
wages at non-governmental establishments.

Review and Evaluation - All of the cost estimates for

the LADPM system were compared to those of similar

1

W



In addition,
compared to targets established early in the program.

systems for "reasonableness", they were
Where deemed desirable, changes were made to unit costs
to bring them in line with the experienée of others.

In addition, some changes were made in system
definition and “rippled" through the cost structure to
bring the totals closer to the established targets.

Private Financing Mechanism

Four value capture options were studied. Two were
based on negotiated contracts between the private and
public sector and two were based upon the implementa-
tion of a benefit assessmeni district in downtown.
All value capture options would generate $1.2 - $1.3
million (1978 dollars), meeting the criterion of
providing 25-30 percent of the system's operating
costs.

table.

These options are shown on the following

On the basis of a careful evaluation of these options,

a Benefit Assessment District approach, based on 3.

retail and office square footage charges and hotel
is recommended as the optimum value
A Benefit Assessment District would
be easier to administef than the other options,

room-night fees,
capture option.

revenue would be guaranteeable for the life of the
project, and more establishments that would benefit

would pay.
i
Specifics - A Benefit Assessment District is proposed 4.
to be established by the City of Los Angeles under
existing City and State of California statutory re- 5.

gulations. Payments would be collected annually in
conjunction with tax payments and would be tax deducti-

ble. Under the Benefit Assessment District approach,

a "two-tiered” district would be established based on
distance from DPM Stations (see accompanying figure).
Establishments within 300 feet would be assessed at

a higher rate thQP those within 300 feet - 600 feet.
In the case of retail and office buildings, fees
would be based upon the number of net square feet
within those buildings used for retail and office
purposes. In the case of hotels, fees would be‘

based on room-nights.

The payments of these DPM system maintenance/operation
costs would be transferred from the building/hotel
owner to the tenants/guests as part of a direct

assessment. A consumer price index (CPI) factor

_would be incorporated into the fee structure to

account for inflation. 1In all cases, the assessment
payments would be tax deductible and, therefore, the
actual burden to the private sector would be 25-48

percent less than the dollar amount paid.

Annual parking revenues are derived as follows:

$25.20 ($18 fee inflated @ 7% compounded
annually to 1983 dollars)
{X) 12 months
(X) 3750
(X) .90 occupancy factor
$1,020,600 /year

parking spaces

See response to comment one.

The financial plan for the DPM specifies $15.2 million
and $12.0 million in land contribution for the West
Side and Center of Figueroa alignments respectively.
The value of this land is included in the City and
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County contribution.

See response to City Planning comment II-1.

In a letter to CRA on February 13, 1978, SCRTD

commented on the interface between the rapid transit
Starter Line and the DPM.
concerned with the number of transfers between the two

RTD was particularly

systems:

"If the rapid transit line crosses the DPM

at 7th and Flower on the way over to !
Broadway, we assume that about half would ’
walk to and from their destinations, and

the other half would use the DPM."

The estimated number of transfers between the rapid
transit line and the DPM is obviously an important
For this
reason we felt it was necessary to test RTD's

factor in the désign of both systems.

assumption by using the CBD demand models to simulate
travel behavior. The results of the analysis
indicate that a 50 percent transfer rate is
unrealistically optimistic by an order of magnitude.

A transfer rate of about 5 to 6 percent can be
expected, based on the mathematical prediction of mode
For the 7th Street
location, this implies that 300 to 400 DPM/Starter
Line transfers would occur during the P.M. peak

hour (4:30 - 5:30) in 1990.

choice and transit paths,

Not all of these transfers represent net additions to .
DPM ridership. Without the Starter Line, many of
these same passengers would transfer to the DPM from

RTD buses. That is why TABLE 1V-24F of the DEIR shows

- 8.5 percent in the peak hour.

that the station volumes (total ons and offs) at the
7th Street DPM station for the
and the "TSM Scenrerio" differ by only 98 passengers.

"Starter Line Scenerio"

These results are not unreasonable considering that
the DPM share of all distribution trips in the CBD by
regional transit users as a whole is predicted to be
The vast majority
(about 82 percent) of regional transit users will walk
to their transit stgps instead of using other access/
egress modes, such as the DPM or the minibus.

.The results of the simulation indicate that about 89
.percent of the Starter Line passengers who get off

at the 7th Street Station would walk to their final
destination; as stated earlier, about 6 percent would
use the DPM; and the remaining passengers would transfer
to RTD buses.
we consider the strategic location of the 7th and
This station is within
walking distance of one of the largest employment

These shares are quite realistic, when
Flower rapid transit station.
centers in the downtown area. It is also very unlikely
that a Starter Line passenger bound for the Civic
Center would transfer to the DPM at 7th Street. It

would be faster and more convenient to stay on the
rapid transit line and deboard at the Civic Center.

The control of noise associated with construction of
the Downtown People Mover will be accomplished through
the special provision section of all construction
contracts. This section will be in accordance with
applicable portions of City of Los Angeles ordinances
Nos. 144,331 and 148,594, which are the ordinances
controlling construction noise in the City of Los
Angeles. The contracts will require, at a minimum,

the following:



10.

o The use of mufflers on all internal
combustion engines and air compressors.

o Prohibiting the use of jack hammers near
residence, hotel and motels, except
between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and
6:00 P.M.

The various mitigation measures cited in .Section IV-111
would be discretionary, except as may be required by
the applicable portions of the ordinances.

Estimates of noise reduction resultiné from the use of
specific mitigation measures have not been developed.
However, selected mitigation measures will be chosen

so as to produce reduced noise levels which would be in
compliance with Los Angeles ordinances.

It should be further noted that the maximum noise
levels cited in Section IV-111 are suggested in the
case of non-occupational exposure, and reqoired in the
case of occupational exposure.

Thus, where non-occupational exposure is concerned,
the Los Angeles ordinances have control, whereas
occupational exposure is primﬁrily controlled by the
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

Modification of the route from the original alignment
which was developed during the Phase II Alternatives
Analysis studies provides wider geographic coverage
of service within downtown. The Phase III alignment
with a station at Pershing Square provides direct
access to the Pershing Square area, and the Hill
Street Station is only a 1.5-minuté walk from the
Broadway retail area. This direct access to the

older, yet still active portions of the East Side of

w
|
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downtown will reinforce some of the filtering effects
of the West Side's economic growth.

As shown in Figure FV-221.2A and in Table IV-221.2a,
there are nine major buildings within a 5-minute walk
of the Pershing Square Station which are either commit-
ted or proposed for development or refurbishment.
Implementation of the People Mover would support these
activities.
have adequate on-site parking facilities.

For example, many older buildings do not
The People
Mover would provide a permanent, direct connection

to peripheral parking facilities/areas, thus enabling
the buildings to operate at their highest and best
uée. Also, the People Mover would provide quick and
convenient access from the Pershing Square and
Broadway retail areas, éo other areas of the CBD and
increase the volumes and concentration of people
Finally, the
DPM would enlarge the "effective market area” of the

moving past or through these locations.

CBD which currently-exists with existing modes
{i.e. auto, bus, minibus). This enlarged market area,
in turn, will provide expanded retail opportunities
on the East Side (i.e. Broadway/Spring Street area),
as Figure IV-221.2B in the DEIR shows. (Refer to
Section IV-221.21 "Office Space Impacts” and Section
IV-221.24 "Retail Activity Impacts” for more detailed
information of the economic impact of the DPM in the

East Side of downtown).
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Subject:
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

October 11, 1978 0es

. I p=
Mr. Danlel Townsend, Circulation/Distribution Program Dtrec'
Community Redevelopment Agency, 727 West Seventh Street, Suite 400

Dénald F. Anthony, Battalion Chief, Planning Section, Fire
Department, Room 1010, City Hall East

DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Fire Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental

Impact Report for the Downtown People Mover which was forwarded
by your office on September 22, 1978. In general, the
information contained in the Draft EIR relating to fire
protection and life safety is accurate. In particular,

the Draft EIR cited the specifi¢ buildings that may have

to be modified as mitigation measures.

Through an oversight, it appears that your office may not

have received a copy of our March 23, 1978, letter to the

City Engineer which identified our concerns for the subterranean
segment of the Downtown Peoples Mover system. This Department is
vitally concerned with mitigation measures during the
construction and implementation phase of the Downtown

People Mover subterranean segmeat, and is of the opinionm

that it is in the City's best interest to 1nclude such
information in the Final EIR,.

Attached 13 a copy of our report dated March 23, 1978, listing
the mitigation measures that would be required by the Fire
Department for subterranean and aboveground transit systems.

JOHN C. GERARD
Chief Engineer and General Manager

DONALD F. ANTHONY >
Battalion Chief
Planning Section

DFA:MS:1mg

Attachment 7

FORM GEN. 300 (REY. 2.75)
. e
.

e

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

curb line.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

March 23, 1978
Mr. Donald C, Tillman, City Engineer, Bureau of Engineering
Room 800, City Hall

Donald V. Mello, Captain, Planning Section,
Room 1010, City Hall East

DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER

Fire Department

Attention C. E. Robinson, DistrictiEugineer

This Department has evaluated the proposed People Mover and

determined that to construct this project directly adjacent

to existing buildings would have an adverse impact on the
Fire Department.

The Fire Department could not provide adequate fire protection
to conventional multistory butldings. The proposed People
Mover would restrict the use of aerial ladders, the raising

of ground ladders, hoisting of hose lines, use and laddering
of existing fire escapes, and the use of fire escapes by the
public. This proposal would also increase rescue incidents

in the downtown area due to possible malfunction of the
system.

It should be pointed'out that the proposed People Mover would
have little, 1f any, affect on this Department to provide fire
protection to high-rise structures that are recessed from the

Attached 1s a copy of the Bus/Bugs Rail System showing the
mitigation measures that would be required by the Fire

‘Department for Subterranean and aboveground transit systems.

Many of the mitigation measures required for the Bus/Bus Rail
System would also pertain to the People Mover system.

JOHN C. GERARD
Chief Engineer and General Manager

DONALD V. MELLO
Captain
Planning Section
DVM:rm

Attachment
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Date:

From:

Subject:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

February 22, 1978
Calvin S. Hamilton, Director, Planning Department
Room 561C, City Hall

Donald F. Anthony, Battalion Chief, Planning Section
Fire Department, Room 1010, City Hall East

BUS/BUS RAIL SYSTEM

Attention Raobert Sutton i

This Department is unable to estimate what impact the proposed
Bus/Bus Rail System will have on the fire protection and fire-
related services without specific details pertaining to the
proposed construction of a Subway, Aerial, or Bus System.
However, with the limited information that is avallable, the
following mitigation measures may be required to implement the
program,

1. SUBWAY RAIL SYSTEM )

A. SUPPLEMENTAL FIRE PROTECTION AND RESCUE REQUIREMENTS
DURING THE CONSTRUCTION STAGE

In order for the Fire Department to safely execute
their fire suppression and rescue responsihilities,
during the construction stage of the suhject project,
the following recommendations are some of the miti-
gating measures that should be required by those
agencles having jurisdiction. These conditions, if
incorporated into the proposed project, would be
contingent upon:

{
1. Presence of gassy zones.

2. Operational procedures and methods.

Generally, operational procedures, methods, and
equipment should meet all applicable requirements

for tunnels, as covered by the following publications:

1. Department of Industrial Safety, Electrical
and General Safety Orders, .

2. California Labor Code relating to tunnel
safety.

3. United States Department of Interior, Bureau
ot Mines, Bulletin 644, Tunneling, Recommended
Safety Rules, 1968,

4. OSlA - Rules and Regulations.
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5. Los Angeles Municipal Code.

6, Natinnal Fire Protection Association
flandbook,

.
7. Other applicable safety orders,

The safety conditions imposed during the construction
would be dependent upon the classification of the
tunnel zones by the Department of Industrial Safety

as to the degree of gassiness. Consideration commen-
surate with the hazard involved should be given to the
following: ’

1. Gas Monitoring Systems

Primary explosive gas testing during production
operations should be provided by continuous
multiple-head automatic gas monitoring system

on the tunnel machine, plus a separate automatic
gas monltor system located near the exhaust
ventilation system intake, Both automatic
systems will provide an alarm at 10 percent of
lower explosive limits and shutdown all con-
trolled power to the heading at 20 percent of
the lower explosive limits. The tunnel atmos-
phere should be tested for toxic gases and
oxygen deficiency as frequently as Is necessary
to assure that the required quality and quantity
of air is maintained.

2. Ventilation Systems

Provide a primary (exhausting) ventilation and
an auxiliary (blowing) ventilation system that
will supply fresh air at a volume adequate to
hold the concentration of flammable gas below

20 percent of 1ts lower explosive limits and

to eusiuyre that a health hazard from insufficient
oxygen or toxic substances does not exist.

3. Fire Suppression Systems

Automatic extinguishing systems should be
installed with all flammable hydraulic oil
systems, including pumps, lines, and supply
areas. Also, a fire fighting water supply
system with adequate hose lines to combat any
tunnel fire that may occur during construction.
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Electrical Systems

All electrical equipment, including motors,
switches, relays, etc., and all wiring and
lirhting located or operated in an established
gassy area should be of the exploston-proof
type approved for use in Class I, Division I,
Group (d) hazardous atmosphere.

Open Flame

A written parmit will be required from the
proper authority before any welding, spark-
producing, or other flame-producing devices
or operations that are conducted in the
gassy aroaas, !

.

Communications System

An approved communications system for all
sections of the tunnel with the surface is
essaential for any rescue efforts.

Access

Adequate access during all stages of
construction will be required. Vertical
tubes for emergency access should be
provided at various intervals and are not
to exceed 1,000 feet during construction.

Training

An evacuation plan and procedure be developed,
incorporating fire and accident prevention
programs, and made known ta all employees or
other persons required to enter the tunnel.
The employer will instruct all employees

and supervisors on the hazards of flammabile
and toxic gases and vapors, and inform them
of precautions necessary for their safety.

Rescue crews should be trained in the use of
permiss e breathing apparatus as recommended
by the United States Bureau of Mines. The
apparatus shall be maintained in good repair
and ready for use at all times. All men
designated for this training shall be
physically fit. One crew shall always be-
available for rescue work when any men are
working in the tunnel.

0
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Safety Equipment And lethods

The Bureau of Mines' Self-Rescue Units shall
be provided to all persons required to be in
any flassy area. Also, a reserve supply of
permissihle, long duration (two hours)
breathing apparatus (12 sets), approved for
Fire Department use in the event Firefighters
or, rescue men are required to enter the tunnel
under emergency conditions.

Alsa, approved portable gas testers and kits
for testing of explosive or toxic gases and
oxygen deficiency should he avuflable for

use by personnel in the event of an emergency.

A check-board system to provide visual record
of all people entering gassy (or controlled)
zone of tunnel. '

For those zones that are declared extreme gas
hazards, an emergency refuge chamber and

escape shaft should be located adjacent to

an air exhaust shaft. This chamber should
include separate emergency fresh air fans to
supply the refuge chamber, and a rescue stretcher
"capsule” to holst men from chamber to surface.
The refuge chamber should be equipped with a
separate telephone,

Exploration holes (at least four) parallel to
the axis of the tunnel shall be maintnined at
least 20 feet aheud of the tunnel face., Before
drilling, the feeléer holes shall be monitored
for the release of explosive gases. After
drilling, the area near the face of the holes
will be monitored to see i1f the holes are
producing gas. At least one hole shall be
muintained 20 feet ahead of Lhe face at all
times.

[ ]

B. ' SUPPLEMENTAL FIRE PROTECTION AND RESCUE REQUIREMENTS
WHEN SYSTEM IS OPERATIONAL

1.

Access

Provide access for fire and rescue operations
to stations, parking structures, and subway/
tubes of the system. Emergency access/vertical
tubes should be provided at every 1,000 feet.

February 22, 1978
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Fire Protection System

Fire protection systems should be well planned.

A concept of dry standpipe connections, at

street elevations adjaceat to access points

into subways, should be considered. The use

of a combination standpipe system should he ]
considered in lieu of the dry standpipe system. '
The combination system may consist of a wet pipe

supplied by on-site fire pumps from a specified

water supply. 4 2 1/2-inch Fire Department

outlet connection and a 1 1/2-inch outlet, with

hose and nozzle, shall he housed in cabinets, and ] .
their locéations should not exceed 200 feet of
travel distance on both sides of the tunnel. If
a combination system is utilized, consideration
would be given to increasing the travel distance
to nutlets to 300 feet. Fire Department inlet
counections may be required at grade level in
designated areas. Fire extinguishers, with a
rating of 20 ABC, will be required in each

hose cabinet. Dry chemical extinguishers will
be required in each c¢ar. Size and location will
be determined after the car is constructed.

Water Evacuation

Considcsation should be given to adequate
drainage facilities from subsurface areas,
Improper drainage capabilities may result
in rescue techniques that may bhe hampered
ar escape routes that may hecome impassible
due to water used during fire fighting
uperations.

Under-Train Fire Sprinklers

Due to the inaccessihility of under-train
components, and to aid in.extinguishment of an
under-car fire, the installatfon of under-train
fire sprinklers in the trackway of all stations
must be considered to provide adequate fire
protection.

Automatic Sprinklers
All vortical exitways, shafts, and subsurface

walkways should be protected by an automatic
fire sprinkler system.

3-38
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All waiting stations, restaurants, or other
places of assemblage shall be protected by
an automatic fire sprinkler system. The
aforementioned place of assemblage should

be separated from the remainder of the
structure by three-hour occupancy separation.
Consideration to reduce the three-hour
requirement to two hours would be considered
with automatic sprinkler coverage.

Ventilation

Smoke removal systems, similar to those in
high-rise bulldings, will be necessary.
Forced ventilation and smoke purge capaubili-
ties should be designed into the underground
structure. This may be incorporated into the
comfort air handling mechanisms provided the
smoke purge cycle is activated by automatic
detection devices.

Communications Systems

A Fire Department communication system shall be
incorporated into all vertical exitways,
subsurface walkways and similar areas. DPhone
Jacks shall be located at hose cabinets in
tunnel areas. This system may consist of the
sound-powered principal as fucorporated in
high-rise buildings! in the City of Los Angeles.

Early Warning Detection Systems

A local fire warning system and automatic
detection system shall be installed as
follows:

a. Automatic detection system in all
electric vaults, switch gear rooms,
air handling shafts and similar
locations,

An emergency phone alarm system
should be installed; hox locations
should not exceed 200 feet of travel
distance. The phone alarm should
respond to & central coantrol statioa.

located adJacent
and similar

Hanual -pull stations,
to exitways, walkways,
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areas not to exceed 200 feet of
travel distance, may he an alternate
tu the above phone alarm requirement.

All systems shall be electrically supervised
and shall respond to a constantly-staffed
control station. The control station should
have the capabilities to control, monitor, and
supervise all portions of the structure and
fire protection devices and systems.

8. Emergency Third Rail De-energization

A fail-safe de-energization of the electrical

" system must be designed to ensure that the
system is not energized by equipment
malfunction or human error.

10. Emergency Electrical Systems

An emergency electrical system throughout

the subway is recommended to provide lighting
for exitways, alarms, and communications
systems,

11. . Lighting Systenm

All subsurface exitways and vertical exit
shafts shall have approved exit illumination
with a secondary source of power. Exit
lighting shall be located at ceiling and
ground surfaces.

SPECIAL BUS LANES

Special bus lanes, currently in use, do not appear to bhe
a problem for this Department to provide adequate fire
protection and safety for bus occupants. Ilowever, the
proposal to close streets, which eould impair this
Department's abllity to provide adequate fire protection
to the inhabitants of the City, must be thoroughly
evaluated.

AERIAL RAIL SYSTEMS

A. Access to aerial tram vehicles, at locations
other than loading platforms, is a primary
consideration. Special planning will be
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necessary to pguard against environmental influence
and planting arrangements to ensure the Fire Depart-
ment of adequate access for aerial ladders and engine
compnies,

Dry standpipe inlets and outlets at elevated passenger
stations will be required to provide a water system
aboveground.

A thorough evaluation of the aerial rail system will
be ruiuired to determine what effect the aboveground
rail will have on providing accessibility to multi-
story buildings for fire protection and rescue
purposes.

CONCLUSION

Detailed descriptions and more specific conditions of the above
requirements could be established when actual plans become
available. This Department will make an in-depth study and
specific recommendations on the type of mitigation measures that
will be required to ensure that adequate safety measures are
incorporated into the proposed program.

JOHUN C. GERARD
Chiet Engineer & General Mannger

Y

DONALD

4

Battalion Chief
Planning Section

DFA:DVM:rm



RESPONSE TO LOS ANGELES FIRE DEPARTMENT

-

The DPM is also vitally concerned with mitigation
measures which may pertaln to the DPM system dur}ng the
construction, implementation, and subsequent operational
phases of the program. There has been established an
organizational unit to act as a single point of contact
for establishing and implementing a systems safety and
fire protection program. This safety and fire protection
organization will coordinate program efforts and miti-
gating measures with the fire department, city building
department, fire prevention bureau and other appropriate
agencies to provide equitable and timely agreements and
approvals for building and occupancy permits as well as

safety approvals for opening of passenger service. This -

unit will also coordinate the training of fire department
and emergency medical personnel relative to the DPM
system.

DPM Subway Supplemental Fire Protection and Rescue Require-

ments During the Construction Stage

Section 1IV-131.3 of the EIR addresses the general nature
of the construction safety and security requirements to be
levied on the contractor(s). The site-specific require-
ments for the DPM subway supplemental fire protection and
rescue requirements during the construction stage will be
based on fire department recommendations for mitigating
measures applicable to a subway rail system as adapted

to the DPM system. The DPM plans to use: (1) cut-and-
cover construction for the 450 foot portion of the most
easterly subterranean guideway section and station, and
(2) an existing tunnel beneath the Security Pacific Plaza
and cut-and-cover construction for the remaining 800
foot portion of the subterranean guideway section. The

fire department recommendations were specifically

applicable to deep tunnel construction rather than cut-

and-cover construction,

DPM Supplemental Fire Protection and Rescue Requirements

When System is Operational

Section II1-361 of the EIR addresses the general nature
of the. systems safety and fire protection program of the
DPM. The Preliminary System Specification and Draft
Technical Statement of Work for the System Contractor
have established the DPM technical and program requiré—
ments relative to providing:code and standard equi-
vaigncies for fire protection, loss prevention, and life
safety considerations for the unique aspects of a down-
town people mover system. These requirements have
encompassed the fire department's recommendations to a
conceptual level consistent with the overall project level

being presently pursued. The site-specific details and
manner of implementation will be defined and resolved
with the fire department during the detailed design
phase.
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Mr. Daniel T. Townsend
circulation/Distribution Program Director
Community Redevelopment Agency

727 West Seventh Street, Suite 400

Los Angeles, California 90017

Dear Mr. Townsend:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Downtown People Mover

This is in response to your letter dated September 22,
1978, requesting comments on the subject Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR).

By letter dated November 10, 1976, your Ma. Marsha V.
Rood previously requested information in connection with
preparation of the subject EIR. The enclosed response, dated
November 29, 1976, provided material appropriate for inclusion
in the Draft EIR. We did not, however, in our review find
that any of this materlal was used in the subject document.

The tabular material and text on pages III-12, IXII-13,
and IV-75 involving the Department of Water and Power contain
several errors. We recommend deletion of this tabular material

and text.

Should you require additional information, please
cantact me at 481-4104.

Vary truly yours,

MELVIN FRANKEL
Engineer of
Environmental Coordination

MR

00‘&1 A

Action: .......‘_Iﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁf ........................
Info.: . 54/Ki:l}7E;1L) ”////

Enclosure

PAUL M. Lanes, Chief Enginser of Waier Worht and Arslrians Maneger

5o

Novenber 29, 1976

Ms. Marsha V. Rood . ) .

Community Redevelopment Agency .

727 Vest 7th Street, Suite 400 . :
Los Apgeles, California 20017 " -

Dear Ms. Rood: -

Tihis is 1o reply to your letter dated Kovember 10, 197€,
requesting power supply iaformation for'ysour Draft anironnental
Impact Assessment for the proposed Downntowa People lover Systemn.

Underground electrical Qistribﬁtiou facilities are
available to supply the proposed project, and electrical service
within the project will be underground.

Based on the estimates of consumption you provided, the
Electric Utility Tax would amount to zpproximately $50,000 an1ua11y..
The project, however, may be exempt from the Electric Utility Tax.

¥ith respect to the impact of the proposed project on
our Power System and for suggested methods of comnserving energy,
please refer to the eanclosure,

Should you require additional information, please contact
me at 481-5G51.

Very truly yours,

CRIGI .
'l
HELVIN FRANKEL
Englineer of -
Environmental Coordination

Enclosure

154 Karth Hepe Sieert. Lox Ancolon Calilornia T4 Maiting address Bax 111, 3 on & apetss 80051




‘ gF{*ng‘; rw . IMPACT OF PRQPOSED PROJECT ON POWER SYSTEM

AND

METHODS OF CONSERVING ENERGY

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER

ven
“« sey -

Impact on Power System

The estimated power requirement for this prpposed'prbject
is part of the total load growth forecast for the City and has been
taken into account in the planned growth of the Power System. When
peeded, electric service will be provided in accordance with the
Department's Rules and Regulations. ’

Several factors should be recognized, however, with respect |
to future planning. While recent efforts to conserve energy and
. eliminate unnecessary uses of electricity have resilted in reductions
in electrical consumption, present forecasts indicate a considerable
increase in electrical requirements in the future.
) The Power System's generating’facilities which are
existing, cantracted for, or in construction, should be adeguate to
meet current projected electrical requirgments into the early 1980's.
In recent years, however, organized opposition and governmental
actions, largely the result of environmental considerations, have
blocked or delayed the construction of new generating facilities
vitally needed by the utility iandustry. In the event the Department
is unable to carry out its program for the”development of new
generating facilities, the facilities required to meet current
projected requirements beyond this period may be inadequate.

A similar problem could also occur as a result of shortages
of fuel needed to operate our power generation facilities.. Although
availability of fuel supply has improved, a critical shortage similar
to that which occurred’ in late 1973 could occur again. .

. Conserving Energy

" The Power System provides consultation servicés to consumers,
architects, and engineers regarding the most efficient wavs of using-
electrical energy. General energy conservation measures such as the
following to achieve conservation in new construction are recommended.

. a. Building designs which incorporate such features
as adequate insulation so as to minimize the use of energy.

b. Design of air conditioning and heating equipmemt
so as to minimize the use of energy.
[ . .
¢. Greater use of fluorescent lighting in new commercial/
ipdustrial construction, particularly in large open areas such as
warehouses, parking, hallways, etc.

. More detailed infﬁ;;éfibn regardiﬁg these and other energy i
conservation measures can be obtained from the Department's Power
Services Division by calling Mr. J..B. Cody, telephone 481-5812.

. RESPONSE TO LOS ANGELES DEPARTHMENT OF WATER AND POWER:

Based upon subseq;ent consultation with the Department of
Water and Power, the following text and table replaces the
existing material on pages: ITI-12 and III-13.

I11-192 Electrical Energy

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)

-supplies the electricity used within the City of Los Angeles.

The LADWP served a total population of 2.8 million, had a
peak system load of 3594 megawatts and total sales of 16.0
billion kiiowatt hours in 1975. The net generating capacity
of the LADWP (in megawatts) is summarized in Table ITII-19C.

The material on page 1IV-75 has been modified as follows:
IV-212-3 ENERGY

First paragraph--unchanged

Replace second paragraph with the following:

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power's esti-
mated 1973-74 annual load was 18,800 x 10°% kwh.
1973-74 Arab o0il embargo, growth in power consumption had

Before the

been doubling every 10-12 years. Since that time, through

‘various mandatory and voluntary conservation measures, the

energy growth rate has been reduced to approximately 3 per-
cent per year. Applying this growth rate to the 1976. load
yields a 1990 load of approximately 28,400 x 106 kwh. The,
DPM system would require 18.9 x 10% kwh in 1990, or 0.066% of
the total demand, which is a very small proportion and there-
fore would not produce a significant impact.

The estimated power requirement for this proposed project-.is
part of the total load growth forecast for the City and has ‘



been taken into account in the planned growth of the Power : TABLE III-19C

System. When needed, electric service will be provided in :

accordance with the rules and regulations of the LADWP. LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER
EXISTING NET GENERATING CAPACITY - 1978(a)

NO. OF
GENERAT ING NET .
TYPE UNITS CAPABILITY (MW) . LOCATIONS
COAL 5 g66 (P NEVADA AND ARIZONA
DISTILLATE 4 76 L. A. HARBOR
HYDRO ELECTRIC - . 28 1229 VARIOUS LOCATIONS,
’ INCLUDING NEVADA
, AND PACIFIC NORTHWEST
OIL/GAS 18 3155(9) LOS ANGELES AND
SEAL BEACH
PUMPED STORAGE 7 1247 NORTHEAST L.A.
' COUNTY

(a) Represents total capacity which would be available with all
generating units operating. ’

(b) Includes DWP share of Mojave generating unit (20% of 1580.mw)
and Navajo generating unit (21.2% of 2250 mw), plus 73 mw of
Bureau of Reclamation layoff.).

(c) Includes Scattergood generating unit 3, for which 284 mw are

available only if gas fuel is available.

Source: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 1978.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES o RESPONSES TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND
COMMISBIONERE CALII ORNIA DEPARIMENT OF RECREATION: '
o RECREATION AND PARKS -
LVILYN VILANEY 18 NSUN AV0 NOMIn Maw Sinert
URAD PYE. IR 3 FLoon
"novCE MLUSCHATE Nov 1y T 1. This reference has been incorporated. See corrections to
JACK TENNER 3 3 ,’H 078 — .
atnenaL manaotn | page IV-183.

TOM BRADLEY
maven 2. We appreciate this information, and due caution will be

November 13, 1978 , exercised during final design.

.
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Mr. baniel T. Townsend

Praogram Director

Circulation/Distribution System

Community Redevelopment Agency

727 W. 7th Stxeet, Suite 400 ) :
Los Angeles, California 90017 ‘ .

Dear Mr. Townsend:

Thank you for sharing your draft EIR for the proposed Los Angeles
Downtown People Mover. This is quite an ambitious project and
will hopefully relieve some of the transportation problems we
face in crowded metropolitan Los Angeles.

It should be noted, however, that on Paae IV-94, “the lawn area 1
{/ which serves as a setting for City Hall," is actually a dedicated
park (City Hall Park).

On Page IV-179-183 the report indicates that an aerial station
will be located on the northern edge of Pershing Square and an
additional small portion of the square used for access to two
escalators. Your designers and engineers should be aware that the :!,
v surface of the Pershing Square is very fragile (as we found out

when we redesigned the park a few years ago) due to the parking
below; and any intrusion should be carefully analyzed and weighed
against other locations. N

Since the draft report indicates possible usage of at least two
dedicated parks, we would appreciate being kept informed of the
progress of the People Mover. We note that among the agencies
consulted, no one from this Department was contacted prior to
the printing of the draft document.

Very truly yours,

JOEL BREITBART, Superintendent
Planning and Development

[T 1L2 SRSTTTCIIRTITILY 1"""""'f7" ves.
Acticor TKC",&()...-
ALONZO h. CARMIC‘ AEL L. n».u-......-.----.-..M.-u.qv

Planning Officer b
JB/AC:jlw T

eet Allce Lepis’ ....................
city Planning Dept. e
AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER




Los Angeles City Planning Department
Room 561 '

November 9, 1978

TO: Daniel T. Townsend, Program Director

Downtown People Mover Program

Community Redevelopment Agency
727 West 7th Street, Suite 400

FROM: Calvin S. Hamilton, Director
Department of City Planning
City Halt, Room 561-C
SUBJECT: PLANNING DEPARTMENT COMMENTS ON DOWNTOWN PEOPLE

MOVER DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DPM Draft EIR. This has truly been a
monumental effort. The attached comments are Intended in the most constructive
manner to help you add information to strengthen the EIR and make [t a better
decision-making tool. The comments are keyed to specific chapters and pages for” easy
reference, however they generally fall into the following categories:

COSTS

(1) Capital costs may be understated. Several new elements, such as freeway
ramp improvements at the Convention Center and Union Station Terminals as
well as pedestrian bridges to public bulldings, will be required, but their costs
are not attributed to overall project cost nor identified as to funding.

(2) Relocation-costs appear to be understated.

(3) It is not clear how private-sector participation Is forthcoming to delray
operating costs. .

PATRONAGE

The projections appear to be somewhat optimistic based on the use of the expansion
factors used to determine daily circulation trips and the exclusion of a time penalty
for making a physical transfer to the DPM at the peripheral terminal from either an
automaobile or a bus.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Air quality, noise and safety Impacts are not adequately assessed. The problem of
noise during construction appears to be considerable. The assessment of visual
impacts is necessarily subjective, but somewhat skewed in favor of the DPM.

i

. 3-4

ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Retail sales projections resulting from DPM implementation appear to be too
generous. Similar reasons for income generation are stressed for the DPM but
negated for the improved bus alternative. It appears that the DPM may be taking
too much credit for induced CBD growth.

INTEGRATION WITH STARTER LINE

It Is unclear whether physical Integration with starter line stations can be
adequately accomplished, particularly if the Seventh and Figueroa Station Is offset
from Figueroa. :

Basically, the EIR assessment grants the DPM the benefit of the doubt In almost all
categories, even in those clearly identified as having an adverse impact. It would be
helpful to set forth "worst case" scenarlos If there Is a possibility of their existence.
Even if ranges of possibilities were given, the City Council couid know what to
expect if the project did not meet full expectations. To do less makes the EIR a
sales document, which is clearly not the intent and spirit of CEQA.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT COMMENTS ON
DOWNTOWN PEOPLE MOVER DRAFT EIR

CHAPTER 1 - Overview and Planning History

No comments.

CHAPTER I - Description of the Recommended System.

This chapter Is essentially a summary of impacts, and therefore, comments may be
somewhat repetitive of those made for other chapters. However, this is necessary
to insure that relevant points are raised.

1. Pages 7 and 32. Seventh Street Station: It is important to assure that the rapid rail
station and access to the new mixed-use development are properly integrated. The
EIR should be more explanatory on these points.

2. Pages 9, 13, and 23. It is not clear whether the DPM cost estimate includes the
public costs of pedways to be constructed or how they are to be financed. Will an
assessment district be utilized?

. 3. Page 22. A brief discussion of the impact of peripheral parking at Union Station and

a station at the Federal Building on parking revenuées generated by the Los Angeles
Mall should be included.

4. Pages 49 and 38. Does the average station dwell time of 25 seconds permit someone
in 2 wheel chair to access the system and get locked In for safety? What about the
rush of other passengers? How many wheelchairs can each DPM car accommodate?
How does this affect the ability to seat or stand passengers?

5. Page 5l. Patronage. The projected 1990 daily patronage is made up of two types of
trips, circulation trips within the CBD and distribution trips to or from the regional
transportation system. Projections of these two types of trlps are based upon
patronage models that estimate the circulation trips that will occur during the noon
peak and the one-hour period with the most distribution trips (p.m. peak hour). Each
of these single-hour patronage projections is multiplied by an "expansion factor” to
obtain daily trips of that type.
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Chapter il (cont'd)

7.

il

12.

In the case of circulation trips, the expansion factor used is 10 times the circulation
peak hour; the minibus expansion factor is only 5. (Minibus ridership is now at 6,100
trips per day.) Although the models may accurately project the single-hour trips,
use of these expansion factors yields a questionable daily patronage projection (Page
49 estimates 72,400 trips on an average work day)

Another concern related to the patronage projections Is the assumption used to
determine whether a bus passenger or auto driver/passenger will transfer to the
DPM at the Union Station or Convention Center terminal or continue in his bus/auto
to the vicinity of his destination In downtown. The distribution model assumes that
the incoming commuter weighs the cost and time required to make each trip. The
transfer to the DPM scenario includes the time necessary to make the transfer but
does not include an additional time penalty that reflects the inconvenience of
transferring vs. staying In the vehicle. This has probably resulted in an
overstatement of distribution trips.

Page 52. It is unclear whether ramp modifications to the Santa Monica Freeway to
improve access to the Convention Center are Included in the capital costs
attributable to the DPM, regardiess of which agency would be financially
responsible. In the absence of the DPM, the modifications would not be made. It
they are made, it means that other freeway projects in District 7 may have to be
foregone. The EIR should describe this eventuality.

Page 39. The Systems Safety Program Plan should be made available before a
decision is made on DPM implementation. A worst- and best-case scenario should be
described. What are evacuation strategies, times, etc.? What can people expect?

Is it adequate to leave statlons unattended by security personnel, particulariy at
night? How will arrests be effectuated?

Page 60. Energy savings for users of the DPM should be calculated so that
comparisons can be made against the amount of power required to operate the DPM
system.

Page 61. What will be the impact on operating costs if full patronage projections
are not achieved until beyond 19907 If patronage projections are exceeded in 19907

. Page 62. How are private sector contributions of $1.% million for operating costs

going to be generated?

Page 63. There is a 32-39 month construction time during which varying levels of
disruption would exist. Wiil this impact impede attempts to meel air quality
standards by 19827 Will violations of air quality standards in downtown be
significantly increased as a result of traffic congestion?

Page 70. Is cost of business relocatlon included in estimates? I not, from what
source of funding will costs be paid? Costs for utility relocation have not been
identified. Similarly, it Is not clear who pays for the utility relocation that must
take place.

Chapter Il {cont'd

13. Page 73. Has UMTA formally agreed to pay the extra $22.6-26.1 million over the
§100.0 miltion promised by former Transportation Secretary Coleman? Inasmuch as
other cities, e.g. Baltimore and Miami, are preparing proposals to share in those
grants that have been cancelled, can Los Angeles be assured of receiving this
::dit;a;la; funding? 1f not, are contingency plans being prepared to fund the

ortfal :

CHAPTER lli - Environmental Setting

I Page 12. Energy capability should be translated into kilowatt hours. There is no

- way of easily comparing the DPM power needs (page 1I-60) to existing DWP
capability or whether there will be sufficient power capacity to meet 1990 growth
needs (cumulative needs for office, Industry, etc.) without construction of new
power plants. '

CHAPTER 1V - Environmental Impacts

f.  Pages 11-14. Noise. The noise impact has been properly identified as severe. Can
adequate mitigation measures be effected? A costing of mitigation measures does
not appear to have been made.

2. Pages 24 and 48. Mitigation measures to alleviate negative impacts on law
enforcement, fire protection, and traffic congestion include recommending that
night and weekend ‘condtruction be encouraged whenever -feasible. This will be
counterproductive toward mitigating the severe nolse impacts that were identified,
since background noise Is lower at night. Therefore, any noise that Is produced is
more intrusive.

1f night and weekend construction were deemed possible on certain segments, have
higher associated labor costs been taken into consideration?

3. Page 29. The statement is made that "The Federal money Is only available to the
City of Los Angeles for the sole purpose of constructing a DPM system."

It appears reasonable to assume that the Federal government is anxious in these
times to insure the most productive use of all tax dollars. If the case can be made
here that apother transit system will yield far better advantages to the region in the
long run, it is not inconcelvable that the Congress can be persuaded to reallocate the
monies from a demonstration project to another system.

The statement that economic development funding would be considerably delayed or
diverted to other areas of the United States is Inappropriate and should not be
surmised at this time. .

4. Page 30. It should be indicated that the 1,400 jocal and 3,000 regional jobs that
would be created are temporary (due to construction) and not permanent. No cost
assessment has been made if shortages of labor :in certain crafts occur because of
competing construction projects.

5. Page 36. Safety of auto drivers is a concern. No information is given on the current
incidence of accidents jnvolving wrong-way drivers. If street closures are
necessitated for construction, what can be the expected accident rate? If
projections cannot be made, at least present statistics should be supplied.



Chapter 1V (cont'd)

6.

7.

10.

M.
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13.

14.

Page 47. No assessment is made of emissions from traffic congestion caused by
construction activity. This may be much more critical than pollution from
construction equipment or workers' cars, which Is discussed on page 16.

Page 57 - Emergency Access. The discussion has been omitted that, if the guldeway
were Jocated in the centerline of Figueroa, access for firefighting equipment would
not be obstructed,

Pages 76-97. Visual and Aesthetic Impacts. This section should be rewritten to
delete as many subjective statements as possible. Of any section susceptible to
subjective interpretation, aesthetics is most prone. Therefore, special efforts must
be taken to minimize this. :

Page 82. The chart contains "plus" marks In several columns that could just as well
be “minus” or "x's", for instance It Is questionable that the tunnel ride can be given
double "pluses® for offering an enhanced aesthetic experience. it all depends upon
individual Interpretations. To ascribe the chart to the Planning Department makes
it appear as if it has management endorsement or has achieved a departmental
consensus when, in fact, this is not the case.

The positive overali visual/aesthetic impact given the system should be revaluated.

Pages 84-35. The “canyon eifect” of the DPM Is first acknowledged, then
dismissed. However, as described, there Is no conclusion to be drawn for the
stations on Fifth, Seventh, and Ninth Streets other than they will be oppressive,
therefore negative, not positive as the chart shows.

Page 86. An effective mitigation measure to screen users of the Hilton Hotel pool
from the intrusive viewing of DPM riders might be placing a screen upon the
guideway itself.

Page 94. dpen space fronting the City Hall and State property wiil be diminished
and views will be altered. This should be acknowledged.

Page 96. As on page 1V-39, reference Is made to the construction of pedestrian

bridges to public facilities. Are the costs for these structures incorporated into the
overall estimate? {See also comment 11-2.) 1t is unclear which ai:ncy will pay for a
landscaped deck to be constructed over the freeway to link the DPM with the Plaza.

Page 141. The EIR quotes a report by Dark and Higginbotham as the source for an
estimated 51% Increase in retail sales between 1972 and 1977.
report indicates that Dark and Higginbotham used the 1972 Census of Retail Trade
sales totals for various groups of CBD stores {e.g., general merchandise, apparel) and
applied the increase in per capita sales statewide for each of those categories to
obtain the 1977 figure. But the same Information reveals that central business
districts have not performed as well as the State a3 a whole. For example, in the
1967-72 period, the State gained 48.2% in sales; the Los Angeles CBD gained 19.5%,

and the State outperformed the L. A. CBD in every major category of store type.

Review of that.
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Chapter IV {cont'd)

Use of this seemingly overstated estimate of retail sales affects the estimate of
retail siles per square foot made In the third paragraph on page 141, as wéll as the
per capita Spending estimates and projected fncreases in per capita spending used
later in the secton.

Page 14} (cont'd). The EIR quotes Dark and Higginbotham as predicting an annual
growth rate of retail sales In the western portion of the Los Angeles CBD of 1.6%
per year in constant dollars. In the pext paragraph, an estimated sales increase of
2.2% per year {in constant dollars) Is predicted for the DPM corridor without the
presence of the DPM. No methadology is given for this upward adjustment, but the
statement Is made that "This projection assumes that there would be an increase of
about 30% or about 1.0 million square feet of additional retall space in the DPM
corridor by 1990". It is not clear whether Dark and Higginbotham also forecast an
increase in square footage; perhaps they assumed that sales made by additional
retailers would come at the expense of other retallers in the area. At any rate, the
EIR does not explain or justify the 38% upward adjustment in predicted annual sales
in what is essentially the same area.

Pages . 143-145. The saction describing DPM-induced retail sales presents
conclusions that need more lustuicatlon. The analysis rightfolly assumes that the
additional office and non-office employees, residents and hotel guests that are
induced by deployment of the DPM will become downtown purchasers, adding to
retail sales. The EIR analysis goes on to predict, however, that all CBD purchasers
(existing plus projected plus DPM induced) will spend more per capita because the
DPM is in place. Reference is made to the Washington, D.C. Metro and the
Minneapolis skyway pedestrian system to support this assumption. These per capita
safes ' Increases are estimated to be 23-30% for office workers, 13-20% for
ron-office workers, 5-10% for local upper- and middle-income residents, and 25-30%
for CBD hotel guests.

The following table highlights the Impact of these DPM-induced per capita sales
Increases. For example, in 1990, with the additional downtown purchasers projected
without the DPM, but spending at the per capita rate estimated without the DPM,
retail sales will increase 9.1% because of the DPM. When the “bonus factor” of
increased per capita spending due to the DPM is used, retail spending In 1990
increases 30% over retail sales projected for the same year without the DPM,
indicating that the increased spending per capita and not the increase in numbers of
employees, residents and hote]l guests is the major factor producing the sales
increase.



Chapter IV (cont'd)

Total Sales in 1990
using 1990 Projected

Total Sales in 1983
using 1983 Projected

Per Capita Spending Per Capita Spending__
. Without per  With per Without per  With per
capita caplita capita capita
* spending spending spending spending
Increase increase increase increase
due to DPM  due to DPM  due to DPM  due to DPM
Office Employees $ 115,925 $ 144,906 $ 145,530 $ 185,220
Non-Office Employees 13,682 16,218 17,336 20,304
CBD Residents 8,291 8,883 19,320 20,700 *
Hotel Guests 60,480 75,600 74,133 94,390
Hotel Room Charges 78,320 78,320 3,723 36,723
Total $ 276,698 $ 317,605 $ 341,042 $ 406,337
Increase over Baseline $13,789 $ 59,696 $28,429 $93,734
% Increase over Baseline +7.3% +23.1% +9.1% +30.0%

17.

Correction of ercor in EIR table.

Minneapolis has one of the most severe winter climates In the U.S.; a covered

pedestrianway is very likely to induce additional sales because of the protection and

comfort it offers. The Washington, D.C. system (Metro) has been operational for

such a short time that sales increases might be largely due to the novelty aspect of

‘t\;&e system. The experience of BART does not appear to have been equal to that of
etro. ‘

Although it is agreed that some measure of retail sales increases will occur because
of increased numbers of persons in the CBD, there are not sufficient data in the EIR
to support the conclusion that persons will be spending, not saving, more of their
incomes in-1990 merely because the DPM system Is in place.

Page 143. The EIR estimates that the DPM will Induce a 30% iIncrease in retail sales
in the DPM corridor. 'One assumption underlying this projection is that the system
will transport a rider to anywhere along the system in CBD in 10 minutes or less,
thereby inducing additional noontime shopping and dining expenditures.

Chapter IV (cont'd

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Presently, the minibus system Is capable of transporting riders to most popular CBD
destinations within 10-15 minutes, yet the daily patronage is only 6.100. Studies
show that almost 40% of the non-ethnic spending in the CBD is In general
merchandise {(department) stores. These are in the Seventh Street corridor,
including Bullocks, Robinsons, the Broadway and extending to the May Company.
This corridor may be negatively impacted by shifts In shopping patterns due to the
DPM. Now the minibus gives fairly direct service; the nearest DPM station will be
Jocated two blocks west of the Broadway Plaza, the closest department store to the
DPM. Therefore, the assumption of Improved accessibility to those stores
generating a high preponderance of retall sales is questionable. The possibility that
a shift of retail sales may occur should be addressed in the EIR.

If possible, thé EIR should also attempt to address the possibility that the increased
application of flex-hours and a four-day work week may result in fewer persons
being In the CBD on a continual daily basis. Even previous market studies prepared
on various Bunker Hill parcels did not take these changing work patterns into
account,

Pages 148-151. A portion of the sales increases due to DPM deployment has been
assigned to existing and proposed retail stores, with the remainder indicated as
available to support additional CBD retailing. If the estimate of DPM-induced sales
Is excessive, as discussed in #15 above, then investors who develop additional
retailing will either fail or cause existing retailers to fail. Furthermore, It appears
that the estimate of 1977 CBD retail sales, discussed in #13 above, forms the basis
for current and projected sales figures per square foot used in the analysis. If the
estimate of 1977 sales is overstated, then existing retallers are not doing as well per
square foot as the EIR indicates, which means that any DPM-induced spending,
whether from more purchasers or Increased per capita spending, will have to go
mainly to existing retailers. Otherwise, retail sales wlll simply shift.

Page 178. The statement Is made that "the DPM Is expected to have little or no
Impact on the Music Center beyond a marginal improvement in access." In fact,
present-day service to the Center, with direct minibus service, Is better. The DPM
stations are located so that all Music Center patrons would have at least a
two-block, uphill walk to reach the Center.

Page 183. Reference to the lawn portion of City Hall being a park is omitted.
itigating measures, therefore, need to bé considered.

Page 187. Additional problems concerning fire and police protection for urban
development, not the system itself, are identified, but no costs of mitigation are
presented. These should be estimated.

Page 214. Studles on fare sensitivity analyses reported in various issues of Traific
Quarterly confirm that, with fare increases, there is a strong elasticity of demand
for transit ridership in those groups that do not have high regular bus ridership (July,
1978).

In the CBD, the'same experience was refiected In minlbus ridership in 1976-77 when
the fare was raised from 10¢ to 25¢ and patronage dropped 30%.



Chapter IV (cont'd)

Tourists will not be atfected, but local discretionary trips would probably decrease if
the DPM fare were ralsed. Ailthough a rise from 15¢ to 25¢ Is a minor increase In
and of itself, persons begin to think twice about whether the round trip Is really
worth 50¢ to them. The glamour of the DPM may not be sufficient to overcome this
human inertia.

Therefore, the fact that the models indicated the demand for the DPM Is relatively
insensitive to an increase in fare appéars to contradict the findings of all other
transit studies conducted on the subject and should be reevaluated.

23. Page 215. There Is an Inadequate report of findings of Impacts of columns on
pedestrian activity because of reduced sidewalk widths, particularly on Fifth Street.
The information is not reported in the text or the summary chart on pages 53-38.

24

Page 216. The traffic impact discussion assumes ramp Improvement to the Santa
Monica Freeway (at Convention Center) will be made. If they are not made, what
will the traffic Impact be? What will be the expectation that carpoolers will be
willing to use the intercept if the ramp improvements are not made?

25. Page 217. The determination of VMT savings in the CBD assumes that 43% of the
DPM circulation trips would be diverted from the automobile, resulting in a daily
YMT savings of 900. It appears more reasonable to assume that noon-hour
circulation trips are walk or transit trips, or the trip Is not made. Therefore, these
VMT savings are overstated.

26. Page 217. There Is no impact assessment of VMT increases imposed by a median in
Figueroa Street. Likewise, an indication of the traffic impact on adjacent streets,
e.g., Flower Street, should be made.

CHAPTER V - Measures to Reduce Energy Consumptioh
No comments.
CHAPTER VI - The Relationship Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity

1. Page |. The DPM system may encourage the use of peripheral parking. - "Will" is too
strong. The statement that "the visual effects will therefore contribute to the
long-term productivity of the downtown area” is highly subjective and should be
deleted, particularly since possible view obstructions and other visual
incompatibilities have been identified (page 1V-220) as unavoidable adverse impacts.

2. Page 6. (See CSH)

3. Page 9. Land. No mention is made of the possible aiternate uses of private land at
the intercepts, If there are any. To the extent they are relevant, opportunity costs
and benefits should be discussed,

3-49

Chapter VI {cont'd)

4.

Money. No mention s madé of the possibility of a financial Impact on City

taxpayers In case joint development opportunities or assessment districts do not
come to fruition.

Other growth-inducing impacts, e.g., retall sales, are discussed under comments for
Chapter 1V.

CHAPTER VI - Alternatlves to the Proposed Action

1.

2.

3.

Pages 9 and 10. The conclusions reached regarding the economic impact of an
improve s alternative vis-a-vis the DPM seem somewhat Inconsistent. Credit is
given to the bus alternative to Increase snnual retail sales, but due only to the
increase in the number of employees shopping in the downtown area. Yet, the DPM
is given a high-level of ability to jncrease sales from this same greater number of
employees. Inasmuch as the Broadway and Seventh Street complexes will have less
access under the DPM alternative, it Is unclear why the system should have
superiority for Inducing expenditures.

Additjonally, economic activity is occurring on the west side of the CBD today
without the DPM. This area already has heavy bus ridership.

Page 23. Impact on Development. To the extent that development decisions in the
private market are predicated on factors other than public transit availability, the
statement that "the Null Alternative would negatively affect downtown's
competitiveness in attracting new development” is untrue. Locational decisions take
Into account labor market, transportdtion, desire of executives to locate within an
area, cost of land, etc. For instance, when corporate executives were interviewed,
they indicated thelr decisions to jocate in the San Francisco CBD were not made
solely on the avallability of BART.

Even with the Null Alternative, the Los Kngeles CBD remains the most transit-rich
area of the City.

Air Quality. It is unclear whether the assessment took rising gasoline prices or
ridesharing promotion into account when it was determined that the Nuil ‘Alternative
would not alter automobile travel dependency.

Page 27. The private sector today benefits from exlsting transit systems such as the
minibus. Yet, it makes no ‘direct financlal contribution. It Is premature to assume
this will change as a result of the DPM.

Page 30. The operating speed differentials of the minibus vs. DPM do not appear to
show a clear superiority for the latter. It will still take about 14 minutes for a rider
to get from the Civic Center to the Broadway Plaza. That is competetive with
today's schedule. As for schedule adherence, the minibus is subject to traffic delays,
particularly at the noon peak. Yet, if operating breakdowns occur on the DPM, it
will be subject to longer delays.



Chapter Vil (cont'd)

The operating costs for one year of DPM could pay for four years of minibus service
at present rates. If actual patronage is below estimates or private-sector financial
participation is not forthcoming for the DPM, costs will rise. Legally, a benefit
district could be Imposed on that portion of the CBD in the minibus corridor just as
well as for the DPM, if the Councll so desired.

3. Page 34. It is unclear how closely the starter line stations at Seventh Street and
Flfth Broadway are integrated with the DPM. It appears there will be some walking
for patrons to get from one system to the other,

The DPM EIR stressed that the proposed system is in conformance with the Central
City Community Plan. That plan outlined a people mover/mass rapid transit system,
with people mover lines connecting physically integrated people mover/mass rapid
transit stations and extending to minor actlvity nodes and peripheral parking
facilities. It is unclear how physical Integration of the DPM station at Seventh
between Francisco and Figueroa and the Wiishire line can be adequately
accomplished if they are constructed a block apart. [f these two systems are not
ghysscally integrated, impiementation of the Central City Community Plan will be
indered.

6. Pages 1l-14. The alternative alignments should be further evaluated, e.g., Flower
Street alignment and the Grand Street alignment with a stop near the Music Center
and County Courthouse. From the standpoint of impacts, Option B (Flower Street)
appears to compete favorably with the recommended alignment, e.g. traffic, noise
and disruption Impacts, . .

The summation of page 10 and tables do not explain why Baseline A was selected
when Route B looks superior.

Likewise, the all-bus alternative was rejected as unviable to meet CBD needs, even
though it s relatively competetive with the DPM for providing service.
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RESPONSES TO LOS ANGELES CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT:

II-1.

I1-2.

I1-3.

Integration of the starter line CBD stations and the-
DPM requires close coordination through all phases of
The starter line activities in the CBD
are just approaching the point where such coordination

engineering.

is possible.
starter line stations (platforms are 500 feet long and .

In concept, the size and depth of the

depths are 60-100 feet) provides ample opportunity for
extensions of mezzanines. Pedestrian corridors and
vertical access points can extend well beyond the lim-
its of the platform. These access points would then be
integrated into existing or planned buildings, pedways,
or other available sites such as the DPM stations.
These station extensions would provide an alternative

to pedestrian movement at the street level.
See response to comment IV-13.

Access to Union Station parking via the DPM is likely
to result in an increase in parking revenues forvthe
Los Angeles Mall garage. Currently, the garéqe allo~
cates approximately 1500 monthly spaceé to City employees
at $5.00/month; 70 spaces to non-City employees (e.g.
Federal office workers) at $50.00/month; and 600 short-
term spaces to daily visitor parkers at $2.50/day.
Because of the demand for employee spaces (as evidenced
by a waiting list of 1500 City employees for $5.00/month

spaces), a sizable number of short-term spaces are used
by employee parkers paying the $2.50 daily rate. At-
traction of 100-200 employee parkers using short-term
spaces to the DPM intercept parking facilitw at Union
Station (or the Convention Center) would open these
spaces to short-term visitor parkers, thereby increas-
ing daily parking revenues generated by these spaces

from $2.50/day to $4.00-$5.00/day. (There is sufficient

I11-4.

demand to fill these short-term spaces with short-term
parkers. Currently, the Bureau of Public Works is con-
verting 200 City-employee designated spaces to short-

A higher
turnover rate of these short-term spaces could yield
from $55,000 to $110,000 or more per year in parking
revenues (200 days x 100-200 spaces x $2.50 ($5.00-
$2.50)/day). This would represent a 7.5%~15.0% in-
crease over the esiimated annual L.A. Mall garage rev-
enues of $700,000 to $750,000.

term use for L.A. Mall visitors/shoppers.)

In keeping with the current desires of the handicapped

.community and the associated requlatory agencies, the

DPM vehicles will not provide lock-in features for
wheelchairs. The wheelchair user will be expected to
set the wheelchair brakes at a stanchion in the desig-

nated area.

The System Specification requires vehicle door design
that precludes injury to or entrapment of patrons; this
may involve obstruction detection, pusﬁ back, recycle,
traction interloéks, emergency release, door closing
warning, etc. Such safety features could extend the
average station dwell time to that required by elderly

and handicapped patrons.

Relative to the rush of other passengers, the platform
doors will act as patron flow areas to the vehicle
doors. The combination of multiple platform and
vehicle doors, level of service provide with short

headways, and the seated to standee patron ratio should

"alleviate the need for patron rush.

The System Specification, in keeping with the present .
conceptual level of design, has established requirements
for patron capacity to the extent of 4.5 square feet
minimum of floor area for seated patrons and an average

of 2.5 square feet for each standee. These factors,

[ R e



when combined with the 1 to 1 required standing to
seated passenger ratio in any station-to-station link,
the required service level for all patrons during the
peak 20 minutes, the maximum vehicle physical dimen-
sions, and the projected station volumes and link vol-
umes, equate to an approximate 207.5 square feet of
clear floor space in a DPM train, This area could ac-
commodate wheelchair users to the extent of their
mobility in getting situated, but then standee floor
space would be diminished. Other rail rapid transit
property experience would indicate that the LADPM could
expect very few and infrequent wheelchair users in a

given service day.

II-5. To obtain estimates for daily DPM ridership, expansion

factors were applied to the model results for the P.M.
peak hour distribution trips and to the noon hour cir-
culatidn'trips. For the distribution trips, factors

were defived from two-way CBD Cordon Counts made in

1976 by'the Los Angeles City Traffic Depaftment. The
factors are 5.26 for regional auto users and 6.75 for
regional transit users. For circulation trips a factor

of 10 was applied.

This factor of 10 is based on information from two
major sources, including the 1975 CBD travel survey,l
and statistics from other transit systems, particularly
the Washington Metro.2 These data sources were used
in conjunction with the model results to create the
hourly distribution of DPM trips shown in Figure 1.

The relationship between daily and noon hour circulation

1

I
Barton-Aschman and Associates, Inc. Los Angeles Central
Business District Internal Travel Survey prepared for CRA,
October, 1975.

2 Washington Area Metropolitan Transit Authority, May, 1978

-35.8 percent.
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Estimated DPM Ridership bv Hour of the Dav, 1990

was derived, in part, from an analysis of the relation-
ship between circulation and distribution trips at

different times of the day.
peak pericd, distribution trips account for roughly 91.4
percént of all DPM trips.
the Washington Metro System (88.1 percent).

For example, for the A.M.

This is comparable to data for
Circulation
trips comprise 35.5 percent of total daily DPM trips.

For the Washington Metro, the comparable statistic is

It has been estimated that 6.1 percent

of total daily DPM ridership will occur during the noon

hour. This compares favorably with the Washington Metro,

' where 5 percent of daily trips occur during the noon R[our.

The Metro, while not strictly a "downtown people mover"
can be compared to the DPM since both are automated tran-
sit systems operating on exclusive guideways, and both
offer service for 18 hours per weekda§ {(6:00 A.M. to

12 midnight).



Additional points of reference are available for the 1975
pedestrian survey. While pedestrian trip rates vary
widely by hour of the day for different land uses, on the
average it was found the circulation trips in the P.M.
peak hour were 68 percent of what they were in the noon
hour. A round fiqgure of 70 percent was used in the DPM
analysis. The 1975 survey also estimated that in the
P.M. peak hour, 26 percent of all trips are circulation
trips. A slightly lower figure was used for the DPM

analysis (20 percent).

With this information, it was possible to "fix" the
circulation trips at various times of the day. It was
then possible to construct the graph shown in Figure 1
The result is that daily

circulation trips are about 10 times the number of noon

on a step by step basis.

hour circulation trips.

Estimates of transfer times between regional modes and
the DPM were based on detailed drawings of the intercept
facilities at the Convention Center and Union Station.
Transfer times were calculated by adding estimated walk
times, escalator times, faré gaté times, and average
Walk speeds, escalator speeds, horizontal
The

wait times.
and vertical distances were all taken into account.
transfer time between the outbound busway and the DPM
platform at Unijon Station is estimated to be 2.5 minutes
no€ counting wait time.
bound busway is 2.1 minutes. The bus/DPM transfer time
at the Convention Center is estimated to be 1.6 minutes.
Transfer times between parking structures and the DPM
platforms are eStimated to be 2.9 and 3.0 minutes for
Union Station and the Convention Center, respectively.
Times will
vary for individual passengers depending on where they
park within the parking structure, and other factors.
The estimates are also subject to change during final

Clearly, these are meant to be averages.

design.

The comparable time for the in-

I11-6.

I1-7.

Quantifying an additional time or cost penalty to reflect
the "psychological inconvenience" of transfering would

be very difficult. Any estimate would be extremely

It is felt that the times used in the model-
ing analysis are reasbhable estimates for the transfer

arbitrary.
penalty. 1t is also likely that during the final engin-
eering and architectural studies, designs will be im-
proved from the passengers perspective, resulting in
lower transfer times than originally estimated.

It is true that trade-offs must be made in the alloca-
tion of limited transportation funds. The impact of
specific fund allocation decisions is not always clear.
In many cases allocation of funds to a project does not
lessen the opportunity for funding other projects. This
is due to such requirements as minimum levels of expen-
diture for each transportation district. The freeway
modifications proposed may actually increase the total
level of transportation funding in District 7 and not

foreclose opportunities to fund other freeway projects.

The LADPM Systems Safety and Fire Protection Program
Plan is available and is currently under review by the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA). This
Plan establishes the disciplined and authoritative pro-
gram required to assure that safety is designed, built,
and verified into the system. The safety program acti-
vities will lead to documented demonstration that the
system can be safely allowed to commence revenue ser-
Documentation will include agreements with safety,
In this
manner, it will be assured that the safety of the opera-
tion of the LADPM system will equal or exceed that of
other modern, fixed guideway transit systems built and
operated in'the United States since 1965.

vice.
emergency service, and regulatory agencies.
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The security plan, design criteria, and requirements

have been established in conjunction with the Los Angeles

Police Department (LAPD) for the express purpose of
yielding a real as well as a high perceptual level of
security for patrohs and personnel throughout the system.
Although vehicles and stations are unattended, their

open design will allow easy surveillance from outside the

system by LAPD foot and car patrol. This surveillance
will be supplemented by closed circuit television (CCTV)
surveillance by central control personnel, having direct
communications with the LAPD.

See response to Hubacher comment for an analysis of the
relative energy conclusions between DPM system power

requirements and VMT savings resulting from its operation.

Operating costs are related more directly to the number
of vehicles and operating miles and indirectly to the
number of patrons covered. If patronage projections
are not achieved as quickly as anticipaged the size
of a consist and the frequency of service can be re-
duced. Both these actions will reduce the number of
vehicle miles and, therefore, the operation and main-
tenance costs. Conversely, if the patronage demand
exceeds that projected, additional capacity is avail-
able through more frequent service and using the
excess space in each car for more standees. The com-
bination of these actions will have only a slight
increase in total operating costs with a reduction in

cost per passenger,

As shown in the DPM financial plan, approximately
$1.3 million will be required from the private sector
to assure that the monies needed for operating and
The pri-
vate sector contributions are based entirely upon

maintaining the system will be available.

benefits received. For example the $1.3 million
represents about 20% of the net benefits received
by the private sector. The basic premise 'is "those
who benefit pay”. Benefits are divided into four

1) off;ce, 2) retail, 3) hotel, and 4)

The benefits for each category were determined

categories:
other.
depending upon the distance from the DPM station.
Various methods for collecting or "capturing” a portion
of the increased value were examined including joint
agreements; retail overrides and benefit assessments.
It was decided, in conjunction with the private sector,

_that the benefit assessment method was the most easily

* .,administrable from both the public and private sector

II-11.

-points of view.

The assessment, based upon distance
from thé station and the category of business, would
be collected along with taxes normally collected each
year. The monies generated and the impact upon the

private sector are essentially the same in all the value
capture methods examined. The benefit assessment is

most easily administered and was therefore selected.

Construction of the DPM system will produce some addi-
tional congestion on certain downtown streets, during
periods of normally high traffic volumes. It has been
estimated by the Department of Traffic that in 1983,
an estimated all day average speed on streets in the
With DPM

construction activities taking place, the resulting

DPM corridor would be 17.9 miles per hour.

congestion could reduce this figure to 17.6 miles per
The effect
of this on emission factors would be on thg order of

hour, by Department of Traffic estimates.

one~to-two percent.

Considering the small proportion of regional pollution
attributable to the downtown area (abo&t one percent),
it is reasonable to suggest that the net effect of DPM
construction on achievement of the ambient air quality
standards would be insignificant.
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In all instances it was considered desirable to locate
the DPM quideways within public right-of-way to mini-
mize the displacement of residential and business esta-
blishments and to minimize Community disruption. How-
ever, in specific locations where guideways and other
facilities could not be located within public rights-
of-way, a minimum amount of additional right-of-way is
required. The only anticipated business relocation oc-
curs in the vicinity of the Convention Center Intercept
on Figueroa Street between 12th Street and Pico Boule-
vard. The estimated cost of potential business reloca-
tion has been included in the estimate for right-of-
way. These costs were developed based on guidelines
provided by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.

A detailed estimate was made of the cost of modifying |
or relocating both public and private utilities re-
quired by DPM construction.

Section 62.01 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal

Code requires that all utility companies under franchise
with the City (such as gas, telephone, telegraph),

fire and police signals, and the City Department of
Water and Power bhear the cost and relocate their own
facilities.

City storm drains, sewers, traffic signals and street
lights are designed to City standards and the cost is
included as part of a proposed project.

UMTA has not at this timeAformally agreed to fund the °
$17.3 million additional caused by delays in the program
and will not do so until the formal application for

The
additional funding requirement has been discussed with

final designs and implementation is submitted.

UMTA, however, and it is assumed by all parties thgt

III-1.
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formal approval will be given upon receipt of the appli —
cation. If the additional funds were not forthcoming °
from UMTA then the City would have to re-examine the
funding plan and determine the source of the funds.

The worst case would be to revert to the original fund-
ing plan wherein the City and County would contribute
cash dollars instead of using right-of-way land as in-

kind contributions.

See responses to Department of Water and Power and
Hubacher. '

See response to the Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission.
to the extent that, these measures would be required by

Costs 'of mitigation measures are included
existing City of Los Angeles ordinances.

The cost of evening and night construction work has
been accounted for in reduced productivity, resulting
in higher unit costs. This reduced productivity is

based on CALTRANS experience with freeway construction.

There have been several suggestions on how to use the
DPM mopies for other purposes such as bus systems, rail
system, housing, social programs etc. It has been made
very clear from the beginning of the national DPM prograr
that the monies were set aside solely for implementing
DPM's. This was further emphasized by DOT Secretary
Brock Adams during an address to the Los Angeles Cham-
ber of Commerce on May 17, 1978 (see Sierra Club re-
sponse). To attempt to reallocate the funds can only
cloud the issue and add more delay to solving our

total transportation problems.

If the issue is one of priorities, i.e. what should be
built first, two items should be considered; 1) Since

the RTDP 4-part program represents an integrated
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approach to solving the total transportation problem,
each element should be implemented when funding is
available for that element and 2) the City wide plan
pp 17, 18, Department of City Planning 1974, indicates
that auxiliary systems should be built before the
primary transit system. Therefore the idea of imple-
menting the DPM when funding is available, even if it

is before implementation of the regional system, is

the right one and is in conformity with City plans.

If the DPM weré delayed or not built, .due to a diversion
of funds, many joint development opportunities would be
lost. 1In addition the recently signed transit bill
provides for up to $200 million per year nationally for
public/private sector joint development relating to
These funds are available as soon as

If the DPM
maintains its schedule a significant portion of these

transportation.
applications can be submitted and approved.-
funds can come to Los Angeles now. Delays can only cause
these funds to go to other cities.

The observation that the jobs created due to construc-
The
socio-economic impact on the construction labor force

tion are temporary and not permanent is correct.

was addressed on page 1IV-37 as follows:

"Construction activities for the DPM are
expected to generate over $74 million in
local wages during the 39-month construction
period. A labor force of about 1700 person-
years would be required for the project.
Construction of the quideway, stations, and
other elements would regquire a labor force
of about 1220 person-years, and construction
of the intercepts and maintenance facility
would require about 480 person-years, over
an estimated 15-month period.”
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The construction of the Los Angeles DPM Project will
provide relief to the currently depressed construction
indastry.
of the DPM would partially offset the current (5.5 per-
cent in October, 1978)
Angeles-Long Beach area.

Increased construction employment because

unemployment rate in the Los
In the construction trades,
this figure may be even higher. In the summer of 1978,
it was estimated that approximately 85 percent of all
union members in the twelve major construction crafts
were employed, with about 100,000 of these in contract
construction activities. The construction industry‘has
traditionally been able to respond to variable levels
of building activity. It is not anticipated that the
construction of the Los Angeles DPM Program will tax
the capabilities of the Southern California construction

industry.

Accident data attributed to wrong-way drivers or street
closures are not readily available. From January 1, 1977
to December 31, 1977, 2,485 accidents within the City

of Los Angeles were classified with a primary collision

factor of "wrong side of road". These represent approxi-

"mately 4 percent of all accidents occuring within the

City, but include a myriad of driver actions. No specific
data for the CBD have been collected and no reference

